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TO: Representative Cliff Davidson, Co-Chairman

Representative Curt Menard, Co-Chairman
House Resources Committee

FROM: Senator  Arliss Sturgulewski/’
Senate District F \j?
RE: Hearing request for SJR 72 "Requesting the National Marine

Fisheries Service to approve a groundfish observer training
program at the University of Alaska for federal fishery
observer server programs off Alaska."

CSSJR 52(Res) asks the National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) to
certify a federal fishery observer training program at the University of
Alaska - A Sea Grant College.

Since the majority of domestic groundfish is harvested off the coast of
Alaska, it is appropriate for the University of Alaska to be involved. It is
impurtant from the standpoint of fishery resources protection and
educational opportunity for Alaskans. Through establishment of a
domestic observer training program at the University of Alaska School of
Fisheries and Ocean Sciences through the Sea Grant Program, we can work

to achieve both goals.

I have enclosed a packet of background information and would appreciate
your consideration for an early hearing. Thank you.

Attachments



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

WHEREAS an observer training program at the University of Alaska would
provide the Alaska fishing industry with an alternative source of trained
observers, thus increasing the availability of trained observers and fos-
tering price competition for observer service ; and

WHEREAS the Ilower operating costs of the observer program that will
result from competition would reduce the costs of a mandatory observer
program that are associated with observer training; and

WHEREAS an approved groundfish observer training program at the Uni-
versity of Alaska can be used by the National Marine Fisheries Service as a
model for other Sea Grant colleges that are interested in conducting train-
ing for observers deployed in other fisheries throughout the nation;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests
the National Marine Fisheries Service to approve the University of Alaska
groundfish observer training program and establish procedures for certify-
ing the Ala:*/<j trainees in time for the groundfish fishery off Alaska in
the fall of 1990.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Robert A.
Mosbacher, Sr., U.S. Secretary of Commerce; JohnKnauss, Administrator of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; William W. Fox, Jr.,
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service;
Steven Pennoyer, Regional Director, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisher-
ies Service; and to the Honorable Ted Ltevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative,

members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSSJR 52 (Res) -2- SJRO052b
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Offered: 3720790

Referred: Rules

Original sponsor(s)i

IN THE SENATE

SEN. STURGULEKSK

BY THE RE

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 52 (Resour

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Requesting the National

5-L593H

SOURCES COMMITTEE

ces)

Marine Fisheries

Service to approve a groundfish observer

training program at the University of

Alaska for federal fishery observer

programs off Alaska.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the

panded in recent

domestic groundfish fishery off Alaska

years and continues to grow; and

WHEREAS there is a requirement for the use of tra

board groundfish

vessels to collect essential scientific d

manage the domestic groundfish fishery; and

WHEREAS there have been several recent proposals to

the number of observers on board domestic groundfish

and

has rapidly ex-

ined observers on

ata necessary to

greatly increase

vesselsoff Alaska;

WHEREAC the existing training program conducted by the National Marine

Fisheries Service at its Seattle facilities will not be able to generate

the number of trained personnel necessary to effectivel

WHEREAS Sea Grant colleges,

r groundfish observer program; and

y implement the

such as the University of Alaska, have the

technical capability to train domestic groundfish observers, thus providing

animportant service to the federal government; and

WHEREAS the University of Alaska has experience

in training observers

for domestic fisheries and has expressed interest in becoming an observer

training center

in a letter to the National Marine Fisheri

February 23, 1990; and

SJR052b

es Service dated

-1- CSSJR 52(Res)
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School of Fisheries and Ocean Scie”es
Alaska Sea Grant College Program

138 Irving Il
Fairbanks, Alaska 99775-5040

(907) 474-7086

February 23, 1990

William W..Fox Jr . .
nA ni trator for Fisheries
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WHEREAS an observer training program at the University of Alaska would
provide the Alaska fishing industry with an alternative source of trained
observers, thus increasing the availability of trained observers and fos—
tering price competition for observer services; and

WHEREAS the lower operating costs of the observer program that will
result from competition would reduce the <costs of a mandatory observer
program that are associated with observer training; and

WHEREAS an approved groundfish observer training program at tle Uni-—
versity of Alaska can be used by the National Marine Fisheries Service as a
model for other Sea Grant colleges that are interested in conducting train—
ing for observers deployed in other fisheries throughout the nation;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests
the National Marine Fisheries Service to approve the University of Alaska
groundfish observer training program and establish procedures for certify—
ing the Alaska trainees in time for the groundfish fishery off Alaska in
the fall of 1990.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Robert A.
Mosbacher, Sr., U.S. Secretary of Commerce; John Knauss, Administrator of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; William W. Fox, Jr.,
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service;
Steven Pennoyer, Regional Director, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisher—
ies Service; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative,

members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSSJR 52 (Res) -2- SJR0O52b



industry through the North Pacific Management Council for a

continued observer process.

- We operated an observer program on the Copper River Delta near
Alaska for the purpose of observing fisheries/mammal
in that region. Thi3 program was undertaken by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
and the fishermen of Cordova.
into

Cordova,
interactions
agreement with NMFS,
Alaska Department of Fish and Ganme,
Under contract to the NMFS we briefly extended observations
Prince William Sound to monitor whale populations there Tfollowing
the grounding of the Exxon Valdez. Our reports of
mammal/fisheries interactions on the Copper River Delta have
recently been appended to ".he NMFS request for proposals for
mammal observer services in the Gulf of Alaska because they
provide the most comprehensive set of observations in the region.

- We developed the curriculum and provided the training for
observers required by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game for
their mandatory crab processor observer program. Working with
that agency and observer contracting personnel we developed on
short notice the necessary training course for that new observer

program.

QUALIFIED PERSONNEL

The University will use both faculty dedicated to observer
training and specialists already existing on the faculty in the
School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences. Already on the faculty
are ichthyologists, two experienced fishery observers, marine
safety specialists and marine advisory faculty with substantial
experience working on domestic fishing vessels. As special
emphasis is needed, other fishery and oceanographic specialists
are available on the faculty. To ensure that an observer
training course which needs to be taught on a monthly basis
receives the constant attention that it will need, a supervising
faculty member, and one other, both well attuned to the NMFS
observer program, would be selected and dedicated to this

instructional progranm.

CURRICULUM

The Alaska Fisheries Center of NMFS has a long and successful
history of observer training., Over the years their curriculum
has undergone modification and improvement. We have reviewed
that curriculum and feel that: it provides a sound basis for
training. We would adopt those program elements and continue,
the Alaska Fishery Center has in the past, to build from there.
Currently within that curriculum are the following elements:

as

Introduction to the observer progranm
- An overview of the northeast Pacific fishery, its history,

economic significance, and management under MFCMA
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sPeemg?pi:nlentﬂ(l:c sampling; tagged animals, otolith and
ogho oLnentgies, comparison of observer and vessel logs

Safety Training

- e er safety abpoard
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- § water Urviva
- me ical emergencies

- fire control

Debriefing Expectations

the curriculum

As during its use by the Alaska Fisheries Center,
or to better

will continue to be adjusted to meet new demands,
serve continuing ones.

Modifications anticipated at this time include:

Safety training: The NMFS trained observers which we employed in
the Pilot Domestic Observer Program stated a desire for increased
emphasis on safety training. Given the greater variety of
vessels in the domestic fleet compared to the foreign and joint
venture fleets, we believe that an increased emphasis in this

area is justified.

Crab emphasis: It is our experience that NMFS trained groundfish
observers need a bit of additional training in order to become
ADF&G crab processor observers. This training would include
additional crab identification work, biological and legal
measurement of crab, and an introduction to the Alaskan fishing
laws. The observer contractors with whom we have worked provide
observers to both federal and state fisheries. Having increased =«
numbers of observers crossed trained would be a benefit to both
observer contractors and to the fleet. A more stable employment
opportunity for observers will help reduce the current high



turnover r3te. We believe that the benefits of the broadened
pool will also accrue to the management agencies as well.

Statistical sampling: The sampling environment is substantial.."/
more complicated for the new domestic observer program than has
been usual 1in the past, especially for the observers assigned to
shore delivery vessels, or for the observer who 1is switching
between shore based vessels, shore based plants, and factory
trawlers, and even to crab processors between groundfish
assignments. Additional emphasis on sampling strategies will
probably be needed to accommodate this new flexible element in

observing.

These additional areas of study could be accommodated by two or
three additional days of training.

COORDINATION WITH NMFS

importance of the data being collected via

We are mindful of the
long term health of the fishery

the observer program both to the
and to its management agencies. The Magnuson Fishery

Conservation and Management Act has left private industry,
government, and educational institutions playing an unusual set
of roles. Private industry and even educational institutions
have been undertaking the normal government function of data
collection. Government, not an educational 1institution, has bear,
providing training. Because under this new domestic program the
relationship between the fishing industry and the observer
contractors may be closer than the relationship between
government and those data gathering contractors, there remains
the opportunity for errors or ever, mischief. The quality of
education and training provided to the observers is a critical
element to the success of the progranm. The University of Alaska
is anxious to be a part of a success story in addressing these
unusual circumstances and recognizes that its relationship with

NMFS is a key element to that success.

To date there has been considerable advantage in NMFS providing
the training of observers in-house. Consistent errors in data
col"lection or transmittal uncovered as observers were debriefed
would signal a need for increased emphasis on that particular
element in the trai.ning program. Close communication must be
established between University of Alaska training personnel and
the NMFS Alaska Fishery Center in order to ensure the same degree
of responsiveness of this training program. With the observer
program now focused almost exclusively on the domestic fishery
off Alaska, deoriefing will necessarily move to Alaska in order
to provide both timely debriefing and cost savings to the fleet
and its observer contractors. The important linkage between
training personnel and debriefing personnel may therefore
actually be enhanced by the training taking place in Alaska. We
look forward to establishing the cooperative linkages with NMFS
which will speed the adaption to these new circumstances.
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National Marine Fisheries Service Provides Observer Update

The Council $domestic groundfish observer programtookeffecton January 1, 1990. Vessels of 125"
in length or longer must havea NMFS-certifiedobserveron board. Vessels less than 1257 but over
60 "must carry an observer for 30 percent of theirfishingtime. Vessels under 60" must carry
observers only ifrequested by NMFS. NMFS reported that observers are being deployed as soon as
they are trained and that the program is running smoothly.

Onshore processing fecilities are also required to have obsenvers. A shore plant that annually
receives 10.000 mt (eeound weight) or more of groundfish must have an observer present on each day
it receives groundfish in those months with deliveries of 1,000 mt or more of groundfish. Shore plants
that annually receive KOOO itu -9,999 mt (round weignt) of groundfish. must have an observer 30
percent of the days of any month inwhich they receive 500 mt or more groundfish. Shore plants
annually receiving less than 1,000 mt of groundfish do not need observers unless requested by NMFS .

To participate in the 1990 groundfish fishery off Alaska, industry must obtain NMFS-certified
observers and pay their costs. Industry must obtain observers from the It of certified contractors.

This Iistmay be expanded during the year.

Alaskan Observers, Inc. Frank Orth & Associates

150 Nickerson, Suite 104
Seattle, WA 98109
Q%) 233-6604

Data Contractors, Inc.

600 West 41st Ave, Suite 203
Anchorage, AK 99503

(Q07) 561-2055

Oregon State University

Int’l Development Sc Research
Observer Program

Corvallis, OR 97331

) 737-2683

>rwjlelttr 1/90

10900 N.E. 4th St., Suite 930
Bellevue, WA 98004
(2%) 455-9693

Pacific Observers, Inc.
University of Washington/
Fisheries Research Institute
W55 21st Avenue West
Seattle, WA 98199

Q%) 2S5-340

Saltwater, Inc.

540 L Street, Suite 202
Anchorage, AK 99502
Q) 276-3241

HLA/CORR
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Federal observers

eye bottomfishi

ANCHORAOI < A floating (Uh
processor in January will tiaui iu
net from Ihe depths of the Bering
Sea to dump the season's first load
of pollock into the hold.

And a federal observer will be
watching. .

Sometime nest summer, some
loogliner will switch on s power
gurdie and puli a string of
sableflsh from the rough waters of
the Gulf of Alaska.

And a federal observer will be
watching.

The 180 North Pacific bottom
fishery will be the first in which
U.S. ships - like the foreign fleets
they have replaced - must carry
observers to ensure the ships are
not taking more than their share of
declining fish slocks

"The sooner the better: we need
the data." said Dave Fraser of
Cape Flattery Fisheries. He oper-
ates an o0-foot trawler that deliv-
erstoa U S mother ship in the Be-
ring Sea and GuJf of Alaska. “We
are being managed by unsubstanti-
ated rumors."

Since American ships have tak
en over the <l billion North Pacific
bottom fishery In recent yean/,
U.S. fishery managers have lout
their best source of data - the for-
eign ships that had to carry ob-
servers and report catch data ui
return for the nght to fish.

"We have, had for the last num-
ber of years 1 percent (observer)
coverage of joint ventures, and be-
fore that for foreign fisheries,"
said Janet Wail, assistant chief of
the National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice observer program in Seattle.
"We had the information from
those vessels, and that was respon-
sible for a good portion of the fish
catch. But now that that's being
phased out we had to get data from
other means," /

The 1978 Magnuson Act, which
established the raile economic
exclusion zone and encouraged
U.S. ships to fish there, also re-
quired foreign ships to carry U.S.
observers to gather data.

The National Marine Fisheries
Service depends on observer data
to decide now much fish can be
taken without hurting the stocka.
And the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council created by
the Magnuson Act depends on such
data to decide fish allocations.
Both.agencies are eager to add to.
their still-insufficient stock of in-
formation on the fishery. tee

"They sample the catch, esti-
mate catch size and sample the
size count and weigh the species so
they can come up with an accurate

ng

species assessment, Including the
number and weight of prohibited
species taken," Wall said.

Accurate data has become even
more critical since it U becoming
dear that s'-ocka uf pollock - the
mainstay o7 the Bering Sea fishery
- have berm decreasing in the past
three years, scientific advisers to
the council said at a meeting in An-
chorage last week.

And further, rapid Investment
In boll/ floating and on-shore pro-
cessing plants has far outstripped
the available resource.

A November industry survey by
the NMFS showed the industry
stands ready to process 3.7 million
mutrie tons of bottom fish: the
council decided to set that level at
2.3 million metric tons.

"As the foreign and joint ven-
ture fleet phased out and the do-
mestic industry began taking its
place, we just weren’t getting com-
parable information for the domes-
tic industry,” said Dale Evans,
NMEFES chief of flsher.es manage-
ment In Juneau.

Even at its recent meeting In
Anchorage, the North Pacific coun-
cil had to base its 1990 catch limits
on data gathered from Joint ven-
ture catches as far back as 1987.

The program will require an ob-
server at all times on snips longer
than 1ZS feet. In 1968. 61 such ships
took 59 percent of the domestic
catch, NMFS figures show. Ships
of 50 to 125 feet must carry an ob-
server for 30 percent of their fish-
ing time in any four-month period.
In 1988, 352 or these ships took 38
percent of all domestic catch. .

Though 1,000 vessels smaller
than 50 feet fished In 1983, they
look only 0 percent of the catch,
and will not have to carry observ-
ers. . >

The six shoreside proce
that received more tr?an fﬁ,&f}
metric tons of bottom fish in 1983
must have a full-time observer in
1990. About 14 smaller processors
must have observers for a third of
the days they receive bottom fish,
while the remaining 65 smallest
plants will be exempt.

Observers will be recruited
from six NMFS-certified contrac-
tors in Alaska, Washington and Or-
egon. Each will cost about 17,000
fc_each month on board. The cost
of observers on shore and on the
water will be about 53.8 million.

Owners or eacn large .factory.,
trawler will bear the costa them-
selves. But some owners of the
smaller ships plan to pool their
money and split the cost, said Nan-
¢y Munro, chair of the council's ex-
pert advisory panel.

Gov Steve Cowper prpposed
fit billion iLatc budget 106 h*

[ 1991 - a MO 2 million inert*** os
-this

year's budget to cover lacreaj
operating expenses and i*reaj »
programs. rkw

JTeliminary figures reieMed
the Empire early Friday Mca*
the booal would be about (28 mtlbo

The budget includes more mor
for educaUoa, environmental ss
guards and state troopervwt
major ruts. Wliiie stale revecues i
expected to remain stable aext ye
the outlook for the rest of thq 19
remains bleak because of expec
declines in oil pradéiction, rdrit

Much of the percenUncre
ui Cowperi budget reflects ass e
mated 1100.3 million in pddjﬂ
spending that budget director
Elgee stud is beyond the admires
lion's control.

That includes programs tq xrt
spending is based on population
federal law. Leading the listla a
million increase in the stite'a ah
of school funding. $33.9 millioa *x
for the slate-feder) Medicaid,
welfare programs, and $9.t n%
more for ihe siate'a longevity
program that provides monthly!
payments to elderly Alaskans.tlj

Also included u a $3.6 millior

- ji >j<U iv:/ Hid .:!Itplé®
Q0VIET,

Bvbean Fosp ICK_"Ji
THl associated nvM

anchorage - Military
from the United States and the
Union have started talking to
other In a scries of
building" tests aimed at preM%
the accidental outbreak of a
WHJ*. -« L

Air Force' Lt. Gen.
Inemey, head of the Alaskan”
mand, said In an inteiview “
that air-to-air and air-L w
(lio links were opened about r*t
ago by pilots of both nationsS
flying over the Mediterranean
Bering sess. v,

The first-ever joint exer
were conductegd over the Metfid
nean on Dec. O; over the Bering
and adjacent to U.S. and Sqviet t
tory on Dec. 7 and Dec. 0, offl

. 1

"Their (Su-27) Flankers roci
of our TC-135S (a military deriv
of the Boeing 70?) and our F-L&
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REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION
for
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
ALASKA SEA GRANT PROGRAM
to conduct a
CERTIFICATION TRAINING PROGRAM
for
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE CERTIFIED
MARINE RESOURCES OBSERVERS

PURPOSE OF REQUEST

The purpose of this document is to request that the NOAA, National Marino Fisheries
Service (NMFS) grant authorization to the University of Alaska, Alaska Sea Grant College
Program (ASG) to conduct certification training for Marine Resources Observers.

