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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

POSITION PAPER - HB 355
February 21, 1986
SUPPORT

HB 355 - "An Act Authorizing the establishment and implementation of onboard ob-
server programs; and providing for an effective date.”

The Department of Public Safety is in support of House Bfll No. 355,

The Department of Public Safety supports House Bill 355 an act authorizing the
establishment and implementation of an onboard observer program.

The State has experienced in recent years a sharp decline in the shellfish stocks
being available in the commercial crab fisheries.

In conjunction with the Department of Fish and Game management program, this De-
partment has over the years expended a considerable amount of effort through in-
spection of vessels and shore plants, extended vessel patrol days and air patrol
hours monitoring the fishing activity of the State's crab fisheries.

The State has experienced in recent years an increase in numbers of catcher/proces-
sor vessels in the crab fishery since the first one was operational in 1973,

The catcher/processor type vessel has proven to be economically superior in its
ability of being mobile in catching and processing crab at any time or place within
a fishing ground.

This ‘ituation does create a management and enforcement problem by the inability to
monitor catches being processed and to receive or accurately monitor catch composi-
tion.

The major concern that exists in this situation is the inaccurate management data
being received and the capability of a catcher/processor type vessel harvesting
undersize crab undetected, thus placing the present andfuture stocks in jeopardy
by the illegal take and the lack of accurate data for properly managing the re-
source.

Since 1973 to the present the following type of violations have been documented in-
volving catcher/processor vessels:

The taking of king crab after the closure of the fishery and reporting the poundage
on a shellfish ticket as being tanner crab and processing sublegal crab.

The quota system that is established for a specific area allowing specified pound-
age of crab to be harvested can be affectea by the misinformation provided on
shellfish tickets, which is detrimental to sound management and an economical dis-
advantage to the majority of the hard working, honest fishermen.
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KODIAK FISH & GAME ADVISORY COMMITTEE
211 Mission Rd.
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

January 7, 1986 JAN 13 1986,

Alaska State Board of Fish
Box 3-2000
Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Board Members,

The Kodiak Fish & Game Advisory committee met on January 3, 1986 to
discuss time and area closures for trawl gear in king crab sensitive
areas. Approximately seventy eight people v/ere in attendance. As
mentioned in our January 4 letter to you, the K.A.C. recommends specifi
time and area closures for hard on the bottom trawling and strongly
urges protection of Kodiak's rebuilding king crab stocks

One important issue discussed was ADF&G funding for observers on trawl
vessels to document incidental catch statistics on all species, i.e.
salmon, halibut, tanner crab, etc. The K.A.C. voted unanimously, vote
9-0, to put pressure on the ADF&G and the legislature stressin'g™tTfe
importance of obtaining funds for observer programs for all fisheries
which ADF&G needs to obtain incidental catch information

It was brought to the K.A.C. attention that $100,000 in fines from the
"Baranof case" was earmarked to be spent on observers. The committee i
also aware that in most cases fines from violations are deposited
directly into the state's general fund. Hc.c»vi, in this case, since
the $100,000 from the "Baranof case"™ has been specifically earmarked
already for use in funding observers, the K.A.C. requests your
assistance in assuring this much needed observer money does not get
deposited into the General Fund but into the ADF&G observer program.

JIU UIHI TU, VsliCMMIiail
Kodiak Fish & Game Advisory Committee

ceC Governor Sheffield
Don Collinsworth, Commissioner ADF&G
Senator Fred Zharoff
*Representative Dave Thompson



UNITED FiSt 1ERMEN OF ALASKA

Jack Cadigan
Executive Director
907-586-2820
1-800-478-FISH

Mr. Anthony Calio

NOAA Administrator

U.S. Department of Commerce

14th and Constitutional Ave. N._W.
Washington, D.C. 20730

18 February 1986

Dear Mr. Calio:

United Fishermen of Alaska have been sup, orting efforts for better con—
trol and enforcement of all fisheries, both foreign and domestic. We today
testified in support of legislation before the (Alaska) House Special Commit—
tee on Fisheries that would authorize on-board observers for domestic vessels
operating iri state waters. We plan to continue lobbying hard for this legisla—
tion so that it will clear the legislature this session.