The training of observers is, arguably, the critical foundation element necessary to the
overall success of the resource management decisions required of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC). The information provided to NPFMC by NMFS for this
management process is dependent on efficient and credible data collection efforts in the
North Pacific fishery. Inorder for this data collection process to succeed, assurances must
be given that the training of the Marine Resources Observer corps be consistent from month
to month and yet be flexible enough to adapt to changing management and research needs
and requirements. Development and implementation of the observer certification process
is, by its nature, a dynamic process. TTie goal of this proposal is to develop a Marine
Resources Observer training program for the North Pacific which can provide the
necessary level of both consistency and flexibility. The observer training program
proposed by ASG will be designed around three objectives:

- to provide credible scientific data

- to develop a professional cadre of observers capable of working in multiple
fisheries and responding to changing research priorities

- to provide a cost-effective training program which maximizes the data collected
per dollar, and is responsive to the changing needs of managers, industry, and
the fishery resource.

The ASG observer training program will provide a comprehensive training sequence which
is based on the NMFS's concept of the Marine Resources Observer and incorporates the
NPFMC's requirements for a domestic groundfish observer program, NMFS* current
effort in development of observer programs for marine mammals and the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game's (ADF&G) crab catcher/processor and groundfish observer
programs. This comprehensive Marine Resources Observer training program will be a
major step in resolving tiio data crisis facing the North Pacific fishing industry.

NMFS has proposed and is proceeding on a plan for 1990, to have the Alaska Fisheries
Science Center (AKC) conduct the initial observer training required to meet the level of
observer coverage specified by NPFMC (See Attachment A). NMFS has indicated its
intention to investigate the feasibility of utilizing other agencies to construct a pilot training
program to be developed and conducted in the second halfof 1990. It has been proposed



by NMFS that this effort be evaluated and a decision made to cither contract for all training
in 1991 and beyond or continue NMFS in-house training of observers.

Initial discussions regarding this effort have centered on the issuing of a Request for
Proposal for development of such a training program. The University of Alaska, ASG
proposal seeks authorization for the ASG program to assume responsibility for this aspect
of the overall observer program. This would place the training of observers, already
agreed upon as the crucial "core’ of a successful data collection effort, under the auspices
of a federally established and funded agency, ASG, whose primary focus is the arena of
research, education, and training related to marine resources.

Under this proposal, ASG will assume the responsibility for conducting certification
training and recertification briefings for all observers. The ASG would notify NMFS and
NMFS' certified Contractors of schedules for certification training and recertification
briefings. Utilizing the basic curriculum and training model now being utilized by NMFS,
the ASG would conduct full 2-1/2 week certification training sessions, once per quarter.
Additional training sessions would be scheduled to provide training in the event that
contractors were not able to meet all observer coverage requirements with the number of
certified observers available. Four-day certification briefings for recently experienced
observers and recertification briefings (if required) would be scheduled more frequently
than once per quarter, if needed.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council has made it clear that they desire the
AKC to maintain responsibility for the success of die total observer program. This view is
reasonable in that the primary goal is improved data management and the analysis required
to properly manage the fisheries resource. This proposal requests that the AKC be
relieved of the additional burden of managing the observer training and that this function be
relocated to Anchorage and managed by the ASG, with a direct reporting responsibility to
the AKC in Seattle.

Numerous representatives from within state government have given support to the housing
of this program in Anchorage. These officials have and will provide written documentation
of support and cooperation for this proposal (See Attachments B, C, D). The Governor of
the State of Alaska and several senators and representatives are within this group that
would provide supporting documentation. A resolution to this effect has been formulated
and forwarded to the legislature for action (See Attachment E).

The content of this proposal is a synthesis of information presented in documents produced
by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Alaska Fisheries Science Center, the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council, the University of Alaska, Alaska Sea Grant College
Program, the Municipality of Anchorage, the University of Alaska Anchorage College of
Community and Continuing Education (CCCE), and private consultants. While each of
these documents concentrates on some specific element of the Marine Resources Observer
program, taken as a whole, they provide a complete view of the program, its history, its
relationship to the fishery resource, and its role in the management of the resource.

RATIONALE

AMERICANIZATION OF FTSHERY. The "Americanization™ of the
groundfish fishery off Alaska has been one uf the most dramatic success stories in the last
decade. Formerly harvested and processed almr  entirely by foreign fleets, the 2.5 million
metric ton groundfish resource within the 200- g Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off
Alaska is now harvested entirely by America”™ fishing vessels. Ninety percent of it is



processed by American shore plants, factory ships, or catcher/processors. Joint ventures,
where American fishermen deliver at sea to foreign processors, arc the last vestige of a
purely foreign presence in Alaslcan fisheries. They are being phased out at an accelerating
pace and can be expected to disappear completely within the next two or three years.

One hundred percent of the foreign fleet was required to carry U.S. scientific observers.
These observers were mandated on fishing vessels, catcher/processors, processors and
joint venture processors. All costs were paid by the vessel, and the observers were trained
and certified by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). During the early years of
the program observers were paid and deployed by the government, but NMFS later
contracted recruitment, pay, and scheduling of observers. Training and certification, as
well as equipment, debriefing, and data analysis remained the province of NMFS, at the
AKC in Seattle.

This proposal will utilize the thinking and experience of people within the NPFMC,
NMFS, ADF&G, and ASG. The experience of NMFS, ADF&G and ASG with existing
observer programs, including successes and problems with administration, recruitment,
training, insurance, deployment, logistics, data management, and communications will be
reviewed and incorporated into the training program design.

The fishing industry will be called upon to provide insight into how to maintain the
integrity and cost effectiveness of the program, and how to operate it more efficiently for
the new and rapidly changing domestic fisheries. The positive potential of industry's
involvement has been demonstrated in their influence on the fledgling ADF&G crab
observer program which in the first year dropped costs to $6,000 per month from a ten-
year cost cycle of $7,500 per month. The combined expertise of state and federal agencies,
the University of Alaska, observer contractors, and industry representatives will be utilized
to develop a tra/ning program with the goal of producing a professional cadre of observers
rather than a temporary job program.

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
OBSERVER PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. As the foreign fishery ended off
Alaska so did the mandatory observer program that required all foreign ships to carry an
American scientific observer. Agencies responsible for die effective management of the
fishery resource, specifically NMFS, ADF&G, and the NPFMC, have become
increasingly concerned about the lack of information on U.S. catches. The NPFMC
approved amendments to both the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska
Groundfish Fishery Management Plans which require that U.S. fishing vessels carry
observers. The amendments required that NMFS develop and implement a domestic
observer program which will be funded by both industry and the federal government. The
industry is responsible for the direct costs of obtaining and maintaining observers aboard
their vessels while NMFS is responsible for administration of the overall program. The
NPFMCs plan calls for 100% coverage of all catcher/processors and 30% coverage of all
other groundfish boats over 50 feet long.

Alaskan trawl fisheries can be grouped into 3 general classes, catcher/processor vessels,
mothership/catcher-boat vessels and shoresidc delivery vessels. Catcher/processor type
vessels are those that have the capacity to both catch and process their catch aboard the
vessel. These vessels range in size from 75 feet to over 300 feet in length. Mothership/
catcher-boat operations consist of a mothership or floating processing vessel which
receives and processes either sorted or unsorted catches from smaller catcher vessels.
Motherships are generally over 125 feet in length while catcher-boats are generally less than
125 feet in length. Shoreside delivery vessels are trawlers usually between 50 and 125 feet
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in length which make trips of between *and 5 days and deliver their catch to shorcside
plants for processing.

Under the NPFMC plan, vessels required to carry an observer, but without an observer,
will not be allowed to fish. This requirement places the burden on industry and NMFS'
contractors to ensure that they meet the observer requirement. Vessels under 50 fee: in
length or judged to be unsafe may not be required to carry an observer.

INTEGRATION WITH MMPA DOMESTIC OBSERVER PROGRAM.
1988 amendments to the Marine Mammal Protection Act required that domestic vessels
participating in the Category | trawl fisheries in Alaska carry marine resource observers on
20% - 35% of their effort. The Act provides for an interim exemption for U.S. commercial
fisheries (except fisheries for yellowfin tuna) allowing the inciden'.n’ taking of marine
mammals during the course of commercial fishing operations until October 1, 1993.
Although Congress provided for an exemption on the incidental taking of marine mammals,
they stated that "it shall be the immediate goal mat the incidental kill or serious injury of
marine mammals permitted in the course of commercial fishing operations be reduced to
insignificant levels approaching zero mortality and serious injury rate."”

The Act requires the classification of all fisheries in one of three categories according to the
frequency of the incidental take of marine mammals. Fisheries classified as Category |
Fisheries are defined as those which have a frequent incidental take of marine mammals.
Vessels participating in Catejory | Fisheries are required to obtain an exemption, to report
incidental takings of marine mammals and, if requested, to carry a marine resource
observer. Observers in these Fisheries are to collect data on the incidental taking and
interaction of marine mammals and other fisheries data deemed appropriate for the purposes
of protection of marine mammals and contributing to the understanding and management of
marine ecosystems. The trawl Fisheries conducted in the EEZ of the Bering Sea and Gulf
of Alaska, because of their history of incidental take of marine mammals, were designated
as Category | Fisheries by the Act and, therefore, are subject to observer coverage of 20-
35% of their Fishing effort. The U.S. domestic trawl fisheries operate throughout the year
in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska.

Recent implementation of the NMFS Marine Resource Observer program has provided an
integrated coverage program designed to meet the requirements of the MMPA and the
NPMFC's requirement for groundfish observers. Funding for the MMPA program is
currently being used to cover the NMFS costs for administration and implementation of this
integrated program. This "integrated™ training model is the approach proposed by the
ASG. The result will be a credible, cost-efficient, comprehensive program which will
provide more and better data, and a cooperative infrastructure into which scientific designs
and money can flow and out of which will come a coordinated data collection program.

NEED FOR MANAGEMENT INFORMATION. The data base derived
through the foreign observer program contributed greatly to effective management of the
resource by the NPFMC, NMFS, and the ADF&G. As the foreign fishery has been
phased out, however, the lack of current information has resulted in the data base becoming
increasingly ""dated”. The "Americanization™ of the Alaska fisheries, while a positive step
forward, has resulted in a gap in the information available to manage and understand the
fisheries because of the suspension of a viable domestic observer program. This paucity
of data, if allowed to continue, will inevitably lead to poor or conservative management
decisions which will negatively affect all sectors and all fisheries within the EEZ. The
gravity of the problem has been recognized by industry, NMFS, ADF&G, the Alaska
Fisheries Development Foundation (AFDF), and the NPFMC. It was also reflected in the



Saltonstall-Kennedy (S - K) grant priorities in the Alaska region for 1989: "to develop and
test an on board domestic vessel observer program in the EEZ."

Efforts to solve the data crisis have created new sets of problems. As the foreign
operations ended, ten separate "'mini observcr''programs were created or planned for the
""Americanized" fisheries off Alaska. This "'shotgun’ approach to data collection has been
due, in part, to the lack of consistent funding sources, and in part to agency focus on
separate, rather than ollective, data needs. The result has been the collection of minimal
new data. The NPFMC estimated that all of the programs combined observed less than one
percent of the domestic DAP catch in 1987.

LOCATION OF OBSERVER TRAINING PROGRAM IN ALASKA.
The location of program operations related to the Marine Resources Observer program,
becomes increasingly important in light of limited funding. The issue of authorizing the
conduct of the observer training portion of the program in Alaska, specifically in
Anchorage, has been examined by NMFS, .AKC, the Municipality of Anchorage, and the
University of Alaska, ASG.

Two different approaches were taken in analyzing the impact of moving the training
operation to Anchorage. The AKC approached the analysis based on moving current full
time NMFS federal personnel to Anchorage and essentially duplicating, in Anchorage, the
operation at the AKC in Seattle. The ASG proposal and analysis done by the Municipality
of Anchorage and private consultants has been based on authorizing the ASG to conduct
the training in Anchorage, providing local staffing , facilities, and adntinistration.

The analysis based on * training program conducted by the ASG indicatedthat 20%
observer coverage, the minimum generally considered sufficient to provide statistically
valid data, would be the break-even point if the program were moved to Anchorage and
operated with local staffing. Assuming any higher level of observer coverage, and
integration of AFD&G and federal training programs using personnel already available in
the Anchorage area for training, there are definite economic and response advantages to
relocating the program to Anchorage.

The AKC analysis indicated that, even with duplicating the current AKC operation in
Anchorage using full-time federal staffing, the level of observer coverage required for the
break-even point in cost between Seattle and Anchorage would be between 55% and 60%
coverage of the domestic fishing effort. At this level of coverage, the AKC also indicated
that even with full time AKC staffing, if the average observer salary, currently about
$2,500 per month, had to be increased by 3% to cover potential additional costs to the
observers resulting from the stationing of the program in Anchorage, the program costs
would essentially be "break-even'. The current "integrated' program being conducted by
AKC is designed to provide a rate of coverage of ""100% coverage of all catcher/processors
and 30% coverage of all other groundfish boats over 50 feet lon*."" Based on this level of
coverage required by NPFMC, the ASG proposal utilizing pei >onnel already on-site in
Anchorage, should be well within and perhaps significantly better than the cost parameters
desired by NMFS.

Another concern which was initially considered by NMFS in its analysis related to the
separation of Anchorage-based program operations from other AKC tasks. The exchange
of information and discussion of fishery needs, sampling requirements, program needs and
data interpretation are program tasks which are handled by personnel who are also involved
in the training program at the AKC in Seattle. The initial analysis done by AKC assumed
that the staff involved in these other tasks would be moved to Anchorage. Stationing of the
program in Anchorage under these circumstances would essentially isolate the program



from the AKC in Seattle and would not bring it any closer to Regional Office operations
which are located in Juneau. The AKC currently also provides observers and required
observer program tasks for Northwest Regional fisheries, high seas driftnct fisheries, and
foreign research vessels. The ASG proposal, utilizing a separate administrative structure
and local staffing would eliminate this concern and would relieve the AKC staff of the
additional burden of the training function for the Alaska fishery.

One additional concern expressed by the AKC was related to the perception that the
relocation of the observer training program to Anchorage would offer no advantages over
its current location in that Anchorage is essentially as far from the actual points of observer
activity as Seattle. This observation is not entirely accurate since all observers must transit
through Anchorage to reach the points of observer activity. The AKC, in this portion of
the analysis, indicated that the placement of field offices in Dutch Harbor and Kodiak
which would handle observer field debriefing, gear issue, and logistics interaction with the
observer contractor would be a better option to pursue. It was proposed that these field
offices could also be tied in with port sampling objectives and possible management
representation from the Regional Office. A variation of this objective, the establishment of
field sites at Dutch Harbor and Kodiak, has been accomplished as part of the current
integrated program. The ASG proposal, by relocating the training program to Anchorage,
should result in a substantial overall cost savings in program operation due to the close
proximity of Anchorage to these new field sites in Dutch Harbor and Kodiak. In addition
to the long-term savings, the opportunity would be present to greatly improve all of tire
existing observer programs by standardizing and consolidating state, federal and industry
efforts.

It is important to note that Alaska has a significant employment rate in the fisheries industry
during the winter months. It is believed that a significant applicant pool could be drawn
from this Alaskan work force to participate in the training for observer duties during winter
months. This fits well with the increased availability of observers during the more
desirable summer months. Currently, less than 1% of previously employed observers have
been Alaska residents while 55% were West Coast residents. Unquestionably, Alaskans
want, need, and are qualified for such positions. While the exact reason for this imbalance
has not been identified, it is possible that one major cause is the point of hire and dispatch
to vessels. If Anchorage is the operational headquarters for the training program and the
point of hire, prospective employees from the Lower 48 will need to pay their own
transportation costs to Anchorage. Alaskan employees’ transportation costs will be
minimal. This facto, alone could significantly reduce overall program costs to the industry.

It should be remembered that 1) Anchorage is closer to the industry, 2) observers must
pass through Anchorage to board fisheries vessels, and 3) observers must come to
Anchorage following their tour at sea. With the mandate that vessels carry observers, it is
necessary to insure that observers are available at the time and place of vessel departure. It
would be more cost-effective to deploy observers from Anchorage than from locations
outside the state. Travel time is less. Observers are readily available to accommodate
"'short notice™ aircraft movements when weather is bad and even though delays are
inevitable, if an observer from an Anchorage training headquarters is delayed, it is
unnecessary to pay the cost of per diem. Service from Anchorage is far more efficient
when it becomes necessary to assist and/or replace observers who may become ill or have
other problems requiring consultation with support personnel. Since overall transportation
costs are a major factor, Anchorage offers an attractive location from the standpoint of
travel-related cost-effectiveness.