The state pilot program has a fiscal tag of $300,070. This is, however,

insufficient to meet what is really needed. We therefore solicit your support
for the allocation of $250,000 submitted by the Alaska office of NMFS for a
pilot observer program. This should meld the federal and state governments

into creating a multi-funded comprehensive observer program, and set the stage

for continued teamwork for a common goal.

Your interest and assistance in this significant proposed step 1is most

appreciated.

Copy to: Rep. Peter Goll (Ch. Spec Comm, on Fisheries)
Rep Adelheid Herrmann (Ch. House Resources)
Senator Arliss Sturgelewski (Ch. Senate Resources)

e aie Building Suite 306 175 S. Franklin Street Juneau. Alaska 99801
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ALASKA COASTAL COMMUNITIES ALLIANCE

P.O. Box 382 Kodiak, Alaska 99615 Phone (907) 486-5096

March 21, 19S5

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Senate Resources Committee m< 0
Pouch VvV (MS 3100)

Juneau, .Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski,

The Alaska Coastal Communities Alliance would like to express its
support for Senate Bill 79 which would authorize an onboard observer
program on certain fishing vessels engaged in Alaskan fisheries. We
agree that direct benefits would be derived through enhanced management,
more reliable lata gathering, and improved compliance.

In addition to the obvious 1improved enforcement and compliance, the data
gathered could certainly aid in the.management of a particular fishery or
fisheries. New knowledge gained could include, but definitely not limited
to; predator-prey relationships between species of different fisheries,
the effects that catching non-targeted species (incidental catch) have on
one fishery by another fishery, the optimum timing or area of harvesting

a given fishery to reduce any impact on other fisheries or to enhance the
impact on the primary fishery, the benefits of a total ecological approach

to managing a fishery versus a single species approach, and of course many
other areas of needed new information.

0f particular concern to many fishermen and processors lately is the
predator-prey and incidental catch relationships between fisheries. Examples
of some questions thac reflect on these relationships are in the following
sentences. If one fishery targets on and harvests a predator species, does
it directly enhance the yields and fortunes of another fishery engaged 1in
harvesting a prey species? If one fishery takes a proportionately high
incidental catch of a species being targeted on by another fishery, does it
significantly detract from the yields and fortunes of the other fishery?

We feel these and other questions could best b* answered through the
implementation of an onboard observer program.

Our support for the onboard observer program is not without qualifications
however. First and foremost among these 1is the addition of subsection 1A(D)
to section 2AS 16.05.050 dealing with fees being assessed to the operators

of vessels within the given fishery to pay for the onboard observer program.
We are adamant and unanimous 1in our opposition to the assessment of any new
and extraneous fees to cover the cc,.: of this program. We feel the operators
of these vessels and processors are currently paying sufficient fees (such as
gear, vessel, and crew licenses, and etcetera) and t- es to support this

and other management programs. We further feel that _Ith the improved com—
pliance resulting from this program the State should realize particular cost



Senaior Arliss Sturgulewski
March 21, 1985
Page 2

savings through reduced enforcement burden and overhead. Again, we ask
that the offending 14(D) subsection be stricken from this bill.

A related area of concern is the increased operational costs incurred by
the vessel operator due directly to the onboard observer program. We
feel an actual reimbursement to these vessel operators needs to be
considered. An example being the cost of food. Some operators pay
insurance premiums based on crew size and with the addition of an observer
onboard could be liable for increased insurance costs. Costs which we
might add are already out of reach of some vessel operators and owners.
In the case of insurance, simple reimbursement of increased premiums is
not enough. We feel that the State should bear the full liability for
the observer beyond the gross negligence of the operator or vessel

owner. Some sort of hold-harmless clause protecting the vessel operators
from frivolous or occupational related lawsuits needs to be considered

to make this bill palatable to the majority of our fishermen.