The Municipality of Anchorage has actively supported the relocation of the training
program for the Alaska trawl fishery to Anchorage, Alaska. The Municipality has



expressed its desires to expand its economic participation in the seafood industry by
encouraging projects which arc economically feasible and in the common interest of
industry and government. Additionally, the Municipality has stated that it wants and needs
the observer program to be headquartered and operated in Anchorage. Anchorage intends
to expand its economic participation in the seafood industry by building on its present
strong base. Anchorage is the headquarters and service center of the Alaska fishing
industry. The observer program is a natural addition to the many government/industry
related fisheries organizations now headquartered or operating from Anchorage.

Building rental costs in Seattle are not now part of the observer program's operating
budget. The Municipality and the CCCE have worked together to develop plans for
housing the program and training staff. Instructors and program administrators have been
identified who are already located in or near Anchorage, eliminating the need to move
professional staff from Seattle to new federal facilities. The Municipality has identified
municipally owned space which can be utilized for the instmctional facility, housing of the
inventory of support equipment, offices, and, potentially, transient housing for observers.
These facilities would be made available to the observer training program at no cost other
than real utility costs and maintenance (Sec Attachment F). Equipment and office furniture
are available from the Municipality and the CCCE to equip the facility. Identification of
low-cost housing options for observers such as winter hotel and summer dormitory space
is being explored by both the Municipality and the CCCE. Many observers have enjoyed
the freedom of working six months a year and having time to travel and pursue other
interests. These individuals have expressed difficulty in finding temporary housing where
storage of personal effects while at sea or out-of-town was possible. The Anchorage-
based program includes the concept of an *"observer house™ to use as a home base between
trips at a reasonable cost.

The retaining of skilled and qualified observers on a longer term basis is a goal which is in
the interest of the industry and, likewise, in the interest of the NPFMC as it works at
discharging its responsibilities for management of the Alaska fishery. An Anchorage-based
observer training program offers the potential for providing personnel for sea duty on
factory ships, for deployment to smaller vessels, to shorebased processing plants, and to
other temporary positions in related fields on a consistent and continuing basis. The ASG
request for authorization to conduct the training program would permit this goal to become
areality.

EXPERIENCE OF UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA WITH OBSERVER
TRAINING PROGRAMS. The request by the University of Alaska for authorization
for the ASG to conduct Marine Resource Observer training in Alaska is based on an
intimate knowledge of what such a program requires and extensive experience with
conducting similar programs.

The ASG was selected by the NPMFC to operate its Pilot Domestic Observer Program.
The program was funded by NPMFC, industry, and NMFS. The ASG was chosen to
manage that program because of its successful history of working both with the fishing
industry and with federal and state agencies on similar projects of significant import to the
development of the industry and management of the resource. The success of the ASG's
management of the Pilot Domestic Observer Program is evidenced in the aggressive
support of the industry, through the NPFMC, for a continued observer process.

The ASG also operated an observer program on the Copper River Delta near Cordova,
Alaska for the purpose of observing fisheriess/mammal interactions in that region. This
program was undertaken by agreement with NMFS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and the fishermen of Cordova. Under contract



to the NMFS, ASG extended observations into Prince William Sound to monitor whale
populations there following the grounding of the Exxon Valdez. ASG reports of
mammal/fisheries interactions on the Copper River Delta have recently been appended to
die NMFS request for proposals for mammal observer services in the Gulf of Alaska
because they provide the most comprehensive set of observations in the region.

The ASG also developed the curriculum and provided the training for observers required
by the ADF&G for their mandatory crab processor observer program. Working with that
agency and observer contracting personnel, ASG developed, on short notice, the necessary
training course for that new observer program.

The CCCE will provide the logistical infrastructure necessary for program coordination and
liaison with the Municipality on behalf of and under the oversight of the ASG in
Anchorage. The CCCE has extensive experience in the development and management of
concentrated instructional programs designed to meet the need of specific target groups
such as that represented by the Marine Resources Observer Program. This logistical
support will include the provision of laboratory and classroom facilities, office space,
facilities and resources management, acquisition of observer housing, scheduling of
training, coordination of training schedules with contractors and the AKC, and
administrative support for instructional and administrative personnel.

STRUCTURE OF TRAINING PROGRAM

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAM OPERATION. Currently, all
West Coast and Alaska federal observer programs are housed in the AKC in Seattle. AKC
staff involved in the observer program classify their responsibilities by sub task: (1)
overall administration of the program, (2) operations management including observer
training and debriefing, management of equipment, and logistics coordination, (3) data
management and (4) data analysis.

The Marine Resources Observer program, as currently implemented, operates as a
combination of shared efforts and responsibilities among NMFS, the fishing industry and
independent observer contractors. NMFS retains the funding and operational responsibility
for the overall administration of the program as well as the observer training program,
debriefing and data management The fishing industry is responsible for providing plans
of their fishing effort to NMFS and for making arrangements for and paying for the direct
costs of placing NMFS certified observers aboard their vessels through independent
observer contractors certified by NMFS. The observer contractors, certified by NMFS to
provide observer services, are responsible for the recruiting and deployment of observers.

ROLE OF NMFS/AKC. The NMFS/AKC has the responsibility for the
placement of trained Marine Resource Observers aboard U.S. domestic vessels operating in
trawl fisheries in the U.S. 200-mile EEZ of the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea. The
Marine Mammal Protection Act Amendments of 1988 (the Act) requires the Secretary of
Commerce (Secretary) to station observers aboard domestic trawlers participating in these
fisheries so that 20-35% of the effort in these fisheries is observed. The NPFMC has
required a rate of coverage of ""100% coverage of all catcher/processors and 30% coverage
of all other groundfish boats over 50 feet long.” NMFS/AKC has overall responsibility for
insuring that these coverage standards are met. In order to accomplish this, NMFS/AKC
assumes responsibility for program administration, training or certification of
observers, contractor certification, final trip debriefing of observers, coordination of
observer coverage and logistics, and management of the data collected by the observers.
NMPFS has described each of these tasks as follows:



1 Program Administration. Establishment of general program policy; specification
of obaerver duties, sampling methods and data formats; observer qualifications;
contractor certification; management of NMFS personnel and budgets; and
development and implementation of accommodations and placement aboard vessels.

3. Contractor Certification. Contractors desiring to provide observer services to
industry are certified by NMFS so that industry and NMFS are assured that the
contractors arc financially independent of fishing vessel owners and understand
their responsibilities under the program. NMFS develops and maintains the set of
responsibilities which must be performed at a minimum by each contractor,
including observer work requirements, sampling methodology and data collection
requirements. Any firm contracted by NMFS to provide observer services is
automatically certified. As with the observer certification process, the development
of contractor certification standards is a continuing process.

4. Observer Debriefing. The task of observer debriefing is critical to NMFS to
maintain the quality control of the data collected by observers, the collection of
information on the fishery which is not somehow contained in the standard data
collections, and to identify problems and solutions to problems encountered by
observers during their deployments. Observers deployed through the program are
debriefed by NMFS Observer Program staff at field office in Dutch Harbor,
Kodiak, and at the AKC in Seattle. Observers are debriefed between deployments
in the field so that data can be made available for entry, editing and use in a timely
fashion.

5. Coordination of Observer Coverage and Logistics. The observer contractors are
responsible deployment logistics and the vessel owners are responsible for insuring
that they have an observer aboard their vessel if required. However, NMFS
monitors coverage and placements of observers aboard vessels to ensure coverage
requirements are met and to ensure that required data are received from observers.
NMFES will also be responsible for determining and notifying die vessels of the
need to obtain an observer in the vessel category requiring less than 100%
coverage. Requirements for observers in this category are based on fishing
operation plans provided by vessel owners and by monitoring the vessel movement
and catch reports. AKC is responsible for final acceptance of all observers
proposed for hire. Proposed observers can be rejected if they do not
meet required qualifications.  Contractors must remove observers
who fail to successfully complete certification training, abide by
standards of conduct, or who are decertified by the AKC for performing less than
satisfactory work.

6. Data Management. NMFS is responsible for the entry, editing and data base
management of all data collected by observers. Data currently resides on the AKC
mainframe computer and may be made available to users according to NOAA rules
for data confidentiality.

ROLE OF PRIVATE CONTRACTORS. Contractors wishing to provide
observer services to the fishing industry must be certified to do so by NMFS. Firms
holding a contract with NMFS to provide observer services will automatically be included
in the list of certified observer contractors. To obtain certification as an observer
contractor, a firm must be financially independent of the fishing companies and vessels to
which they are providing observers, must have submitted a proposal to NMFS which is
judged adequate by NMFS and which details how they plan to carry out the required



observer contract services, and must agree to provide all data collected by observers
directly to NMFS. Vessel owners may choose to work with the firm or firms of personal
choice.

Ohserver contractors are responsibe for the followang tasis:

1. Recruiting, evaluating and hiring of qualified candidates to serve as observers.

2. Ensuring that their observers have obtained the required NMFS
certification through attendance and successful completion of the
NMFES certification training or previous satisfactory completion of a
NMFS foreign or domestic observer deployment and attendance at a
recertification briefing.

3. Providing observer salary, benefits and personnel services.

4. Providing basic worker’s compensation and P & | insurance to cover and
protect observers injured in the performance of their duties.

5. Providing all deployment logistics to place and maintain the observers aboard
the fishing vessels. This includes all travel arrangements, hotels and per diem, and
any other services required to place the observers aboard the vessels.

6. Providing replacement or back-up obseivers in the event an observer has to be
removed from a vessel for any reason.

7. Keeping NMFS informed of current observer deployments and deployment
plans.

8. Arranging and coordinating observer debriefings with NMFS.

9. Incooperation with the vessel owner, assuring that all observer in-season catch
messages and other required transmissions between the observer and NMFS are
delivered to NMFS within a specified time.

10 Assuring that all data, reports and specimens collected by observers are
delivered directly to NMFS within 5 working days of the completion of each
observer trip.

11. Assuring that all gear and equipment issued to their observers by NMFS is
( returned to NMFS within 5 days of the completion of the observers field
deployment

ROLE OF universiTy OF ALASKA.  Unde* the terms of this proposal,
specifically the authorization of the ASG to conduct Marine Resources Observer
certification training, the University of Alaska, ASG would assume responsibility for the
training of the observer corps for the Alaska fishery. The University of Alaska, ASG has
both the experience and desire to perform the "training’ function for the Marine Resources
Observer program and the ASG and CCCE have the personnel, laboratory and classroom
facilities, dormitory space, and logistical infrastructure necessary to handle this
responsibility.

The ASG has had extensive experience in providing observer training and is fully
knowledgeable of the curriculum, demands and needs of the training program. The ASG,
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CCCE, and the United States Coast Guard have a highly developed safety and survival
program already in place which would be incorporated into the curriculum. Instructional
material in cold water survival has been published, field tested and distributed for
international use. Facilities and environments for this training are readily available and will
be reflected in the curriculum. Both the ADF&G Groundfish Program and the NPFMC
Pilot Program provided models for the fishery-wide coverage needed for the collection of
good (statistically valid) management data. ASG has available the professional expertise to
provide the instruction which is already housed within the infrastructure of the University
of Alaska and in several state agencies.

The Municipality of Anchorage has offered to commit to ASG and CCCE. a building that
will provide the space needed for this program. This space is useable for instruction, office
support, and teaching laboratories. Indicative of the commitment that the Municipality has
to the proposal is its willingness to provide this space at no rental cost.

ROLE OF ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME. The ASG
will work with the ADF&G to meld ADF&G observer training programs and data
gathering needs into the integrated program to be operated on behalf of NMFS/AKC.

TRAINING CURRICULUM. There is an identifiable body of tasks to be
conducted and skills that Marine Resources Observers must possess in order for them to be
successful in their assignments and achieve the program objectives established by
NMFES/AKC. Among the most critical of these tasks is the collection of valid data which
must be accomplished by the observer while aboard the vessel. The observer is
responsible for obtaining the following types of essential data:

1. The species, number and condition of marine mammals taken in fishing
operations or interacting with the fishing gear.

2. The collection of biological data from the marine mammals incidentally killed
in fishing operations.

3. The total groundfish catch, location of fishing and fishing effort of every
fishing operation conducted.

4. Determination of the catch composition of the permitted catch of groundfish
and determination of the incidental catches of prohibited species. Prohibited
species are those species whose retention is prohibited in trawl fishing
operations.

5. The collection of biological data from designated species which includes but
is not limited to length and weight frequency measurements, collection of age
structures, collection of stomach samples and food habits data, and collection of
data on maturity, fecundity, and reproductive habits.

6. The sending of periodic, usually weekly or daily, radio messages which
report the species and numbers of marine mammals incidentally caught and

killed, the estimated permitted and prohibited species catches taken and
measures of the vessel's fishing effort.

7. Collection of data on fishing gear design and operation.

Itis obvious that, in order to accomplish the successful collection, recording, and reporting
of this critical data, it is essential that the observer be equipped with the necessary skills and
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knowledges required to carry out his/her responsibilities. It is the intent of the ASG to
utilize the current Marine Resources Observer Program curriculum developed by the
NMFS/AKC as the core of the curriculum for the Alaskan-based program. The
NMFS/AKC has a long and successful history of observer training. Over the past several
years their curriculum has undergone substantial modification and improvement The ASG
has reviewed that cuniculum and feels that it provides a sound basis for development of the
proposed ASG training program. The ASG will adopt the applicable elements of the AKC
curriculum which provide the underpinnings necessary to conduct the Marine Resources
Observer Training Program. The following basic curriculum blocks will serve as the
foundation for the developing curriculum of the program:

1. Introduction to the Observer Program
An overview of the northeast Pacific fishery, its history, economic
significance, and management under the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA).
The life of an observer; duties and life aboard, seasickness,
communication difficulty, hardship

2. Duties and Professionalism
Conduct
Objectives, priorities, workload
Citizenship aboard

3. Technical Training

Fish identification

Mammal identification

Obtaining haul information and overall catch estimates

Sampling techniques

Data forms, species reports and report groups

Navigation

Computations and reporting ashore and at sea

Radio operations

Special scientific sampling; tagged animals, otolith and scale sampling,
etc.

Logbook entries, comparison of observer and vessel logs

4. Safety Training
General safety aboard
Safe deck operations
Cold water survival
Medical emergencies
Fire control

Some modifications are being planned for at this juncture, based on the experience of ASG
in the Pilot Domestic Observer Program. These include the following:

Safety Training: The NMFS trained observers which were employed in the ASG
conducted Pilot Domestic Observer Program stated a desire for increased
emphasis on safety training. Given the greater variety of vessels in the domestic
fleet, compared to the foreign and joint venture fleets, ASG believes that an
increased emphasis in this area is justified.

Crab Emphasis: It has been the experience of the ASG that NMFS trained
groundfish observers need additional training in order to become ADF&G crab
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processor observers. This training will include additional crab identification
work* biological and legal measurement of crab, and an introduction to the
Alaskan fishing laws. The observer contractors with whom ASG has worked
provide observers to both federal and state fisheries. Having increased numbers
of observers cross-trained would be a benefit to both the observer contractors
and industry. A more stable employment opportunity for observers will help
reduce the current high turnover rate. The broadening of the observer pool will
accme benefits for the management agencies as wcLl

Statistical Sampling: The sampling environment is substantially more
complicated for the new "‘integrated'* Marine Resources Observer Program than
has been usual in the past, especially for the observers assigned to shore
delivery vessels, or for the observer who is switching between shore-based
vessels, shore-based plants, and factory trawlers, and even to crab process
between groundfish assignments. Additional emphasis on sampling strategy,
will probably be needed to accommodate this new flexible element in observing.

Itis anticipated that these additional areas of study could be accommodated by two or three
additional days of training.

Once candidates have been recruited, training sessions will bt scheduled. Scheduling of
the sessions depends on when observers are needed in the field and the number of trainees
who have been recruited for the training. Trainees passing a final exam at the end of the
training session are certified by NMFS as observers.

Observer trainees are paid during training. As the foreign observer program has been
phased out, salaries have gone up. Some contractors are paying a flat rate of $2450 per
month for observers in the federal programs. Others differentiate between at-sea and on-
land duty, paying about $2250 on land and $3000 at sea. Observers who do not have an
immediate departure date after trainirp; arc paid during the interim, which may be up to (W0
and a half weeks. No per diem is paid until the observer actually departs the training
location for his or her field assignment

MARINE RESOURCE OBSERVER TRAINING SYLLABUS. The
curriculum for the Marine Resource Observer Program, developed by ASG faculty in
consultation with the federal and state management tencies aud with experienced
observers, will be routinely reviewed and modified to i xt the changing needs of the
management agencies, industry, and the fishery resource. The ASG and Marine Advisory
Programs have faculty experienced as both observers and as instructors. They are
knowledgeable in all areas of the curriculum, and expert in several areas. Their talents will
be supplemented by faculty with specific expertise. In addition, the training staff at
NMFS/AKC, and ADF&G will be consulted extensively for their advice on curriculum
content and training techniques. Testing will be conducted in the context of preparation for
specific observer duties, and with the approval and coordination of the NMFS/AKC.
Beyond the specific curriculum, a program environment will be designed with the specific
purpose in mind of developing a sense of professionalism for the observer corps.

Following is a draft training syllabus based on the course of study used by NMFS for its
foreign observer training program. Domestic observers have, in the past, received an
additional four days of training related to the U.S. fisheries. Guest let vurers will include
fishery management agency officials, Coast Guard representatives, ichthyologists, and
marine mammal scientists.

Day-1
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Orientation Day: Administrative information, introductions all around.

Introductory video about the Observer Program.