If the above concerns are addressed- then we feel we can be wholeheartedly
behind the passage of Senate Bill 79. This bill properly enacted could
go a long ways toward enhancing and protecting the various fisheries

of Alaska.

In closing we wish to thank you for taking the time to consider this
letter and wish you the very best in your decisions and deliberations.
Again, thank you.

Sincerest Regards,
ALASKA COASTAL COMMUNITIES ALLIANCE

Slim M. Jorgensen
Member-Director

cc: Alliance"s Member Organizations

.Representative David W. Thompson
Senator Fred F. Zharoff



On-Board Observer Program for groundfish and shellfish
fisheries in the Central Gulf of Alaska, Alaska Peninsula
and Bering Sea, and Southeast Alaska.

This document is designed to provide information and guidance for
administrators in preparation of a budget document for a Westward
groundfish— shellfish observer program. Attached is a detailed operational
plan for groundfish observation procedures including the purpose, objectives
and detailed sampling procedures. Included also is a table showing the
proposed scheme of effort distribution relative to quarter, management area
and species for the proposed budget by line item.

The primary purpose of this observer effort would be to monitor and document
the composition of catches as they come aboard commercial groundfish and
shellfish vessels during fishing operations. This purpose would be achieved
through accomplishment of the following objectives:

l. Monitor the composition and catch per effort of target, incidental
and prohibited species catches made by commercial
shellfish-groundfish operations relative totime and area fished.

2. Study the spatial and temporal distribution of prohibited species
catches in an effort to determine if cyclic spatial and/or temporal
relationships can be detected for specific species groups.

3. Distribute observer effort on the various species based on the times
and areas of primary fleet emphasis.

4. Work closely with the various user groups to learn the problem areas
relative to prohibited species by-catches and the extent to which
the fleet can avoid these species.

5. Continue to evaluate the sampling strategy, data collection
procedures, and sampling methodologies usedto collect, record end
summarize shipboard observer data.



6. Determine the statistical validity of expanding prohibited species
catch rates into the catch by the total fleet on a time-geographic
area basis. Revise existing procedures, if necessary.

7. Continue to develop suironaries and overviews of observer results.
Attempt to develop routine summaries which answer the many questions
posed by the various user groups.

8. Attempt to improve the data exchange on observer results with NMFS.
The goal of this coordination would be to develop an integrated
observer reporting system which includes the domestic as well as
joint venture and directed foreign fishing effort.

9. Develop a data summarization program with the flexibility to
summarize the accumulated data base,.on any desired group of
parameters so as to satisfy needs of diverse user and agency groups.

This observation effort would be allocated quarterly on a prioritized basis
among four fisheries management areas (Kodiak-Ch'grik, South Alaska Peninsula,
the Bering Sea, nd Southeast Alaska, and six species (Pacific cod, pollock,
Tanner crab, Dun”eness crab, king crab and sablefish). In t*rms of species
priority, the catcher processing operations targeting on king crab, cod and
pollock would have first priority, with the shore-based fleet targeting on cod
and pollock having second priority. Effort would be most intense during the
April-June quarter due to heavy effi rt for pollock and sablefish, with the
least effort scheduled during the Jule-September quarter when the primary
effort is for Pacific cod in the Bering Sea. This prioritization scheme is
incorporated into the effort distribution table (Table 1) by quarter,
management area and species group.

A breakdown of cost factors for this proposed observer effort by line item is
shown in Table 2. Review of the proposed expenditures by line item shows that
88% of the costs would be in personnel services. These personnel services
costs are hased on Fishery Technician Ill salaries and the observers being
paid sea pay for seven days a week during one-half of their total employment
period. Sea pay is presently paid at the rate of 3.5 hours per weekday at sea



and 15 hours per weekend day or holiday while at sea. This calculates to 85
hours per full week at sea including base pay.

As mentioned above, this observation effort would be distributed over five
fisheries-Pacific cod, king crab, pollock, sablefish and Tanner crab. The
fisheries for cod and polTock use hottom trawl gear, those for king and Tanner
crab utilize pots, and that for sablefish utilizes bottom trawls, longline
gear as well as pots. While the majority of observation effort would be in
the trawl and crab pot fisheries due to their higher potential for prohibited
species catches, effort v/ould be expended in the sablefish longline fishery on
a time available basis due to its potential for catching halibut.

The final product of the observer data collection procedure would he estimates
of the total catches of each species by haul. These estimates are coupled
with the basic haul parameters from each tow vja an integrated Lotus/R-Dase
program which can summarize catches according to nearly any desired group of
variables. In-depth operational plans for observation procedures including
subsampling, effort distribution and data handling protocols trawl, have been
developed and are available for use in this program.



Table 1.

Area

Kodiak

Shumagin

Bering Sea

Southeast

Totals

Species
Group

PC-Pol
Tanner
Oungeness
S-" lefish

PC-Pol
Tanner

PC-Pol
Tanner
King Crab

Rockfish
Sablefish
Flatfish

Quarter
Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep
6 8
2 . .
- 2 0.5
2 .
2 2 2
2 .
3 9 6
1.5 2 0.5
- 2 0.5
1.5 : _
« 18 27 9.5

Distribution of FY 1987 shellfish and groundfish on-board observer
effort (man-months) by quarter, management area, and species group.

Oct-Dec

1.5
1.5
16



Table 2. Shipboard observer cost distribution.

ON-BOARD OBSERVER PROGRAM
Shellfish/Groundfish FY87
Proposed Expenditures

LINE ITEM

100 Personal Services
FB | - 6.0 MM @ 2518/mo.
FT 111 - 64.6 MM @ $2185/mo.

900 hrs. sea pay 0 16.78/hr (2 FB 1's)
7316 hrs. sea pay 0 13.14/hr (18 FT 1l1's)

Employee Benefits 0 33%

Total
200 Travel
18 Roundtrip Kodiak-Dutch Harbor 0 $854
1080 days per diem on vessels 0 20
6 days commercial per diem 0 $80 tv.mi
300 Contractual Services
Xerox charges '
Contingency inter-island air charter
Telephone charges
Printing of forms
Computer supplies
Total

400 Commodities
Sampling Equipment:

Plastic baskets
Scales
Repair & equipping of survival equipment
Misc. sampling equipment
Raingear
Professional and scientific supplies

Tota
GRAND TOTAL

COST
$ 15.1
140.9
15.1
96.1

267.2
88.1

$355.3

$ 154
21.6

$ 37.5

OO O —
o N oo © o

ol N o1 ol

$ 4.0
$400.0



EMORANDUM State of Alaska
QIS fi

Molly®™ McCammon smDiffc- February 4, 1986 -
"Special Staff Assistant r-” - :

Office of r.the Governor FILE NO: ‘ I B

o'Jtelephoneno: ;» 1465-4100 e

"VS.tev.eri . .Pennoyer”® ,* > ly*""suBJEcnv[:Onboard e<0bserverrBiils |
Deputy-, Commissioner. *WY¥ SB179 and HB 355

bep rtmentj ﬁfr Fish and .Ganie - .

SVI */ / L] - K ']3)'<f 4 )A# . _ .