MFCMA and management of the EEZ, (brief overview lecture).

Slide* and lecture on the history of NE Pacific groundfish fishing, commercially
important fish, vessel types and their operations.

OlUL

Slide show on Alaska ports, safety in boarding and disembarking vessels, life at
sea, hazards, and observer work.

Hardships, deportment, and conduct lecture.

Statistical areas and vessel check-in reports.

Duties: objectives and priorities, workload.

Guest Lecture: AKC management staff.

DayJ

SpeX:ies Identification: a general review of identification terminology and slides
of various representatives of NE Pacific fish families: presented by a
U of A ichthyologist

General instructions on data forms, use of GMT and the metric system.

Obtaining haul information: data forms 1and 2US..

Estimation of catch size - by the observer.

Classroom practice of haul weight estimation.

Overnight homework assignment

Bay4

Estimation of catch size - by the ship.

Correction of homework and quiz over haul data form.

Video on navigation and classroom practice on use of a navigational chart
Identification of Sebastes and Sebastolobus (rockfish) and other species: lecture,
slides and laboratory session presented by U of A ichthyologist

Day.5
efinitions of species report groups and prohibited species.
Catch Composition Sampling: determining a sample weight
Methods for random, representative and unbiased sampling.
Slide presentation on sampling.

Data entry on species composition form 3US.

Classroom practice of sampling methods and data entry.
Homework practice assignment

6

CarTection of homework.

Collecting biological information from Tanner crab, King crab, halibut and
salmon in samples: weights and lengths, viability, sex, and salmon scale
sampling.

Molting crab study.

Collecting data on tagged fish and crab.

Computations for weekly radio messages, (forms RM, RM-1,7 RM-3).

Lecture, classroom exercise, and homework.
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Day?.

Foymatting weekly and daily radio messages for transmission.
Length frequency sampling, (form 7US).

Otolith and scale sampling, (form 9US).

Fish dissection and otolith removal: slides and lab practice.
Species identification of crab: slides and classroom practice.

t0-S

Vessel reporting requirements, ADF&G Fish Tickets.

Practice addressing the crew; interactions with vessel personnel.
Considerations and requirements for sampling longline catches.
Assignment of 2nd data exercise.

Identification of flatfish and salmon species: lecture, slides and laboratory session
presented by U of A ichthyologist.

Background study: Review of previous cruise reports and reading files.

Receive special project instruction.

Pav 10&11
Safety videos and discussion on hypothermia, medical emergencies at sea, fire

control and sea and shore survival.

Medivacs, radiotelephone procedures and preparation of a medical diagnostic
chan.

Checkout of survival suits.

Survival suit and life-raft water practice.

Pav 12

Correction of homework.

Observer's logbook entries, methods of documentation.

Obtaining vessel production information and product recovery sampling.

Comparison of vessel logs with observer data.

Guest Lecture: Scientist from the National Marine Mammal Laboratory showing
slides on identification of marine mammals at sea.

Recording information on marine mammals: as incidental take, (form 10);
sightings (form 11).

Payd3
Spécies identification exam.
Gear issue: familiarization and care of equipment, gear check-out and calibration

of scales.

Pay 14

Final exam.

Problem solving using small discussion groups and in-class presentations.

Guest speaker Debriefing supervisor discusses data review process and final
repons.

Preparation for first day aboard.

Travel rules and parting information from contractors.

The success of the observer program designed for implementation with the domestic fleet
will depend to a large degree on the way that the conduct and quality of the program is
perceived by the fleet. Respect and acceptance of the observer by the vessel crew and
captain will be the key to the acceptance of the program as a whole. The knowledge,
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professional demeanor, and social adaptability of the observers will be primary factors in
that acceptance.

Having already successfully trained observers, the ASG is confident that the Marine
Resource Observer Training Program proposed here will graduate a professional cadre of
observers who are capable of implementing a successful and productive data gathering
program. We anticipate that it will graduate observers with outstanding training. The
curriculum will remain under constant review for improvements.

ASG TRAINING STAFF. The ASG will use both faculty dedicated to
observer training and specialists already existing on the faculty in the School of Fisheries
and Ocean Sciences. Already on the faculty arc ichthyologists, two experienced fishery
observers, marine safety specialists and marine advisory faculty with substantial experience
working on domestic fishing vessels. As special’ emphasis is needed, other fishery and
oceanographic specialists are available on the faculty. To ensure tnat an observer training
course which needs to be taught on a monthly basis receives the constant attention that it
will need, a supervising faculty member, and one other, both well attuned to the NMFS
Marine Resources Observer Program, will be selected and dedicated to this instructional
program.

ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM

This training proposal will be organized and managed as a joint effort of the ASG and the
CCCE. Alaska Sea Grant will be responsible for the training program design,
instructional implementation, and coordination of program evaluation and modification with
AKC, contractors, and industry. CCCE will assume responsibility for management of the
project, fulfilling reporting requirements to AKC, logistical coordination of program
support, logistical interface with AKC and AKC certified contractors, and overall
coordination of program efforts.

The observer and project management experience of these two entities make them uniquely
well-qualified to accomplish this proposal. Sea Grant recently completed operating the
experimental pilof observer program for the NPFMC, and has conducted an observer
training program for the ADF&G crab program. CCCE is a major college in the University
of Alaska Anchorage with state wide responsibilities for continuing professional education
program design, implementation, and management CCCE maintains multiple contractual
relationships for training programs with various agencies on an ongoing basis.

ASG is mindful of the importance of the data being collected via the ob™ ver program both

to the long-term health of the fishery and to its management ? ,e requirement for
data gathering and resource management specified by the . tNPFMC and the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act has left private

industry, government, and educational institutions playing an unusual set of roles. Private
industry and even educational institutions have been undertaking the normal government
function of data collection. Government, not an educational institution, has been providing
training. Because, under this new domestic program, the relationship between the fishing
industry and the observer contractors may be closer than the relationship between
government and those data gathering contractors, there remains the opportunity for errors.
The quality of education and training provided to the observers is a critical element to the
success of the program. The University of Alaska is anxious to be a part of a success story
in addressing these unusual circumstances and recognizes that its relationship with NMFS
is a key element to that success.
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To date there has been considerable advantage in NMFS providing the training of observers
in-house. Consistent errors in data collection or transmittal uncovered as observers were
debriefed would signal a need for increased emphasis on that particular element in the
training program. Close communication must be established between ASG training
personnel and the NMFS/AKC in order to ensure the same degree of responsiveness of this
training program. With the observer program now focused almost exclusively on the
domestic fishery off Alaska, debriefing is planned to be accomplished primarily in the state,
resulting in a cost savings to the fleet and its observer contractors. The important linkage
between training personnel and debriefing personnel may therefore actually be enhanced by
the training taking place in Alaska.

Providing administrative over sight of the Marine Resource Observer Training Program in
Anchorage will be Dr. Ron Dearborn, director of the Alaska Sea Grant program, and Dr.
Carl Ellis, Associate Dean of the College of Community and Continuing Education.
Dearborn and Ellis will interact on a regular basis with contractors, industry, and
management agency personnel whose input will be required to make this proposal a
consistent success. They are familiar with the NPFMC process and operations, NMFS,
the Alaska Board of Fish, and the relationships between the governmental agencies which
will be involved in this proposal. They are also familiar with the concerns of people
representing diverse aspects of the industry. Sea Grant staff developing the curriculum will
include people who are specialists in the different subject areas and already familiar with the
domestic industry. Consultants will be used to provide particular expertise, where needed.

RECRUITMENT AND CERTIFICATION OF OBSERVERS

The pool of observers trained to support the foreign fishery observer program is rapidly
diminishing. As the domestic fishery has expanded, the need for a full training course to
certify new observers on a consistent and ongoing basis has become critical.

NMEFS certified contractors are required, to develop and maintain a corps of experienced,
certified observers that can be deployed to domestic trawl vessels. Contractors recruit
observers nationwide through newspaper ads as well as through on-campus recruiting
campaigns. Over the last four years, the regional distribution of residence for observers
has been: West Coast, 55 percent; Northeast, 12 percent; Great Lakes, 10 percent; Rocky
Mountains, 7 percent; Midwest, 7 percent; Southeast, 4 percent. Less than one percent
have been Alaskan residents. The reasons for the few observers recruited in Alaska and the
heavy preponderance of West Coast residents can only be speculated upon. The regional
breakdown does correspond somewhat to the number of universities and colleges in the
areas that offer fishery or natural science programs. Both Oregon State University and the
University of Washington are or have been contractors in the Federal observer program, so
it would be expected they would recruit heavily among their own graduates.

The present system requires candidates to have a 4-year biological science degree and
receive two or more weeks of training in a course developed and managed by NMFS
before being certified as qualified observers. The requirement is stringent considering the
relatively low pay, hard work, long hours, and sometimes miserable working conditions
faced by observers. The rationale is that graduated science or biology majors will be
versed in the scientific method, collect more reliable data, and will have till the basic skills
needed for the job. The degree requirement limits the number of people available for an
expanded domestic observer program, particularly if it is the intent of such a program to
attract people willing to stay longer than the six months the average observer has lasted.
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Observers who meet the basic educational and experience qualifications established by
NMFS and hired by contractors to be placed aboard domestic vessels are required to
successfully complete the 2.5-weclc certification training program prior to being placed
aboard a domestic vessel. Observers who have served as either a foreign fishery observer
or as a domestic observer within the past 24 months under progiams administered by the
NMFS/AKC Marine Resources Observer Program will be required to attend a four-day
recertification briefing prior to their initial deployment These certified observers may be
required to attend periodic two-day recertification briefings hroughout their employment.
Individuals who have served as observers for a program administered by the AKC but have
not done so during the 24 months prior to then’employment will be required to attend and
successfully complete a 2.5-week certification training session prior to their initial
deployment Certification training will be provided at a minimum on a scheduled quarterly
basis and more frequently (monthly) if required.

As the Marine Resources Observer Program matures, the opportunities for employment
should encourage the formation of a corps of professional observers. This might be
particularly appealing for individuals with 2-year marine technical degrees. If such a
course of studies was required as part of the certification process a number of universities
or community colleges might be able to offer it. In such a scenario, the student would be
getting credit for the course and would not have to be paid for the extended training period.

QUALIFICATIONS OF OBSERVER TRAINEES.

Contractors are required to develop and implement a program which will provide and
maintain a corps of experienced observers who will make repeated observer trips on
domestic trawlers throughout the year. As stated above, observers placed aboard domestic
vessels by the contractor must have a bachelor's degree in fisheries or wildlife biology or a
related field of biology or natural resource management However, if sufficient numbers of
qualified and acceptable applicants with the above educational background are not available,
individuals with senior standing within one of those programs listed above or individuals
with an Associate in Arts (A.A.) degree in fisheries or wildlife science or technology may
be substituted, upon approval by the AKC. Prior experience as an observer through a
program administered by the Observer Program of the AKC is highly desirable but not
required. As indicated alx>ve, individuals who have satisfactorily served as an observer for
programs administered by the Observer Program of the AKC during the previous 2 years
must attend a certification briefing at the AKC prior to deployment. Individuals who serve
as observers must be U.S. citizens. Previous at-sea experience is desirable, though not
required.

Work conducted aboard commercial fishing vessels at sea is conducted in a difficult and
hazardous environment. Commercial fishing was rated as the most hazardous occupation
in the United States last year. The work requires strenuous physical activity which
includes frequent lifting of heavy baskets cf fish (60-85 Ibs.) and long working hours.
The nature of the job is also mentally stressful due to the confined living and working space
and the differing objectives of the observer and crew aboard the vessel. As a result,
individuals must be provided who are physically capable of performing the work, mature
and capable of working independently without direct supervision and under stressful
conditions. Vessels operate in remote areas of Alaska and, as a result, trained medical help
and facilities are not easily or immediately available. Due to the physical and mental
demands of the job, all observers must have passed a physical examination by a licensed
physician within the past 12 months which certified that there are no health problems or
conditions which would jeopardize the observer’s safety while at sea or prevent the
observer from satisfactorily performing his/her duties. To attempt to assure this, the
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certifying physician is made aware of the dangerous, remote and rigorous nature of the
work at sea prior to the examination. The physical exam, including appropriate lab tests
and medical history, must, at a minimum, be performed to the standards set forth in the
NOAA Medical Policy Manual, Chapter 5. Upon request, the AKC may consider and
grant a waiver for certain conditions not passed in an individual physical.

NMFS contractors are tasked with submitting a list of individuals to be hired and their
respective qualifications to the AKC for approval at least 7 working days prior to the
beginning of certification training or briefings for which the individuals are scheduled to
attend. Contractors arc responsible for supplying alternate observer candidates if one or
more observers arc rejected by the AKC, an observers) fails to successfully complete
certification training or an observer(s) resigns prior to completion of curies.

The various and varied observer programs in the U.S. and around the world have used
observers with different backgrounds in education, training, and experience. NMFS
foreign and domestic observers have been drawn from a pool of individuals who hav? for
the most pan received four years of college education and which were then given brief,
focused training. IThe ADF&G and Canadian observer programs have often hired people
with less education, but have provided more time for training and apprenticeship. If the
multiple U.S. programs are pulled together into a comprehensive effon, a mutual
understanding for the demands of the program must be reaches. Similarly, if a
professional observer corps is to be achieved, one capable of serving the management and
assessment needs for the various fisheries and marine mammal programs, and one which
provides career opportunity, then the needs for formal education and specific training must
be carefully addressed. It may be that breadth of education and social experience may be of
relatively greater importance for observers to perform well on long cruises in a new
environment, typical of the NMFS foreign observer program, when compared to one or
two day trips on shore-based domestic vessels. On the othtr hand, domestic vessels,
especially smaller vessels, may require unusual nimbleness in assessing the sampling
environment because of the relative difficulty of sampling hauls. The education and
specific training needed for certification for specific duties within an overall program will
need to be carefully assessed and monitored as the training program matures. This will be
done in consultation with experienced observers, contractors, industry and management
agency personnel.

NUMBER OF CERTIFIED OBSERVERS REQUIRED.

The NMFS/AKC is responsible for specifying and notifying contractors of the monthly
requirements for numbers of observers, number and types of vessels to be covered,
months of observer sampling to be achieved and weekly listings of catcher/processor
vessels participating in the fishery. Listings of shoreside delivery vessels participating in
the fisheries are to be provided by the contractors' field coordinators from estimates
obtained through their contacts with the processing plants. The monthly requirement for
numbers of observers, vessels, and sampling months are to be provided to contractors on a
quarterly basis 15 days prior to the beginning of the quarter. The AKC is to confirm the
projected monthly observer requirements one week prior to the beginning of each month.
Contractors are to be advised immediately of any changes in observer requirements
resulting from changes in expected fishing effort. In the event a need for additional
observers arises due to changes in the fishing effort, contractors are expected to provide
the needed number of additional observers within 7 days of notification by the AKC or
within a time period mutually agreeable between the AKC and a specific contractor.
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In June, 1989, (he NPFMC voted to recommend that an observer program with 100
percent observer coverage on vessels greater than 125 feet, 30 percent observer coverage
on vessels between 123 and .50 feet and shoreside processor observers be analyzed for
feasibility of implementation in 1990. These amendments were approved by the Secretary
of Commerce on November I, 1989. Twenty percent observer coverage is the figure
usually estimated by fishery scientists as the minimum to provide statistically valid
information on a fishery.

The NPFMC staff, in its draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review
(EA/R1R) for amendments of groundfish management plans off Alaska (May 3, 1989),
made the following estimates of the number of boat currently registered to fish off Alaska
and capable of carrying observers. "Assuming that vessels larger than 50 feet are large
enough to physically accommodate observers, the number of vessels capable of
accommodating at least one observer are: 650 catcher vessels, 128 catcher/processor
vessels, and 19 motherships.”

The actual numbers of observers required to monitor catches by the U.S. fleet are
calculated based on the level of coverage specified, the number of days each boat will
actually fish, and to some extent on the fisheries  which they arc engaged. From the
information found in the NPFMC EA/RIR for Amendment 18 to the Gulf of Alaska
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan and Amendment 13 to the Bering Sea Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan (May 1989), an approximation of the number of months can be
calculated.

According to this document, mere are 141 vessels over 125 feet in length (95 processors,
18 motherships, and 28 catcher vessels). Using the same assumptions of average number
of deliveries and days per deliver found in this report, a total of 527 man-months are
required to provide 100 percent coverage.

The report indicates that there are a total of 652 vessels capable of taking an observer
between 50 and 125 feet in length. Given the delivery information provided in the RER, 30
percent coverage of this portion of the fleet would require an additional 342 observer man-
months. The RIR states that approximately 140 man-months would be necessary to
provide 100 percent coverage of existing shoreside plants. This is a grand total of 1,009
man-months.

Staff at the NMFS/AKC observer program had done an independent pre-estimate of
observer man-months needed. This estimate provided for 710 man-months of 100%
coverage for catcher-processors, 126 man-months for 30 percent coverage of trawl vessels
and 170 man-months for 30 percent coverage of longline and pot vessels. Adding the 140
man-months to cover shoreside plants, this adds up to 1,146 man-months, a slightly higher
estimate.

Using these estimate as a range, it is possible to calculation the expected number of three
man-months deployments required. An estimated 336 to 382 three man-months
deployments arc predicted. If each observer worked six months a year, 168 to 191
observers would be needed annually to provide this level of coverage. However, not all
observers will work in the field six months a year. Therefore, a more reasonable estimate
is 175 to 250 observers per year.

One additional factor that must be recognized to estimate numbers is the overall return
factor on the smaller vessels. There is a small (less than 125 ft) trawler. It must be
considered that the turn-over and return rates will be far less than on the large factory
trawler, therefore a projection of 300 - 325 observers is the figure that the ASG is prepared
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to address. Only after 1- 2 years of operation will a longevity figure become apparent and
accepted.

Observer requirements for fiscal year 1990 projected by the AKC for specification to
potential contractors were based on the EA/RIR estimates. The schedule containing the
estimate for the required number of observer months and three month field deployments for
FY 1990 was broken down by region as follows:

Observers deployed to vessels fishing in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands region and the
western Gulf of Alaska (west of 159 degrees W. longitude). Dutch Harbor, Alaska, is the
port of embarkation/debarkation and observers are required throughout the contract period.
First deployments under this contract were to begin in December 1989.

1. Shoreside delivery trawlers - 48 observer months or 16 three-month observer
deployments. Observers will make repeated short trips of 3 to 10 days duration on
vessels throughout the field deployment. The government expects that 70% of each
observer's time will be spent at sea and the remaining 30% of dme shoreside at
Dutch Harbor. During the periods between individual trips, the observer will be
preparing reports and data.

2. Catcher/processor or mothership type vessels - 150 observer months or 50
three-month observer deployments. Observers to make repeated trips of 3 to 6
weeks duration on vessels throughout the field deployment. The government
expects that each observer will spend about 80% of the time at sea and the
remaining 20% of the dme shoreside at Dutch Harbor. During the periods between
individual trips, the observer will be preparing reports and darn.

Observers deployed to vessels fishing h the central and eastern Gulf of Alaska region (east
of 159 degrees W longitude). Kodiak, Alaska is the port of embarkation and debarkation.
Observers are required throughout the contract period. First deployments under this
contract were to begin in December 1989.

1. Shoreside delivery trawlers - 57 observer months or 19 three-month observer
deployments. Observers to make repeated short trips of 3 to 10 days duration on
vessels through the field deployment. The government expects that 70% of each
observer's time will be spent at sea and the remaining 30% of time shoreside at
Kodiak. During the periods between individual trips, the observer will be
preparing reports and data.

2. Catcher/processor or mothership type vessels - 45 observer months or 15 three-
monthly observer deployments. Observers to make repeated trips of 3 to 6 weeks
duration on vessels throughout the field deployment. The government expects that
each observer will spend about 80% of the time at sea and the remaining 20% of
time shoreside at Kodiak. During the periods between individual trips, the observer
can be preparing repons and data.

Option for Domestic Observers Aboard Longline and Pot Vessels

In the event that vessels fishing with longlines or pots (traps) are reclassified as Category |
fisheries under amendments to the Act in future years or funding to pi->vide observer
coverage of these gear types is made available for fishery management purposes,
contractors will be responsible for providing qualified observers for these vessels. The
requirements for observers, their duties and the responsibilities of the contractors will be
the same as those required for the trawl vessels. Likewise, the responsibilities of the AKC
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will be as specified for trawl vessels. Both shoreside delivery and catcher/processor type
vessels fish with longline or pot gear. Vessels under 50 feet in length will be subject to
observer coverage. If funding is provided to place observers aboard these vessels, a 20%
level of sampling of the fleet is anticipated.

Observers to be deployed to vessels fishing in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands region and
the western Gulf of Alaska (west of 159 degrees W. longitude). Dutch Harbor, Alaska,
will be considered as the port of embarkation/debarkation. Observers may be required
throughout the contract period.

1. Shoreside delivery vessels - 6 observer months or 2 three-month observer
deployments. Observers will make repeated short trips of 3 to 10 days duration on
vessels throughout the field deployment. The government expects that 70% of each
observer's time will be spent at sea and the remaining 30% of time shoreside at
Dutch Harbor. During the periods between individual trips, the observer will be
preparing reports and data.

2. Catcher/processor or mothership type vessels - 33 observer months or 11 three-
month observer deployments. Observers will make repeated trips of 3 to 6 weeks
duration on vessels throughout the field deployment. The government expects that
each observer will spend about 80% of time at sea and the remaining 20% of time
shoreside at Dutch Harbor. During the periods between individual trips, the
observer will be preparing reports and data.

Observers to be deployed to vessels fishing in the eastern Gulf of Alaska (east of 159
degrees W. longitude). Kodiak, Alaska will be considered as the port of
embarkation/debarkation. Observers may be required throughout the contract period.

1. Shoreside delivery vessels - 51 observer months or 17 three-month observer
deployments. Observers will make repeated short trips of 3 to 10 days duration on
vessels throughout the field deployment The government expects that 70% of each
observer’ time will be spent at sea and the remaining 30% of time shoreside at
Kodiak. During the periods between individual trips, the observer will be
preparing reports and data.

2. Catcher/processor or mothership type vessels - 27 observer months or 9 three-
month observer deployments. Observers will make repeated trips of 3 to 6 weeks
duration on vessels throughout the field deployment The government expects that
each observer will spend about 80% of time at sea and the remaining 20% of time
shoreside at Kodiak. During the periods between individual trips, the observer will
be preparing reports and data.

As can be seen, estimates of the number of observers required can vary widely. The ASG
has tended to utilize conservative figures in anticipating the needs for the training program
in Anchorage. Itis anticipated that any changes that occur will be to the high side and thus
strengthen the cost-effectiveness and practicality of locating the program in Anchorage.

COST OF TRAINING PROGRAM
There are three distinct cost components related to the domestic observer programs. The
first of these is the administrative component which includes the development and

management of operating specifications for the fishery and management and analysis of the
data upon which these specifications are based. The second cost component is the
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recruitment, deployment and logistical support of the observer. The third is the training of
the observer corps to accomplish the data collection in an efficient and statistically valid
maimer.

The second of these cost components, the recruitment, deployment and support of the
observer corps, under the NPFEMC plan, is being paid for by the vessel owners working
with NMFS certified private contractors. Costs for this segment of the domestic observer
program have increased over that experienced in the foreign fishery program. One primary
reason for this increased cost is the increase in observer salaries. Observer salaries have
increased for several reasons. Some recent programs, such as the Alaska crab observer
requirement passed by the Aliska Board of Fisheries in 1988, needed observers
immediately. Salaries were increased to attract qualified people quickly. As mentioned
eariier, most of the domestic observer programs require an observer with experience as a
foreign observer. The pool of experienced observers has shrunk as they move into other
fields and fewer observers were trained as the foreign fishery dwindled.

Most observers probably went into the program -with little intention of making a career of it
A trip or two after graduation to fill in until a permanent, more attractive job appeared was
welcome, but only a few stayed on for any length of time. Some like the life style, six
months of hard work and then travel or study the rest of the year. It should be noted that
observing on American ships does not have the attraction of a cultural exchange that work
on a foreign ship does. The chance to live and work within a foreign culture and perhaps
practice a new language was very appealing to many observers. Many of the American
fishing vessels are smaller than the foreign ships, more crowded, and engaged in fisheries
in ways that are inherently more dangerous than were the foreign fisheries.

Domestic observer contractors are competing for a currently depleted ex-foreign observer
pool. All of these factors; non-career expectations, lack of cultural exchange, fewer
certified and experienced ex-foreign observers, and poorer working and living conditions,
have contributed to the increased salaries for domestic observers.

For the domestic observer programs in which the fishing company negotiates directly with
the contractors, costs currently range from $6500 to $8300 per observer month. That does
not include the NMFS program administration costs.

The University of Alaska Sea Grant College Program managed a pilot domestic observer
program for the NPFMC between September 1987 and May 1989. The cost per observer
month for this program, which did not include the full costs of Sea Grant administration,
was approximately $3400. Again, this figure does not include costs for NMFS training or
debriefing of approximately $1000 a month. Adding that amount and factoring in a
reasonable estimate of Sea Grant administrative costs, an average observer month cost

about $5000.

Observer costs obviously vary considerably. Delivering the most observer time for the
least cost, particularly now when it appears the American fishing industry will probably be
supporting programs directly, should be a very strong argument for relocation of the
training program nearer to the fishery. Developing a pool of observers qualified to
participate in all programs could result in both reduced travel cost and less turnover in
observers. It has been the experience of most participants that the maximum continual time
at sea should be two or three months. Standardizing the programs would give an observer
more opportunity to move from an "at-sea” job to one on shore. Combined with field
debriefing, observers might stay in the job longer without the need for trips to Anchorage
or Seattle for the "end-of-trip” debriefing now used. For example, a Kodiak-based
observer might participate in the state crab catcher/processor program and then be stationed
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in a shoreside plant before rotating to smaller groundfish vessels participating in the federal
program. This would reduce deployment costs while providing more varied and longer
term employment for the observer.

However, there is currently no funding mechanism provided for underwriting or
recovering the costs related to either the first or third components of the cost structure for
the domestic observer program. ASG and the CCCE have developed a preliminary budget
which would provide a quality training program located in Anchorage. The program, with
its administrative costs, would require an annual figure of approximately $400.0. This cost
estimate compares favorably with the cost-for-training figures estimated by NMFS/AKC
personnel.

There still remains, however, no identified source of funding for such a training program,
whether located in Anchorage and conducted by ASG or, on a long-term basis, at the AKC
in Seattle.

FUNDING MECHANISM

Under the current Marine Resource Observer Program, the fishing industry or vessel
owners are responsible for the direct costs for placing observers aboard their vessels. The
program requires that fishing vessel owners submit a fishing operations plan to NMFS.
These effort plans will be used to determine observer coverage needs and to select vessels.
Any vessel owner who is required to carry an observer will be responsible for obtaining a
NMES certified observer from the certified observer contractor of his/her choice. The cost
for that observer will be paid by the vessel owner directly to the contractor. Prior to
beginning fishing operations during the period which the vessel is required to carry an
observer, the observer must notify NMFS that he or she is aboard the vessel and prepared
to perform the observer duties.

The NPFMC is trying to secure funding for the program through NMFS or an amendment
to the Magnuson Act (MFCMA) which would authorize the regional councils to levy and
collect fees from the industry to support a domestic observer program. Several approaches
have been proposed and forwarded by NPFMC staff for funding the domestic observer
program, but none have been acted upon (See Attachment G).

Funding for domestic observer programs continues to be a problem. The NPFMC
contributed $100,000 to fund the recently concluded pilot program which was run by the
University of Alaska, ASG. The Alaska Factory Trawlers Association put up $100,000
early in 1989 for observers and that amount was matched by NMFS. Industry contributed
other, smaller, matching amounts. To date the funds available have been nothing like the
'more than $4,000,000 annual observer fees from the foreign fishery. The current training
and management effort by NMFS/AKC is being funded through an integrated program
utilizing the resources provided for the MMPA.

While pressure for an expanded domestic observer program has grown, means for
supporting the critical training component of the program have not materialized. Currendy
the government cannot legally assess fees to the U.S. industry for observer coverage.
Congressman Young introduced a bill which would allow NMFS to assess the industry for
observer costs but action on the legislation has not been forth-coming. The need for
observer coverage and the realization that they may have to pay for its full implementation
is also increasingly recognized by the industry. The amendments passed by NPFMC to
their Groundfish Management Plans at the June 1989 meeting called for greatly increased
observer coverage. These amendments were approved by the Secretary of Commerce on
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November 1, 1989. One way or another, it appears that the observer program will be
expanded to something approaching the dimensions once found in the foreign fishery.

The present reading of the Magnuson Act leaves the National Marine Fisheries Service
without the ability to recover costs directly from the industry for training and deployment of
observer personnel, yet the agency is left with the task of administering an observer
program required by the North Pacific Management Council. Training costs, at one time
funded by receipts from the foreign fishery, have not been provided to NMFS under this
expanded domestic program. Neither has budget been provided to the University of
Alaska, ASG for the training of observers. At the same time, the debriefing of this new
Alaska-based corps olf observers and the new data handling demands are an increased
burden on the NMFS/AKC. ASG believes that the training cost issue is one which should
be jointly presented to Congress and is willing to work with NMFS and the NPFMC in
such an endeavor.
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AGENDA C-5(a>

ATTACHMENTA SEPTEMBER 1989

PROGRESS REPORT

WORKING DRAFr

OPERATIONAL PLAN FOR DOMESTIC OBSERVER PROGRAM
Introduction

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has approved
amendments to both the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of
Alaska Groundfish Fishery Management Plans which will require
that U.S. fishing vessels carry observers. The plan amendments
require that the National Marine Fisheries Service develop and
implement a domestic observer program which will be funded by
both industry and the federal government. Industry will be
responsible for the direct costs of obtaining and maintaining
observers aboard their vessels while NMFS will be responsible for
administration of the overall program. As a result of the shared
funding responsibilities of NMFS and industry, the proposed
observer program will be a cooperative effort between NMFS,
industry and observer contractors. The elements of this proposed
program 1is described by this document.

Summary of Program Operation

The proposed domestic groundfish observer program will operate as
a combination of shared efforts and responsibilities between
NMFS, the fishing industry and independent observer contractors.
NMFS will have the funding and operational responsibility for the
overall administration of the program as well as observer
training, lebriefing and data management. The fishing industry
will be responsible for providing plans of their fishing effort
to NMFS and for then making arrangements for and paying for the
direct costs of placing NMFS certified observers aboard their
vessels through an independent observer contractor certified by
NMFS. The observer contractors certified by NMFS to provide
observer services will be responsible for the recruiting,
deployment, logistics, insuring that their observers have been
NMFS certified, 1insurance and employee benefits and delivery of
observer data to NMFS. The domestic observer program required by
the Marine Mammal Protection Act and funded by the federal
government will be in operation prior to the approval and
implementation of this program and possibly throughout the
operation of this program. The integration of these two programs
will be discussed later.

NMF3 Responsibilities

NMFS will be responsible for the overall program administration,
training or certification of observers, contractor certification,
final trip debriefing of observers, coordination of observer
coverage and logistics, and management of the data collected by
the observers. A description of what each of these tasks entails

follows.
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1. Program Administration. This task consists of
establishment of general program policy; specification of
observer duties, sampling methods and data formats; observer
qualifications; contractor certification; management of NMFS
personnel and budgets; and development and implementation of
fishery regulations pertaining to observer work,
accommodations and placement aboard vessels.

2. Observer Training/Certification. Observers who meet the
basic educational and experience qualifications established
by NMFS (Attachment No. 1) and hired by contractors to be
placed aboard domestic vessels will be required to
successfully complete a 2.5 week training certification
conducted by NMFS prior to being placed aboard a domestic
vessel. Individuals who have successfully completed either
a Toreign or domestic groundfish observer deployment-
administered by the NMFS AFSC will only require attendance
at a 2-4 day briefing. The materials to be covered in the
2.5 week training course are shown in (Attachment No. 2).
Certification training will be provided at a minimum on a
scheduled quarterly basis and more frequently (monthly) if
required. During 1990 the AFSC will initially conduct
observer training but will investigate the feasibility of
issuing a contract RFP for a pilot training program to be
developed and conducted in the second half of 1990. This
effort will be evaluated and a decision made to either
contract for all training in 1991 and beyond or continue
NMFS in-house training of observers. The training of
observers is the critical foundation to the overall success
of the program and the quality of data collected. Training
must be consistent from month to month and must be able to
adapt to changing management and research needs and
requirements. Further development of the observer
certification process 1is continuing.

3. Contractor Certification. Though NMFS may have an
observer contractor(s) established by a contract for MMPA
domestic observers, the size and industry funded nature of
the NMFS groundfish domestic program should provide an
opportunity for other contractors to work with industry to
provide observer services. However, contractors desiring to
provide observer services to industry should be certified by
NMFS so that industry and NMFS are assured that the
contractors are financially independent of fishing vessel
owners and understand their responsibilities under the
program. NMFS will develop a set of responsibilities which
must be performed at a minimum by each contractor. NMFS
will review technical proposals submitted by prospective
contractors which describe how they will perform their
specified tasks to ensure they can adequately provide the
required services. The cost for providing observers will
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not b* used in the evaluation. Firms submitting proposals
judged adequate to provide services and whose independent
financial nature have been verified will be included in a
list of certified contractors from which industry members

can obtain their required observers. Any firm which has
been contracted by NMFS to provide observer services will
automatically be certified. A contractor could lose

certification if they are found to not be financially
independent of vessel owners or if they deficient in the
performance of their dvties. As with the observer
certification process, the development of the contractor
certification process 1is continuing.

4. Observer Debriefing. The task of observer debriefing is
critical to NMFS to maintain the quality control of the data
collected by observers, the collection of information on the
fishery which is not somehow contained in the standard data
collections, and to identify problems and solutions to
problems encountered by observers during their deployments.
Observers deployed through this program will be debriefed by
NMFS Observer Program staff at field offices such as at
Dutch Harbor, Kodiak, and at the AFSC in Seattle. Observers
will be debriefed between deployments in the field so that
the data can become available for entry, editing and use in
a timely fashion.

5. Coordination of Observer Coverage and Logistics. Though
the observer contractors will be responsible for all
deployment logistics and the vessel owners responsible for
insuring that they have an observer aboard their vessel if
required, NMFS will need to monitor coverage and the
placements of observers aboard vessels to ensure coverage
requirements are met and to ensure that required data are
received from observers. NMFS will also be responsible for
determining and notifying the vessels of the need to obtain
an observer in the vessel category requiring less than 100%
coverage. This task will be aided by the provision of
fishing operation plans by vessel owners and by monitoring
the vessel movement and catch reports.