-l*. . 1 e eeke e% y . v 7L« W

* . KL I/ . * .
I-ZEnclosed is-. alblll anaIyS|s ——and fiscal note for HB/.-355,
VRepresentatiy.e" ThompsonVs--bnboard observer bill. It &
/~dentical ~to the .departmentVs cb"i-l. "SB 79, except that it

1I"fh"dnta-ins 2nn°-nrnvi ginn Mo :-fiihd.;:thp> observer morooranm

V" Durlrig”.;the: last®, few years ,V.VtheMe-.;~&sV""be"en: a growing- interest,
-on."-ithe part of ‘the publuc;landl>the "-federal and /state agencies,

73 1>e» 1 M * ~NMIEEM ot « U <« l» VM *.'mov>a m we—m ' f «e e 4- VK U AffIA r* 1

basic biological data, pa“rticularly/airV the®:case, of groundfish,
as"V"'the domestic fleet replaces the fbreign !fleet-.0bservers
mcan” "also;;be used to enforce e_-regulations, such as those dealing
r*vith”size and -sexrestriction®s":.:in "the Kking and Tanner :crab
-I"i"Sheries..:;V ,Any; effective ibb"server:.”programy:will have to be
Vviegaily®™ achievable in-15o0th P*[federali."iarid- state waters and be

:~Thel:Magnuson -:Fishery Cgnsefyatipn-~and Management Act "i1(MFCMA).
-.fallows Lthe [fe~"eral"/governm™en”g;;."

shihg [vessels.;.";"V This “duthorifat "s€atute *Tso.-:doe"s "net
iyrequire "implementing regulationsThe .Board of eFisheries has
eecquthbrity:"to require onboardtbbseryers by regulation. Both the

thoard: and.;the North Pacific" Fishery Management Cquncii in 1984.
=.["decided to work towards .a-"."..goal. ,of c.omplimentary” ;] o.nboard

eobserver programs in state and federal voters. Since the
regulatory mechanisms are 1in .place, the maj hurdle .-has been
sunding. -

The department, 1in conjunction with the Department of Law,
[developed SB 79 as the state"s answer to the funding problem.
The primary purpose of .that bill 1is to provide a source of
funding, via permit fees, for the program. Declining revenues
have caused reductions in operational budgets. The department
cannot fund the observer program without taking cuts 1in other
ongoing projects of high, priority to tht; management of
established fisheries. One option 1is for the progiaTl t0O fund
itself. Originally, we thought this concept might-.be feasible.
-iAs-.-it turns..;out, we are. "now -unsure. The federal ;government
.cannot Usesuch .a ."fee “structure*..":to fund a domestic observer
"program [since it 1is forbiddenv[by --the MFCMA. IT the state
accepts the® king crab edelegation, and | believe we will, we



Molly McCanunon . o . "y oA A PShruary 4,1986

The mbottpra;.";;li"re.; ;Is.: -there is"™ no mbriey. 7;fbr™" fiv*-"6"i1&pard
observer #rpgxr”~;vin*h("y.v86tor FY. 87 budgetV-.-r The®epar”~rtent”
priority ;forvsuch: &!;,~pro*ram —-is above the ~increment level*"arid
it is very .unlikely the ;legislature will approve a. permitefee
structure. V Since the .Board: of Fisheries has "already adopted a
program . identical Jj.to ",;that suggested "“..vin /the /.-bill,the
legislation., 1is.2Yip:;;> lo.nger®necessa”“ry.jfor *Hthe;.\.department, .to
legally "implemeh,tEsuch a”™prpg”ram.."if .funds were; made avail®ab3.er
‘-- Mo, W V- e a.
The. key. point to_{fe.t across./to the Legislature:.;and;?.the public
.is /that passage”. of ./either.-_bill, without "Somel”Eunding source,
will not cure ,the problems they perceive atehappening. oomh
5 N . e we m{ , eV ** _*e #H
The enclosed fiscal note and. proposal™ reflect ..the";"minimum level
observer program that;both we and the Board ;o"ftFisheries feel
is needed to provide basic coverage of curreht/"fisheries. .Any
increase 1in .the king .and Tanner crab harvestsvbr “implementatidn
of additional prohibited species catch, levels:inVtlie groundfish
.fisheries would require increased funding above the level in
the .fiscal note.