6. Data Management. NMFS will be responsible for the
entry, editing and data base management of all data
collected by observers. Data will reside on the AFSC
mainframe computer and be made available to users according
to the NOAA rules for data confidentiality.

Fishing Industry/Owner Responsibilities

Under the domestic groundfish observer program, the fishing
industry or vessel owners are responsible for the direct costs
for placing observers aboard their vessels. The program requires
that fishing vessel owners submit a fishing operations plan to
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NMFS. Thas« effort plans will be used to determine observer
coverage needs and to select vessels. Any vessel owner who 1is

required to carry an observer will be responsible for obtaining a
NMFS certified observer from the certified observer contractor of
his/her choice. The cost for that observer will be paid by the
vessel owner directly to the contractor. Prior to beginning
fishing operations during the period which the vessel"is required
to carry an observer, the observer must notify NMFS that he or
she is aboard the vessel and prepared to perform the observer
duties. NMFS wants to work with industry to resolve issues
associated with the need for effort planning and the handling of
observer logistics.

Vessels required to carry an observer but without an observer
will not be allowed to fish. This requirement places the burden
on industry and the contractor to ensure they meet the observer
requirement. Vessels under 50 feet in length or judged to be
unsafe may not be required to carry an observer. Development of
proposed minimal size, safety standards and observer
accommodation requirements has not yet been completed. NMFS will
be seeking the advice of industry on the further development of

these requirements.
Certified Observer Contractor Responsibilities

Contractors wishing to provide observer services to the fishing
industry must be certified to do so by NMFS. Firms holding a
contract with NMFS to provide observer services will
automatically be included in the list of certified observers. To
obtain certification as an observer contractor, a firm must be
financially independent of the fishing companies and vessels to
which they are providing observers, must have submitted a
proposal to NMFS and which is judged adequate by NMFS that
details how they plan to carry out the required observer contract
services and must agree to provide all data collected by
observers directly to NMFS. Under this proposal there would be
no limit placed on the number of contractors which could
participate in the program and a vessel owner could choose to
work with the firm or firms of personal choice.

Observer contractors would be responsible for the following tasks
at the minimum:

1. Recruiting, evaluating and hiring of qualified
candidates to serve as observers.

2. Ensuring that their observers have obtained the required
NMFS certification through attendance and successful
completion of the NMFS certification training or previous
satisfactory completion of a NMFS foreign or domestic
observer deployment and attendance at a recertification

briefing.
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3. Providing observer salary, benefits and personnel
services.
4. Providing basic workmen®s compensation and P & |

insurance to cover and protect observers injured in the
performance of their duties.

5. Providing all deployment logistics to place and maintain
the observers aboard the fishing vessels. This 1includes all
travel arrangements, hotels and per diem, and any other

services required to place the observers aboard the vessels.

6. Providing replacement or back-up observers in the event
an observer has to be removed from a vessel for any reason.

7. Keeping NMFS informed of current observer deployments
and deployment plans.

8. Arranging and coordinating observer debriefings with
NMFS.

9. In cooperation with the vessel owner, assuring .that all
observer in-season catch messages and other required
transmissions between the observer and NMFS are delivered to

NMFS within a specified time.

10. Assuring that all data, reports and specimens collected
by observers are delivered directly to NMFS within 5 working
days of the completion of each observer trip.

11. Assuring that all gear and equipment issued to their
observers by NMFS 1is returned to NMFS within 5 days of the
completion of the observers field deployment.

A more detailed work statement for contractor responsibilities
will be developed by NMFS and modelled after the statement of

work used by the NMFS contract for observers. Certification of a
contractor could be completed through the signing of a letter or
memorandum of understanding between NMFS and the contractor. A

contractor can be decertified if they are found not to be
financially independent, they fail to provide the required
observer data directly to NMFS or vessels owners can clearly
demonstrate that the firm has not performed the required services

satisfactorily.
Coordination with MMPA Domestic Observer Program

The 1988 amendments to the Marine Mammal Protection Act require
that domestic vessels participating in the trawl Tfisheries in
Alaska carry natural resource observers on 20% - 35% of their
effort. This program is currently in place in 1989 and observers
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are being deployed by the AFSC to domestic trawlers through a
NMFS observer contractor. A request for proposals for a contract
to provide observers for 1990 and 1991 will be issued shortly.
This contract should be awarded 1in December, 1989 and will
provide a vehicle to place observers funded through federal

money.

Once the NMFS domestic groundfish observer program is
implemented, it will provide sufficient coverage to meet all
requirements of the MMPA. It is also proposed that funding for
the MMPA program be used to cover the NMFS costs for
administering the Council program. If MMPA funds are available
for observers after implementation of the domestic groundfish
observer program and accounting for the NMFS costs of progranm
administration, these observers could be placed randomly
throughout the fleet, thus relieving those vessel owners for a
short time frcm being responsible for the cost of their

observers.
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ACTIVITY SCHEDULE FOR DOMESTIC OBSERVER PROGRAM

The attached tables contain a schedule for the implementation of
the domestic observer program. Two separate options are
presented. Option A, provides the schedule of activities Tfor the
continued operation of the Marina Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
observer program which was implemented in August, 1989 and will
continue until the domestic groundfish observer program is
implemented in 1990. At the time the requirements of the MMPA
program will be met by the groundfish program. Option B,
provides the schedule of activities for both the MMPA program and
the domestic groundfish program.



ACTIVITY SCIICnifl.LR FOR DOMESTIC GROUNDFISH ORSERVER PROGRAM

TAHILE 1. MMPA Program Only.

1. Current HMPA Program
FY 89 funded observers
observer training
Observer deployment

FY 90 funded observers - interim program
Request WASC approval to use foreign
contract

Receive FY 90 funding
observer training
Observer deployment

2. Now FY 90 MMPA Contract
RFP process
- issua RFP
Proposals received
Review proposals
Negotiations
- Award contract
HMPA contract work
- Start-up
Observer training
Observer deployment



TADILE 2. MKPA PROGRAM i DOMESTIC GROUNDFISH PROGRAM &
). MMPA program - as described in Table 1, Nos. 142 . o

2. Domestic groundfish program

Approval of operational plan

Contractor certification
Develop certification criteria
Publish criteria 4 request proposals
Receive and review proposals
Request clarifications on proposals
Publish certified contractor list
Review 4 act on possible protests

Observer certification
Develop certification criteria
Develop observer regulations

Establish training schedule
Vessel safety criteria 4 observer accommodations

Develop minimal safety and accommodations
Develop waiver 4 review process
Develop required regulations
Implement regulations

Vessel selection 4 notification
Notify owners of need for effort plan
Receive vessel operating plans
Select vessels including back-up selections
Notify owners selected

Observer training/deployment
Vessel owner selects contractor
Contractor obtains observer
Observer attends certification training
Observer deployment

* NMFS will utilize the HMPA funding to fund program
administration for the entire MMPA + domestic groundfish program.
Funds available for observer placements will be used to meet the
HHPA requirements until the domestic groundfish program is

implemented in 1990.
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Anchorage TOM FINK.
MAYOR

OFF1C1! OF THC MAYOR

February 16, 1990

Dr. Donald F. Behrend, Chancellor
University of Alaska Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Dr. 3ehrend:

It has been a great pleasure for the Municipality of
Anchorage to work with the University of Alaska Anchorage,
the University of Alaska Fairbanks School of Fisheries and
Ocean Sciences, Alaska Sea Grant College Program, and the
UAA College of community and Continuing Education to locate
a National Marine Fisheries Service Domestic Observer

Training Program 1in Anchorage.

I have sincerely appreciated the opportunity to work with
you 1in developing this program in the common interest of all
involved government agencies and industry. Your outstanding
university staff, fisheries community and industry leaders,
and government officials have all worked hard to make this
project a reality 1in our community.

Anchorage 1is the logical site for the observer progranm
because it is the transportation and service center for our

seafood industry. This creates a cost advantage for our
location 1in terms of observer time per dollar spent for both
NMFS and the fishing industry. Our university system is

. well qualified to provide the training programs which are
vital to both government and industry.

The Domestic Observer Training Program is extremely
important to Anchorage and all Alaskans in terms of our
economy which 1is highly dependent upon the seafood industry.
We are fully prepared to provide whatever support necessary
to further the interests of our citizens participating 1in

this 1industry.

Tom Fink
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CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE

P.0. Box 1485. Kodiak. Alaska 99615 1&071 486-5557

August 24,. 19B9
OFFICE OF THE

Governor Steve Cowper AJG 29 1989

STATE OF ALASKA
P.0. Box A CHANCELLOR
Juneau, AK 99811-0101

Dear Governor Cowper,

The Board of Directors of the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce have voted to endorse and
support the concept of basing the groundfish observer training program in Alaska.

The plan to train and dispatch observers from the University of Alaska Anchorage
deserves the support of all of Alaska 3 coastal communities.

The opportunity to have increased coverage of the multi-billion dollar groundfish
fishery in Western Alaska may well be the necessary piece of the puzzle to insure the
continued economic well-being of all the coastal communities. Observers on board the
fishing vessels and in shore based plants will provide the data we must have to
manage the Tfishery, and insure our ability to sustain a vibrant and healthy fishery

resource.

Mayor Tom Fink, his assistant Don Wold, and UAA Chancellor Don Behrends are to be
commended and encouraged as they develop the program. As such, the Kodiak Chamber of
Commerce would ask for your support of this statewide job training program.

Your attention to this opportunity to add well paying jobs to the Alaskan economy is
truly appreciated.

Yours In Economic Prosperity, = -

President

cc: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Representative Don Young
Senator Fred Zharoff
Representative Cliff Davidson
Mayor Tom Fink
Chancellor Don Behrends

Dedicated to Kadiak’® Future
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The following resolution vu vyearned by the Sea Grant Aasociatioa:

*s*« Grin: institutions have the capability and experience
which would enable ehem to be valuable aaeeta to the
fimeries observer program in the context of providing
training and ocher services. We encourage NOAA/NMFS toucric
with those institutions wnich have an interest in ®mining in

partnership in this program."

As a follow-up. The meeting was held, and the message was carried
forward. At the meeting for NMFS were Mike Tillman, Senior
Scientist for Fisheries (chair), Sd Pastoula, SG Coordinator,
Curt Marshall, and John Evert. 3ud Griswold attended for NOSS.
The meeting moved forward with a very positive tone, The role in
training tnac Sea Grant universities have played in the past and
an expanded role that they could play in the future seemed to be
appreciated by the NMFS attendees. lixewise, the experience of
several of the institutions in providing logistics servicas for
observer programs and their continued interest was discussed.
The meeting ended with NMFS seating that a basic policy decision
had to be made within NMFS relative to farming out the training
which up until this time has been done inhouse, notably at the
Northwest and Alasxa Fishery Canter. The necessary timeto adopt
a good curricula for this training and the importance of a long*
term commitment by NMFS to the process if universities wars to
invese in the developmentof such a curricula was stated and

seemed to be appreciated.
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CO TOR 3CHATE JOIHT RESOLUTION RO. 32 ( )
Il TIMS LEGISLATURE OP me otmti: or ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LECISI.ATtmr. - SECOND SESSION
Raqueaclng cho National Marina Fisheries
Service to approve a groundfish observer
training progrin at cha University of
Alaska for fadaral fishery observer
prograna off Alaaka.
DC TT *rSOLVED BT THE (.KUtILATURC OT THE STATK UK ALASKAIi
WHEREAS the domestic groundfish fishery off Alaaka has rapidly ax*
pandod in recent years and conclnuea to grovi and
WHEREAS thera la a requirement for cha ate-of" trained observers on
board groundfish vessels to collect essential scientific daca necessary to
manage cho domestic groundfish flsheryi and

WHEREAS there have been several recene proposals to greatly increase

viuoebw o4  + Wim te we ore boayj Jvww«atiu |}iguuJdrXIll wvujfatflu OCT AllIIKS|
and

WHEREAS Che cxiatlnt training program rnnrinpCed hy the Nieional Harlna
Fisheries Service at lei Seattle facilities will not be able to generate

cha nuaber of trained personnel neccseery to effectively impltmenc the
groundfish observer program and

WHEREAS Sea Crane colleges, such as cha University of Alaska, have che
technical capability to train dooesclc groundfish observers, thus providing
an Imporeane service co che federal govarnmenci and

WHEREAS the University nt Alaska has eirperienaa in training obiscisri
for domestic fisheries and has exprassad intaraoc in baeaming an observer
training center in a ltccer co che National Harlna Fisheries Service dactd

February 33, 1990, and
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WHEREAS an obcarvnr training program at cha Unlversicy of Alaska would

provida cha AjLaaka Industry with an alternative eourea of erhtned
obaervers. chua Increasing cha availability of trained observers and foa-

Caring prilca eonpaclelon for obaarvar sarvicaai and

WHEREAS cha lowtr oparaelng coaca of cha obaarvar program chac wiill
rcsulc from competition would raduce Cha coaca of a aandarnry obaarvar
program chac are associated wich obaarvar cralningi and

WHEREAS an approved arnundfiah nheawe** Training program ae aha Uni
verilty of Alaska can ba used by Che Naelonal Marino riahetlea Sirult* am a

model for ocher Sea Granc collages chac are Interested In conducelng craln-

ing ror obaarvart deployed In ocher fisheries throughout die ualLluni
BE IT RESOLVED Chae Che Alaaka Srarr l.eglelntura retpeoc/ully rmjuctti

Cha National Marine Flsheriei Service to approve che University of Alaaka

ing che Alaaka craineaa in cltae for Che groundfish fishery off Alaska In
Cha fall of 1990.

COPIES of chla resolution shall be sent to Cha Honorablt Roberc A
Hosbaeher, Sr., U.S. Secracary of Commercei John Knaues, Administrator of
cho National Oaeanlo end ACmoephwrio Admtnlaeraeloni William W FOX, Jr.,
Asslscanc Administrator for Flsharles, National Marine Fisheries Servicei
Seeven Pennover. Rational Director. Alaaka Ration w»rinn,» u.,u, n.K.,

lea SarVieai and Co Cha Honorable Ted SCevcne and cha Honorable Frank

Murkovakl, U.S. SenaCorp, and cha Honorable Don Young, U.S. Ropresencaclva,

members rtf the Alaaka delegation in Congreoa.

CSSJR 52< ) -2



M unic |p al P.O. BOX 196650
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA S9519-6650
(907) 343-4431

A nchora TOM FINK.
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

February 16, 1990

Dr. Donald F. Behrend, Chancellor
University of Alaska Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

Dear Dr. Behrend:
I have received your request regarding the possible use by the

University of Alaska Anchorage of the municipal-owned building at
211 West Seventh Avenue as a training center for the Fisheries

Observer Program. This building is particularly well suited for
this purpose and is surplus to the needs of the municipality for
the foreseeable future. I would be pleased to work with"you to

make it available for this purpose.

As you may know, this building was originally used as the
Anchorage police training center and already contains some equip—
ment used for instructional purposes. The building is two stories
and contains about 8300 square feet (gross). It is ideally

suited for this purpose because:

1. The 2nd Floor presently has classrooms and offices. The two
relatively small classrooms are separated by a sliding par—
tition and can be converted into one large classroom.
Offices are adequate 1in number and size. An area is avail—
able that would be an 1ideal communications and computer

center.

2. The 1st Floor 1is presently a storage area and four large
garage bays. This area 1is fully insulated and heated. This
floor could be easily converted to the following to meet

your needs:

Equipment storage, repair fTacilities, etc.

Room for refrigerators and freezers for Tfish samples
Fisheries laboratory for instructional purposes
Observer personnel lounge

Personnel bunkhouse

DO o0 TCoD
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Dr. Donald F. Behrend, Chancellor
February 16, 1990
Page -2 -

3. The building is located across the street £rom the Alaska
U.S. Federal Building and Courthouse. The cafeteria serves
two meals per day at reasonable prices. Several motels are
in the area which can provide adequate housing at extremely
attractive rates during the winter months. Summer season
housing 1is available at the UAA campus. A municipal bus
stop 1is convenient. A police, fire station and the
Anchorage museum are immediately next to the building.

The Fisheries Observer Training Center at UAA is a high priority
for the Municipality of Anchorage, therefore, we are pleased to
make this building available for this purpose. We will need to
work with you to 1identify necessary modifications required prior
to obtaining final approval from the Anchorage Assembly.
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SEVERAL COST RECOVERY APPROACHES
FOR USE IN FUNDING A DOMESTIC OBSERVER PROGRAM

Prepared by Council Staff
August 1989

I INTRODUCTION

In June the Council approved a comprehensive data gathering program as one of its amendments
to the groundfish FMPs. This program which includes a domestic observer program is intended
to help the Council and NOAA Fisheries fulfill their management obligations as described in the
Magnuson Act. An essential element of this amendment is funding of the observer program. For
at least 1990, the Council has stated that the Fishing industry will fund the program if federal funds

arc not available. The industry is currently developing voluntary methods for contributing to thj

observer program.

A mandatory federal cost recovery system designed for the purpose of funding data gathering
programs will require changes to the Magnuson Acl The Council has proposed such an
amendment and Congressman Young has introduced H.R. 1554 which would allow for cost recovery
programs as a discretionary measure in FMPs. Other draft legislation is also undergoing review.
If approved by Congress it could be signed into law by mid-November, with corresponding federal

implementing regulations going into effect by mid-1990.

The purpose of this discussion is to explore several cost recovery approaches which would
eventually be pursued by the Council should the Magnuson Act be amended to authorize such
programs. A Council designed funding system could be included in the 1990 amendment cycle and

could.dovetail nicely with new Magnuson Act legislation.
n.  REVIEW OF OTHER FEDERAL COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS

Several federal cost recovery systems associated with domestic fisheries have recently been
developed and are undergoing review. Their overall objective is to pro%ide a source of funds to
specific programs at a time of reduced appropriations. The source of the funds are those

individuals who directly benefit from the service.

FSHRYMGT\FUNDOBSV |
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A, NOAA Fisheries Marine License Progmm

This system is intended to recover funds from those who directly benefit from the federal marine
fishery conservation program. The agensy proposes a S20 annual access fee which all recreational
and commercial fishermen between this ages of 16 and 65 would pay if they choose to fish in the
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). An additional ad valorem fee, in the amount of 1.75% of the
cxvesscl value of the first delivery for commercial purposes, is also proposed for fish that are
actually managed under federal conservation programs. The agency estimates that this program will
net about 560 million in the first year, with recreational and commercial fishermen each

contributing about half of the funds.

The funds would be dedicated exclusively to conservation efforts including research, domestic
observer programs, monitoring and enhancing of marine habitat, and improvement to existing
enforcement programs. The access fee was modeled after the highly successful migration bird
stamp program and shares much in common with access fees for national parks. The ad valorem
fee is similar to programs which recover federal conservation expenses from commercial users of

the national forests and offshore oil and gas fields.

There has been general support for the government'” legitimate right to exact economic rent for
the harvest of the nation’s marine fish resources, due to the expectations that it would provide
better fisheries conservation and management. NOAA believes that providing a stable and
guaranteed source of funding for conservation and management of these resources is in the best
interest of the nation in the long term. However, this support is limited due to the industry’s
perception that license revenues will be used only to perpetuate what many believe is an
unsatisfactory status quo, as opposed to the desired objective of enhancement of fishery
management programs. Other criticisms include the belief that recreational fisheries have not
benefited from federal management programs and yet this sector of the industry is expected to

contribute half of the funds.
£. Coast Guard User Fees

The Department of Transportation is currently developing a plan that calls for the establishment

of a fee schedule for specific Coast Guard services and the creation of a Coast Guard stamp that
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will permit purchasers to receive services without additional charge. The system will collect direct
user fees for vessel documentation, vessel inspections, and the licensing of individuals when
required by other federal law. Indirect user fees will also be collected for such services as search
and rescue, aids to navigation, and environmental protection. The cost recovery system is intended

to collect $50 million.

This proposal has also received criticism from the fishing industry. While fees for direct services
to individuals may be justified, many believe that indirect fees for services that benefit the public
as a whole should not be borne by just the industry. Some sectors of the nshing industry view the

proposed fee system as "another tax" and therefore are opposed to it
1. IDENTIFICATION AN\D DISCUSSION OF OBSERVER FUNDING SYSTEMS

The previous two examples of federal cost recovery programs show that the Council is not alone
in attempting to recover costs from domestic users to fund programs. The difficulties experienced
in implementing the proposals also indicate the controversy surrounding these funding approaches.
The Council should anticipate similar problems. Already we have heard testimony to the House
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Waildlife Conservation and the Environment that a mandatory
observer program, funded in part or in whole by the fishing industry, does not have total support
of the industry and some view the proposed method of funding as another tax. Efforts should be
made to assure the public that information collected through a data gathering program will be used
for management, research, and made available to industry for their use, and that both the

application of the program upon the industry and the finding system will be fair and equitable.

The analysis for Amendment 18/13 to the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
Groundfish FMPs states that the cost of fielding an observer is estimated at $7,500 per month and
that the cost of fielding observers at 20% and 100% fleet coverage levels are approximately
$2 million and $12 million, respectively. The Council’'s proposed levels of observer coverage for
1990 will require about $10 million. Any funding system developed by the Council should use

these figures as goals.
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A Fixed Rate System

Observer coverage will cost S250 per day. Vessels and processors selected to host observers as
a condition to their operation must submit funds to NO AA Fisheries Observer Fund. A check-
in/check-out system will be used where the host vessel, processor, or observer contacts the observer
program coordinator the day the pre-arranged observer arrives at the location. The program
coordinator is again contacted the day the observer officially leaves the vessel or processor and
the observer is checked-out from that location. Calendar days accrued between the check-in and
check-out will be used in calculating the observer fee and a billing; statement will be sent for
remittance. All observer accounts must be balanced prior to the vessel or processor being issued

a federal fishing permit for the next calendar year.

Advantages:
e Simplicity.
e All hosts of obseivers pay the same rate.

e Easy to enforce.

Disadvantages:
» Small vesseLv or processing operations may have more difficulty paying the
observer fee than larger operations.
e Vessels or processors prosecuting fisheries on low valued species may have
more difficulty paying the observer fee than fisheries targeting on high

valued species.
B. Sliding Scale System

Several individuals have suggested that a sliding scale fee system be considered by the Council.
The system would work by determining the desired amount of funds needed for the observer
program with participant categories contributing various percentages toward the desired total
amount. The idea is to spiead out: the costs of the observer program in such a way so that the
observer fee is not overly burdensome to the small operator. Inherent with this concept is the fact

that large operators will be making up the difference.
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Participant categories can be designed to reflect the characteristics of the users. For example, the
Council has recommended that for 19™) observers be deployed following designated percentages
according to vessel size. Similarly, these same vessel size categories could be used for setting a

sliding fee scale. One example:

Observer Program Amount = Funding Goal = S10 million

Number of Observer Days = 180

THEN:
Percent Estimated
Vessel Size No. of Observer Observer Funds

Category Vessels Coverage Fee/Day Generated

125’ and over 142 100 5275/day S 7.0 million

101’ to 124 76 30 5200/day 5 0.8 million

76’ to 100’ 165 30 5150/day 5 1.3 million

50' to 75’ 413 30 $ 75/day S 1.1 million

Total 510.2 million

Other examples could be developed by modifying the fees, observer coverage percentages, or
participant categories. Participant categories could be identified based or. quantities of fish caught

or processed. The larger producers would be assessed a higher observer fee on the scale, compared

to the small harvester or processor.

I,
As with the fixed rate system, an observer check-in/check-out method could be used for accounting

purposes and a requirement that all fees be paid before obtaining a new federal fishing permit will

ease enforcement
Advantages:

e Costs of observer program are not overly burdensome.

e Easy to enforce.

FSHRYMGT\FUNDODSV 5
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Disadvantages:

* More complicated. Observer fees have to be calculated annually as program
costs fluctuate.

e Controversy over assigned observer fees likely.
C Foreign Fee System

NOAA has uevelopcd and implemented a fee system designed to recover government costs
incurred in managing the foreign vessels in the U.S. EEZ. This cost recovery system is authorized
under Section 2Q4(b)(10) of the Magnuson Act and consists basically of poundage fees for
designated species of fish and shellfish, and a flat permit fee. For 1989 the goal of the p'rogram
was to generate over S6 million in funds. In past years this program has generated as much as

$100 million.

Poundage fees are determined by applying a fixed percentage to the estimated cxvessel value of
species targeted by foreign vessels. For instance, in 1988 N O AA assessed foreign vessels at a rate

of 44.4% of exvessel value and published the following fee table for Alaskan species:

Estimated

Exvessel Estimated Foreign
Value Foreign Catch Species Species Recovered
Species ($/mt) Catch (mt) Value ($) ($fee/mt) (Sfee/lb) Costs (S)
Pollock 214 540 115,560 95.09 0.04 51,349
Atka mackerel 267 1 267 118.64 0.05 119
Pacific cod 324 30,000 9,720,000 143.97 0.07 4,319,079
Flatfish 187 10S 19,635 83.09 0.04 8,725
POP' 441 1 441 195.96 0.09 196
Other rockfish 734 1 734 326.15 0.15 326
Squid 169 1 169 75.10 0.03 75
Sablefish 473 3 1,419 210.18 0.10 631
Other species 240 1,200 288,000 106.64 0.05 127,973
Total 31,852 10,146,225 4,508,473

The foreign fee system r quires that proposed fees be published in the Federal Register for public

review prior to finalization and implementation. A similar system could be designed for the
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Council's observer program. Publication of proposed fees could accompany the initial TAC/PSC

specifications currently released to public review in September with the final fees schedule being

approved in December.

As with the two previous systems, payment of the fees would be required prior to receiving a

federal permit in the following year.

Advantages:

e System already in effect for foreign vessels.

e All users pay similar poundage fees. No sliding scale needed.

e Amount of fees paid dependent on quantities of fish landed or processed.

e Fees are based on value of species not quantities; user? harvesting or
processing high valued species will pay more than those utilizing low valued
species.

e No observer check-in/check-out necessary. Fees are prorated on Council’s
anticipated observer program requirements.

e Easy to monitor and enfotcc. Reporting requirements, observers, and

logbooks all track quantities of fish caught or processed.

Disadvantages:
e R.&rirvircs economic valuation of designated species a priori of season.

e Could require Council time to review valuation estimates and set poundage

fees.

FSHRYMGT\FUNDOBSV 1






Working for ihu Njlurc of Tuniunuw,

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

750 W, Seccnd Avg. Suite 200, Anchorage, AK 99501 (907) 250-4000

December 22, 1989

Bud Cassidy

Kodiak Island Borough
710 Mill Bay Road
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

Dear Mr. Cassidy:

This 1is in response to your request for information on
the present debate over management of Alaska®"s wetlands,
including the recently released Memorandum of Agreement
between the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) regarding wetlands
mitigation, and implementation of President Bush"s policy of
no net loss of the nation®s wetlands. I have included a copy
of the EPA/Corps Memorandum of Agreement and a copy of the
Final Report of the National Wetlands Policy Forum.

On November 14, 1989, the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works) Robert Page and EPA Administrator for Water,
LuJuana wilcher, signed the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
articulating how mitigation requirements would be determined
for individual Corps of Engineers®™ dredge and fill material
disoharge permits pursuant to the Clean Water Act Section 404
and EPA"s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The MOA articulated
the basic policy that adverse impacts to waters of the United
States, 1including wetlands, must first be avoided if possible,
then minimized, and, as a last resort, compensated through
creation «r restoration of similar aquatic"” resources.

This MOA is an important step forward for the Section 404
program and for protection of all "waters of the United
States,” including but not limited to wetlands. For years the
sequential mitigation policy described in the MOA has in fact
been EPA"s mitigation policy based on its interpretation of
the Clean Water Act and the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. But the
Corps has resisted the implementation of this policy on a
nationwide scale, leaving its districts with broad discretion
to dictate mitigation requirements to permittees on a case by
case basis. Failure to use a common policy has led to widely
varying mitigation requirements, often to the detriment of
wetlands resources. The MOA responds to the concerns of
developers as well as environmentalists by outlining a
consistent, uniform and predictable policy to be applied
nationwide.
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Contrary to the position of the Alaska Congressional
delegation and oil industry representatives, the MOA does not
establish new wetlands policy. Thera exists an important
distinction (which the delegation and oil lobbyists obfuscate)
between the Corps and EPA®"s necessary ongoing administration
of the Section 404 permit program, already firmly established
in law, and the Domestic Policy Council®"s deliberations on a
"National No Overall Net Loss of Wetlands Policy." The MOA
mitigation policy is clearly embodied in the existing Clean
Water Act Section 404 and EPA"s Section 404(b)(1l) Guidelines,
as well as the Council on Environmental Quality"s (CEQ) NEPA
regulations and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Mitigation Policy (both of which have been in existence for
over ten years and are relevant to Section 404 permitting
decisions.) The MOA does not create new policy- it clarifies
existing policy.

The MOA"s only reference to the no overall net loss of
wetlands goal 1is the recognition that the Clean Water Act has
already established a no net loss goal for wetlands and other
aquatic resources by seeking "to restore and maintain" those
resources; that it will continue to be a goal of the Section
404 permit program to "contribute" to the achievement of a
national no overall net loss goal; and that EPA and the Corps
will work with the Domestic Policy Counail Task Force toward
achievement of this goal.

While EPA and the Corps have voiced their commitment to
work with the Domestic Policy Council Task Force, necessary
clarification and consistent interpretation of the existing
Section 404 regulatory program and protection of wetlands and
other aquatic resources cannot await the Task Force"s
deliberations. It is the responsibility of EPA and the Corps
to effectively implement the clean Water Act, regardless of
the outcome of the Task Force,

This MOA is not a presumptive reaction to the Bush
Administration®s professed commitment to No Net Loss of
Wetlands, but the product of interagency negotiations which
span years. The 1988 GAO Report and subsequent House
Subcommittee hearing testimony, which preceded the issuance of
the National Wetlands Policy Forum Report and the Bush
Presidency, identified the need for a consistent, predictable
mitigation policy and directed EPA and the Corps to work
togethtr to develop consistent mitigation procedures.
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I suspect the turmoil generated over this MOA has its
source in oil industry efforts that seek to minimize the cost
of their operations on Alaska®s North Slope. The oil
industry- not EPA or the Corps- is seeking a deviation from
established Sootion 404 mitigation policy. They are asking to
be exempted from compensation requirements altogether, a step
backward from the level of protection Alaska wetlands
presently have, Such a change 1in policy would be contrary to
the Clea 1 Water Act, the flection 404 (b)(1) Guidelines, and the
CEQ NEPA regulations. While X appreciate the industry”"s
efforts to honor their obligations to their shareholders by
maximizing profits, actions taken to benefit oil company
shareholders, although they may translate to Bhort-term gains
in looal economies, are not always in the public®"s best
interest. IT we have learned nothing else from the Exxon
Valdez oil spill, 1 hope we have learned this.

To exempt Alaska from requirements to offset wetland and
other aquatic ecosystem losses resulting from development
activities also betrays the consensus reached by the National
Wetlands Policy Forum which prompted President Bush®s
commitment to No Net Loss, The MOA closely tracks one of the
fundamental recommendations of the Forum, i.e., that federal
and state agencies implement a policy establishing a "clear
preferred sequence of mitigation options that begins with
avoidance of adverse effects on wetlands and the reduction of
unavoidable adverse effects and allows compensation only as a
last resort..." When the Forum principals met on July 19,
1989 to Tfinally approve recommendations of the Forum, the
State of Alaska and petroleum industry representatives, along
with the other principals, specifically addressed the Alaska-
mitigation issue and confirmed their agreement that Alaska
would be held to a sequential mitigation policy, including
compensation for unavoidable losses, but that such
requirements would be administered flexibly, with
consideration for the unique circumstances in Alaska. The MOA
very clearly provides this flexibility.

The hu® and cry over application of President Bush®s
policy of no overall net loss of wetlands in Alaska borders on
hysteria. Claims that the MOA will be "the death knell for
the future of Alaska" are grossly inaccurate and misleading.
The MOA clearly allows for flexible and rational consideration
of mitigation In Alaska. Indeed, the State of Alaska®s own
wetlands resource managers have already adopted the sequential
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road to no net loss as a workable one that will not paralyze
the Alaskan economy.

The argument 1 find most troubling in this debate 1is the
claim that because Alaska was not able to undertake unchecked
draining and filling of wetlands and waterways 1in order to
promote economic growth within its borders as other states
were able to do before the mid 20th century, the state should
be exempted until at least 5% of our wetlands are gone. This
argument erroneously suggests that all Alaskan wetlands are
the same, and would condemn over 8 million acres of wetlands
to destruction without consideration of their values for flood
storage, filtration, shoreline stabilization, groundwater

recharge, and fisheries and wildlife habitat. It also
erroneously suggests that Alaska has nothing to learn from the
past history of wetlands abuse 1in the Lower 48. As state and

municipal governments all across the country struggle with
monumental problems of flood damage, ground water
contamination, loss of valuable fisheries resources, and water
pollution (all problems that result from the loss of wetlands
functions and that will cost millions of tax dollars to fix),
it would seem prudent for Alaskans to pay heed and endeavor
not to make the same mistakes.

I believe the best approach to this issue for the Kodiak
Island Borough is to consider developing a comprehensive
Wetlands Management Plan that clearly identifies the functions
and values of wetlands within your region, and spells out a
consistent, predictable policy for accommodating wetlands
protection and economic growth. This would seem to be a
particularly good idea in an area whose economy is based
almost entirely on the fishing industry, an industry that 1is
critically dependent upon protection and wise management of
wetlands resources.

I have included for your information a copy of the
Anchorage Wetland3 Plan, which 1 think will serve as a good
starting point. Please be aware there are a number of
significant flaws in the Anchorage Wetlands Plan; the major
one being the manner in which it was implemented. The Plan
was to be reviewed every five years- it has not been, Review
of the Plan and management recommendations were to be provided
by a citizens task force that included representatives from a
broad spectrum of community interests- the Task Force has been
dissolved. In some cases, protection designations outlined 1in
the Plan have been ignored and development has been allowed in
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areas where wetlands values were determined to be very high.
Anchorage realized the cost of some of these development
decisions this past autumn when the community sustained
extremely costly flood damages from unusually high rainfall-
flood damages that could have 1in part been ameliorated had the
Wetlands Plan been implemented properly.

I believe a comprehensive Wetlands Management Plan
developed with ample opportunity for citizen participation
could achieve necessary wetlands protection in your region
while at the same time allowing for economic development.

Such a plan that is designed to protect wetlands functions and
values could meet the goal of no overall net loss without
necessarily requiring acre for acre replacement of wetlands.
Rather, specific functions that individual wetlands provide
(flood storage, filtration, shoreline stabilization, fisheries
habitat) are the key factors to be protected and maintained
when development activities are proposed. In situations where
disturbance of wetlands functions is unavoidable and cannot be
mitigated, functional replacement of those wetlands would be
requirad, not always resulting in a 1 to 1 replacement ratio.v
IT ex."ing functions and values can be effectively protected
in some manner other than wetland replacement, no replacement
would be required.