Enclosures "
c.c:  J. Ayers

B. Clasby
K. Parker
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GENERAL PROVISIONS

<> -

| report Inperson, OF by radio 5 AAC 39.141. ONBOARO OBSERVER PROGRAM, (2) Tho Board of Fishorles
nt Iccatod within tho monago- finds that. In particular fishorlos. obsorvors on board fishing vossols would groatly
edegenerations. Tho roport onhanco managomont. primarily by facilitating Information gatiiorfng, and by improving
«ubcfijtrict, tho exact latitudo rogulatory complianco. Onboard ohsorvors may bo tho only practical fishory monitor-
verailon. Doforo movino ttio ing, dala-gathoring, or enforcomont mochanism in somo Alaska fishorlos whoro a
x »hag notify tho local dopart- largo componont of vessels, such as catchor/procossors and floating processors, rarofy
the now location o oporalion or novor ontor Alaskan ports. Tho Board of Fishorios, (herofore, finds it nocossory
dec of tho.location. Tho local to authoruo tho Alaska Department of Fish and Gamo to implomont onboard obsorvor
Ox ebovo requirements if ho programs in particular fishorios wtion Iho board dolorminos Ihal It

or manaoomont of tho fishory

horfy-VjAS 16.05.251 (). 1s (ho only practical data-gathoring or onforcomont mochanism;
10105.620 ; ; ; .

uf*';;]:'AS 16.10.190-210 (2) will not unduly disrupt tho fishory; and

- (3) can bo conducted at a roasonablo cost.

boen Imprintod with a CFEC

Ir.of tho fish tistod on tho tish (b) Onboard obsorvors of tho Doparimonis of Public Safoty and Fish anJ Gamo

Authority; AS 16.05.251 shall h_avo'froo and unobstructod accoss to igspocl tho catch, oguipmont. goar or
AS 16.05.690 oporaiions'of tho fishing vossol, tondor or processor to which assignod whilo that

7. AS 16.05.190-210 vossol Is |

LISHMENTS AND VESSELS. (1) within wators undor tho jurisdiction of tho state;

0or/i rartmont of Public

LfisL-  jsols, cannorios, (2) 'tak1*or Intonding to tako any spocios of fish; or

iabfis(t.....its to inspoct catch,

langegulations promulgatod (3) 'transporting or processing any spocios of fish.

'?{* . .(c) Onboard nbsorvers must bo as unlintrusivo to vossol oporations as practicablo

oder the control of a roprcson- « and must mako th schoduling and scopo c( thoir activilios prodictablo and practicablo.

ifcty.'tho operator of a fishing

ba alert for. and immodiatoly (d) Onboard obsorvors aro not roquiroo to obtain criminal or administrative soarch

tssof operator signaled to stop warrants to conduct thgirdutios.

. (0) Onboard obsorvors shall carry cut such sciontific end olhor dutios as doom-

h such a way as to pormit tho ed nocossary or appropriato lo manago, proloct, maintain, improvo. and oxtond "ho
fish ond aquatic pUnt rosourcos of tho slato.

Authority: .AS 16.05.251

srepresentative end his parly,
5 AAC 39.145. ESCAPE MECHANISM FOR SHELLFISH AND OOTTOMFISH

} provide a man ropo, safely POTS. A sidowall ol all sholllish ond bottomfish pols must contain an onioning with a
perimotor equal to or oxcoeding ono-half of lho tunnol oyo oponinQ porimotor. For
shrimp pots, tho oponing may bo on Iho lop of Iho pot. Tho oponing must bo lacod,

sure Iho safely of the reproson- sewn, or socured togothor by untroatod cotton twino or olhor natural fibor no largor
than 120 lhroad. Dungonoss crab and shrimp pots may havo tho pot lid lie-down strips
securod ic tho pol at ono ond by untroatod cotton twino no largor than 120 throud,

ordors givon by tho roprcson- as a substitute tor tho above roquircmont.
; solely rosponsiblo for naviga- Authority; AS 16.05.251
tions shall bo final in all mat- AS 16.10.125
‘ossol. crow, and fishing goar.
Aulhorily: AS 16.05.160
AS 1605.251
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Damestic Observers: .
Is It Time to Start Watching Ourselves?

by John van Amerongen

"] feel like a doctor trying to find
the cure for AIDS.” That's how fish-
erman Bart Eaton described his
frustration at the first meeting of
the NPFMC workgroup on domestic
observers. The seven-man team met
in Seattle October 14 at the Wharf
restaurant.

The challenge for the workgroup
is to come up with a method for
implementing observer coverage on
U.S. vessels operating within the
200-mile FCZ. It's an ironic twist to
the whole concept of Americanization
—once the foreigners have gone, we
have to start watching ourselves.

Since the Magnuson Act was
amended in 1982 and provisions
were made for an observer sur-

charge to foreign fleets, the NMFS
goal has been to place an observer
on every foreign fishing vessel.
Actual coverage is somewhat less.
During 1984 the Foreign Fisheries
Observer Program provided more
than 24,000 days of observer cover-
age on foreign and joint-venture
fisheries. Actual coverage attained
in the Bering Sea-Aleutians
amounted to 86.3 percent and Gulf of
Alaska coverage was better than 90
percent.

The federally mandated role of

the observer on a foreign vessel is
twofold. Not only is he present to
record catch data, but he is also
there to ensure the vessel is
operated in accordance with current
U.S. fishery regulations.

As observers train their binocu-
lars from the foreign to the domes-
tic fleet, three key questions must
be answered: 1) Will domestic ob-
servers continue to be both biolo-
gists and policemen? 2) How many
will be needed to adequately cover
the domestic fleet? 3) Who's going to
pay for them? These questions, of
course, are predicated on the as-
sumption that observers are neces-
sary at all.

Why do we need observers on
U.S. vessels? According to Russ
Nelson, who coordinates the NMFS
observer program at the Northwest
and Alaska Fisheries Center, obser-
ver data is necessary to round out
and verify the data collected by
NOAA vessels on their annual stock
assessment surveys. As fishermen
themselves often argue, survey data
does not always mirror information
collected from actual fishing vessels
involved in an ongoing fishery.

Nelson, who did not attend the
October meeting, admits that

observers aren't necessary for all in-;

formation on the domestic catch.
Data on the total retained catch is
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generally available when domestic
vessels off-load, particularly when
they off-load unprocessed fish.

When the catch is filleted, formed,
or minced, however, it becomes
much more difficult to generate
information on the size, sex and age
composition of the catch. Neverthe-
less, the focus isn’t just on catcher/
processors. Important data on inci-
dental catches and discards of prohi-
bited and low-quota species need to
represent all vessels in the fishery if
it’s to be accurate. And accuracy
counts.

If biologists and fishery managers
don’t get enough information, as
Nelson puts it, "They have to live
with the data they have.”

According to Nelson, there are
data gaps already developing as a
result of Americanization. A prime
area of concern right now is Sheli-
kof Strait. Both foreign and joint-
venture fisheries will likely be
eliminated next year due to a de-
cline in pollock stocks and an
increase in domestic effort.

S"°likof stock asr. ssmenls in the
past have been based on a combina-
tion of survey and foreign observer
data. Said Nelson, "For the past 4-5
years we've used both sources.”
Soon there will be no foreign ob-
server data on that fishery, one less
piece in the puzzle.

Faced with a shortage of verifi-
able data, managers take a more
cautious, conservative approach to
OY figures and quotas—at least
that's what fishermen claim. Since
nobody wants to take responsibility
for wiping out a resource, ties go to
tne fish, not the fishermen.

Better domestic coverage, some
argue, would not only decrease the
possibility of a manmade resource
disaster, but it would likely result in
more liberal quotas for verifiably
healthy stocks. Accurate recording
might also open the door to reten-
tion of non-target species that would
otherwise have v> 2% discarded.
That’s the bottor.i-lii e reason for
fishermen to support the domestic
observer program —but unfor-
tunately, nothing is simple.

As Councilman Rudy Peterson
put. it, “It's a tough nut.”

The first tough question is
whether domestic observers should
also be policemen. Most of those at-

tending the October workgroup
meeting agreed that fishermen
would not likely welcome a Big

Brother onboard.

Councilman Oscar Dyson ques-
tioned whether it would be rea-
sonable to expect observers to
report violations by domestic fisher-
men. "Unless the observer s
trained,” Dyson noted, "you put him
in a hostile environment... he's not
going to do it."

Bob Alverson, chairman of the
workgroup, noted that observers
and their logs would be subject to
subpoena, whether the intent was
scientific, or not.

The next big question deals with
observer coverage. Just how many
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Ifbiologists and fishery managers don't
?_et enough information ... they have to
Ive with the data they have.

observers would It take to handle
the domestic fishery? According to

Russ Nelson, and these were his per-

sonal ideas, "somewhere hetween 25
and 30 percent" coverage would be
enough to get a scientific picture of
the catch.

Nelson's estimate was a far cry
from Oscar Dyson's suggestion to
keep one observer in Kodiak year

round and assign him to special
target fisheries as needed. Dyson's

-« philosophy was to “start small...

and see where it goes."

«* One observer would be enough,

said Nelson, if he were sampling a
four-boat fishery. Larger fleets
would require more observers to
obtain a statistically representative
sampling. Said Nelson, “You need to
get enough to make some judg-
ments about the data you get.”

If you want observers to he en-
forcement officers in the domestic

fishery, coverage would have to be
closer to 100 percent, Nelson said.
It's safe to say that would cause a
more than small rumble in the
fishing community, especially if
fishermen had f< pay for the service
themselves. And that brings up the
third big question: Who's going to
pay for this?

Foreign fleets pay for the obser-
vers on their own vessels through
the observer surcharge authorized
by Congress in 1982, but there are
no funds currently available to fund
domestic observers. Some fisher-
men think the federal government
should pick up the tab for Ameri-
canization of the observer program,
but Rudy Peterson thinks the Feds
have other ideas.

Commenting on the federal trend
toward user fees, Peterson said, "I
don't think anybody in government
has any other idea than this (fund-

ing) coining out of the industry."
That makes the nut particularly
tough, especially when you figure in
insurance cost. Some consider insur-
ance liability the ultimate roadblock
to the implementation of the
program. Given the large awards
available to crewmen injured at sea,
what's to prevent an injured ob-
server —or worse, the family of a

dead observer— from suing the
vessel owners for millions? The
question has yet to be answered
fully.

Bob Alverson brought with him
some estimates of liability insur-
ance premiums. According to Alvcr-
son, S2 million worth of liability in-
surance for one observer on a drag-
ger in the Bering Sea would cost the
vessel owner about S1800 a month.
That's just for the insurance: the
cost of Lhe observer would be extra.

There are some in the industry
who claim nothing will happen until
the insurance crisis is solved. Still,
there are plenty of other questions
to be answered: Is this just a
program for draggers, or are pot
vessels and longlinrrs eligible as
well?"Surely longliners would bene-
fit from closer scrutiny of dragger
Aycatch, so wouldn't they be con-
Si ‘ered users and share the cost?
W at about salmon fishermen and
crabbers? What if there isn'ta bunk
available-for the observer? What if
the skipper refuses to take an ob-

server aboard? Who's going to ad-

minister the program, the Council or
NMFS? And what if the Council
can't get the information it needs to
make sound management decisions?

Fishermen with answers, opinions,
or further questions about the
domestic observer program can
attend the next meeting of the
domestic observer workgroup to be

held in conjunction with the Anchor-

age meeting of the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council. Call
the Council office (907) 274-5467 for
time and location. Those not ahle to
attend can send written comments
to Ron Miller at the Council office
(P.0. Box 103163, Anchorage 99501)
or contact the following workgroup

members: Bob Alverson, Rudy
Peterson, Bart Eaton, John
Winther, Barry Fisher or Oscar
Dyson. O
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