I hope this information proves helpful to you, Mr.
Cassidy. IT you have further questions, please do not
hesitate to call us. We would most happy to assist you in

any way we can in your efforts to best manage the wetlands of
the Kodiak Island Borough.

Regional Representative

Enclosures

ALR
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ANCHORAGE  ALASKA
AR NO. 89-296(3)

A RESOLUTION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE REGARDING A
NATIONAL POLICY FOR "NO NET LOSS' OF WETLANDS I

D ate :U ~J$...

WHEREAS, the National Wetlands Policy Forum, in November
1988, released recommendations designed toi "establish a
national wetlands protection policy to achieve no oyqran net
loss of the nation’s remalnln(ty wetlands base as defined by ”
acreage and function, and to Io restore and create wetlands,
where feasible, to increase the quality of the nation's
wetlands resource base", and

WHEREAS, approximately 100 million acres remain of the
over 200 million acres of wetlands that originally existed in
the contiguous United States, and wetlands,purportedly are _
being filled at the rate of somel million acres «ler year in
those contiguous states, and

 WHEREAS, Alaska’s wetlands areas cover more than 170
million acres, and only 80,000 acres (0*05%) of Alaska's
wetlands have been altéred, and

_ WHEREAS, Alaska communities acknowledge the vital
importance ot wetlands to a healthy environment and are
committed to protecting and enhancing those of greatest
productivity and highest value, and

WHEREAS, the perceived need for a "no net loss" of
wetlands policy is caused by wetlands losses in the
contiguous United States and notin Alaska, and Alaska's
wetlands Fre not endangered from a guantityor quality
perspective, and

WHEREAS, and absolute prohibition of further "loss" or
"use" of wetlands is mapPr_oprlate in Alaska where less than
one-half of one percent ot its total land base has been
developed, and additional development is needed to support
present and future populations, and

~ WHEREAS, local Alaska communities are attempting to
dlvers_|f¥ thtir economies, necessitiating the development of
basic infrastructure such us roads, airports, marine repair,
shore processing, and Fort and harbor facilities, some of
- - * nv < wetland*, and



SOUTHEAST CONFERENCE

* P.O. Box 22286 Juneau. Alaska 99802

SOUTHEAST CONFERENCE
RESOLUTION #89-23

RELATING TO ALASKA NOT BEING SUBJECTED TO A BLANKET NATIONAL POLICY
FOR "NO NET LOSS™ OF WETLANDS

WHEREAS, the Domestic Policy Council 1is considering advancing
for Presidential approval a national "no net loss of wetlands" policy:
and

WHEREAS, the perceived need for a "no net loss"™ policy 1is caused
by wetlands loss in the continental United States, not Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the original concept of wetlands has become
increasingly expanded since the Clean Water Act was implemented; and

WHEREAS, 88% of the total land mass of Alaska is still owned by
the federal or state, government which already exercises strict control
on 1its development; and

WHEREAS, Alaska®s wetland areas cover approximately 170 million
acres and only 80,000 acres £0,05%) of Alaska"s wetlands have been
altered since 1867: and

WHEREAS, Alaska®"s wetlands are not endangered from a quantity or
quality perspective; and

WHEREAS, most coastal communities In Alaska are undertaking port
and harbor development and expanding marine repair facilities and most
rely on water-based transportation for the marine highway systenm,
fishing, processing, recreation, and tourism; and

WHEREAS, said port facilities and other infrastructure will be
built to some degree on wetlands; and

WHEREAS, 1local communities have been actively attempting to
diversify their economies away from the petroleum sector and such
diversification 1is extremely dependent on the aforementioned
infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, Alaska is actively trying to attract more business to
support 1its rich fisheries and bring it ashore, supporting the home
fleet and creating value-added lobs to build 1its economy; and

WHEREAS, 1local communii.es in Alaska have already undertaken
responsible management of wetlands resources through development of
coastal management programs which are incorporated into the overall
Alaska Coastal Management Program and approved in accordance with the
requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 1in addition to
the Alaska Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting program: and
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ANCHORAGS, ALASKA
AR NQ,

A RESOLUTION OF THE MUNICIPALITY Of ANCHORAGE REGARDING A #
NATIONAL POLICY FOR "NO NET LOSS' OF WETLANDS v

the National Wetland* Policy Forum, in November
1988, released recommendations designed to* "establish a
national wetlands protection policy to achieve no ovgra.l,! net
loss of the nation'o remalnln% wotlarida base as defined b]y
aoreaga and function, and to o restore and oreate watltnftq.
where feasible, to increase the quality of the nation'« "
wetlands resource base", and

WHEREAS, approximately 100 million acres remain of the.
over 200 million acres of wetlands that originally existed in
the contiguous United States, and wetlands purportedly are
being filled at the rate of some 1 million acres per year in
those contiguous states, and

 WHEREAS, Alaska’s ..jtlands areas cover more than 170
million sores, and'only 80,000 acres (0.05%) of Alaska's
wetlands have been altered, and

_ WHEREAS, Alaska communities acknowledge the vital
importance of wetlands to a healthy environment and are
committed to protecting end enhancing those of greatest
productivity and highest value, and

WHEREAS, the perceived need for a "no net lose" of
wetland* policy is caused by wetlands losses in the
contiguous United States and not in Alaska, and Alaska’s
wetlands are not endangered from a quantity or quality
perspective, and

WHEREAS, and absolute prohibition cf further "loss" or
"use" of wetlands is map?r_oprlate in Alaska where less than
one-half of one percent of its total land base has been
developed, and additional development is needed to support
present and future populations, and

~ WHEREAS, local Alaska communities are attempting to
dlvers_|f¥ their economies, necesaitiating the development of
basic infrastructure such as roads, airports, marine repair,

shore processing, and port and harbor facilities, some of
* in wetlands, and



WHEREAS, local Alaska communities have undertaken
responsible Management of wetlands resources through
development of coastal management programs which are
incorporated into the overall Alaska Coastal Management
Program and approved in accordance with requirement of the
Coastal Zone Management Act_and the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers Section 404 permitting program, and

WHEREAS, the extent of wetlands development varies from
state to state, and the characteristics, functions and values
of wetlands differ on an area-by-area basis within each
state, but the proposed policy recommends they be treated
uniformly regardless of these differences, and .

WHEREAS, a blanket "no neb loss" pslioy applied to
Alaska would be an onerous detriment to the state's future
development and to its contributions to the federal treasury
and to the nation's resource base, and

HON THEREFORE, the Municipality of Anchorage resolves:

fog\loh 1. the President of the United States, in,
amendingEKsoutive Order 11990, end the Alaska delegation,
include Tanguage that assures protection of valuable wetlands
in states having significant losses of wetlands acreage in
any future national wetlands legislation.

Section 2. lanouage be included in the Sxectitive Order
and future legislation that allows states in_which cumulative
wetlands losses are less than five percent (5%) of the
state's total wetlands to be excluded from provisions of a
national "no net Ifr*s" pollagl until such time as the
threshold of five percent (5% has been met and exceeded.

PASSED AND APPROMED by the Anchorage Assembly, this  17th
day of october , 1989



SOUTHEAST CONFERENCE

* P.O. Box 22286 Juneau. Alaska 99802

SOUTHEAST CONFERENCE
RESOLUTION #89-23

RELATING TO ALASKA NOT BEING SUBJECTED TO A BLANKET NATIONAL POLICY
FOR "NO NET LOSS"™ OF WETLANDS

WHEREAS, the Domestic Policy Council 1is considering advancing
for Presidential approval a national "no net loss of wetlands"™ policy;

and

WHEREAS, the perceived need for a "no net loss" policy 1is caused
by wetlands loss in the continental United States, not Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the original concept of wetlands has become
increasingly expanded since the Clean Water Act was implemented; and

WHEREAS, 8835 of the total 1land mass of Alaska is still owned by
the federal or state government which already exercises strict con"rol
on its development; and

WHEREAS, Alaska®s wetland areas cover approximately 170 million
acres and only 80,000 acres (0.0535) of Alaska®"s wetlands have been

altered since 1867; and

WHEREAS, Alaska"s wetlands are not endangered from a quantity or
quality perspective; and

WHEREAS, most coastal communities®"in Alaska are undertaking port
and harbor development and expanding marine ,-pair facilities and most
rely on water-based transportation for the marine highway system,
fishing, processing, recreation, and tourism; and

WHEREAS, said port facilities and other infrastructr a will be
built to some degree on wetlands; and

WHEREAS, 1local communities have been actively attempting to
diversify their economies away from the petroleum sector and such
diversification is extremely dependent on the aforementioned

infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, Alaska 1is actively trying to attract more business to
support 1itr rich Tfisheries and bring it ashore, supporting the home
fleet and creating value-added 1lobs to build 1its economy; and

WHEREAS, local communities in Alaska have already undertaken
responsible management of wetlan./s resources through development of
coastal management programs which are incorporated into the overall
Alaska Coastal Management Program and approved 1in accordance with the
requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) in addition to
the Alaska Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting program; and
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Southeast Conference Resolution #89-23. P.2

WHEREAS, an absolute prohibition on any further "loss" or "use"
of wetlands 1is inappropriate in relatively undeveloped Alaska and will
be a onerous detriment to the coastai communities of Alaska without
producing any beneficial effect on the wetlandf situation 1in the
continental United States.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Southeast Conference
respectfully requests that President Bush, 1in coping with wetlands
problems 1in other states, will consider the negative effects a "no net
loss policy”™ will have on vital economic development 1in Alaska and
will avoid subjecting Alaska to a blanket policy which portends so
much potential harm to its local communities.

Adopted by the Southeast Conference this 22nd day of September, 1989

William B. Privett, President
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RESOLUTION 90-11
A RESOLUTION REQUESTING RECONSIDERATION AND WITHDRAWAL OF THE MEMORANDUM OF
AGREEMENT (MOA) IN THE DETERMINATION OF MITIGATION UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT
SECTION 404" (b)(1) GUIDELINES:
WHEREAS, the Governor of Alaska has stated that this MOA eclipses the policy
process and leaves States without a role in decisions affecting their
economic futures; and

WHEREAS, the MOA usurps Domestic Policy Council deliberations and violates the
Administrative Procedures Act by "rule-making without public input";
and

WHEREAS, 170,000,000 acres of State of Alaska Wetlands are intact; and

WHEREAS, the development ..strictions Imposed by this MOA would adversely
effect the development of the acreage.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor of Delta Junction forward to the
President of the United States this resolution requesting reconsideration and
withdrawal of the MOA.,
Passed and approved by a duly constituted quorum of the City Council of Delta
Junction thisday of January, 1990.

EMORY W. BOHANAN, MAYOR A --

MARY A. LEITH DOWLING, MAYOR PRO TEM

LEONARD A. LEMON, COUNCILMEMBIg"

FRANK W. GEIGER, COUNCI1,MEMBER

RAYMOND L. DINGER, COUNCILMKMBER

GLEN E. WRIGHT, COUNCILHEMBER

DAVIDI’ KAMRATH, COUNCILMEMBER

ATTEST: * U ‘Jf'l |/
HURRY L. 'EDELENy L{

) |
CITY CLEKL/TREASURER/ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE MAYOR ECEIVID We j o tysu



DRAFT-DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT--DRAFT

RESOLUTION CF THE NCRTHRN ALASKA ADVISCRY  QOUNCIL
RECAROING VETLANDS AND THE FCRTHOCOMING INATIONAL POLICY
FCR "ND NET LOSS' Or LETLANDS

WHEREAS, tha National Wetlands Policy Forum, In Noverber 19BQ released
recommendations designed to “establish a national uetlanda protection pftlicv to

achieve np overall net loss of the nation’'s wetlands base ai defined by acreage
and function, and to restore and create uetlanda, where feasible, to” Increase
the quality of the nation's wetlands resource base)" and

WHEREAS, this policy wes embraced by President Bush during his campaign
% 1s now under study by the President's Domestic Pol Icy Task roicq On VA& Jandsi

~ WHREAS In the contiguous United StatBS there are approximately 100
million acres of wetlands) and

~ UHE&SAS® under the existing definition of wetlands over 45 percent or 170
million a«(%i of Alaska Is classified as wetlands In contrast to the other states
uhe» & only 1 sisal 1 percentage of the area is classed as wetlands; and

NON THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLMVED, that the Northern Alaska BLH advisory
Council urges the BM to work with the National Task Force toward recognition
that Alaska Is truly different and that the definition of wetlands should be
changed to reflect "the Alaskan environment. Existing wetlands policy must be
revised to allow responsible access to and use of Alaska's vast land resources,

PASSED AND APPROVD THIS 7 DA G- t , 1989

RFECFIVFP DFC f ' TO



Sponsored by Mayor Van Brccklin
Agenda of 11/29/89

CITY OF CORDOVA, ALASKA

RESOLUTION 89-111

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORDOVA,
ALASKA, RELATING TO ALASKA NOT BEING SUBJECTED TO A BLANKET
NATIONAL POLICY FOR "NO NET LOSS"™ OF WETLANDS

WHEREAS, the Domestic Policy Council 1is considering advancing
for Presidential approval a national "no net loss of wetlands™

policy; and

WHEREAS, the perceived need for a "no net loss" policy is caused
by wetlands loos in the continental United States, not Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the original concept of wetlands has become
increasingly expanded since the Clean Water Act was implemented; and

WHEREAS, 88% of the total land mass of Alaska is still owned by
the federal or state government which already exercises strict

control on its development; and
L]

WHEREAS, Alaska®"s wetland areas cover approximately 170 million
acres and only 80,000 acres (0.05%) of Alaska®s wetlands have been

altered since 1867; and

WHEREAS, Alaska®"s wetlands are not endangered from a quantity or
quality perspective; and

WHEREAS, most coastal communities in Alaska are undertaking port
and harbor development and expanding marine repair facilities and
most rely on water-based transportation for the marine highway
system, fishing, processing, recreation, and tourism; and

WHEREAS, said port facilities and other infrastructure will be
built to some degree on wetlands; and

WHEREAS, local communities have been actively attempting to
diversify their economies away from the petroleum sector and such
diversification is extremely dependent on the aforementioned

infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, Alaska is actively trying to attract more business to
support its rich fisheries and bring ic. ashore, supporting the home
fleet and creating value-added jobs to build its economy; and

WHEREAS, Local communities in Alaska have already undertaken
responsible management of wetlands resources through development of
coastal management programs which are incorporated into the overall
Alaska Coastal Management Program and approved in accordance with the
requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 1in addition to
the Alaska Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting program; and



WHEREAS, An absolute prohibition on any further "loss" or "use"
of wetlands 1is inappropriate in relatively undeveloped Alaska and
will be a onerous detriment to the coastal communities of Alaska
without producing any beneficial effect on the wetlands situation in

the continental United States;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and City Council
of the City of Cordova, Alaska, hereby respectfully requests that
President Bush, 1in coping with wetlands problems in other states,
will consider the negative effects a "no net loss policy”™ will have
on vital economic development in Alaska and will avoid subjecting

Alaska to a blanket policy which portends so much potential harm to
its local communities.
PASSED AND APPROVED THIS A DAY OF / 1989.

MaydY Robert Van Brocklin
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RESOLUTION CONCERNXNB THE MEMORANDUM OF AQREEMENT BETWEEN THE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ABENCY AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE
ARMY RHBARDXNB THE DETERMINATION OF MITIGATION UNDER

)( THE CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 4041b) Ill- GUIDELINES
UHfreas. tha Interstate Oil Compact Commission UOCC) ha*
long advocated the production at gxx muu Uuon»ut»ht

sound environmental palicissj and

WHEREAS, tha XOCC and it® 29 member atatee recoflnire that
the nation'* wetland* are an important national and international
resource worthy of epficlal consideration and that there 1® t'nvad
for « national wstlande pollcyj and

WHEREAS, member* of tha ICIOC participated in a National
Wetlands Policy Forum (Forum) cortvanid by tha Coniarvetian
Foundation in tha summer of 1907 at tha requeat of tha U.B*
Environmental Protection Agencyj and

WHEREAS8, this Forum, a group with representative?* from tha

anorgy industryt agriculture, construction trad®, urmronmsntal
groupa, national, state, and local governments, and academic
export!, developed policy recommendations to atop and reveres tha

IgBM at tflfl n*tiUutl“» nsllupcJ* taaam) ®nH

WHEREAB, in tha wak® of tha Forum'® recommendations, tha
President had direetnd tha Damaatie Policy Council to develop an
executive ord”r to address tha nation'” wetlands, and legislation
concerning watlanda haa recently been introduced in CartQraeef and

WHERERB, local, atata and federal government Agencies,
affected applicants, environmental organizations and other
intaruited parties have an Important intercat in tha management
of the nation's wetland® and «r® invDIlved in a number of public
processes to develop practical aolutiona to implement th« Forum'a
no overall net lor;* of wetlanda rocdfnmondatiancj and

WHEREAS, the Uu.B, Army Coro* of Engineer® and the
Environmental Protection Agency have recently entered into a
Memorandum of Agreement which depart® from current agency
guideline® by requiring tha imposition of campsneatory
mitigation! and

WHEREAS, the Memorandum of Agreement was developed and
executed without notice to tha public or input from tha Domestic
Policy Council, member® of the public, eteta and local government
agencies and other interested and affected parties} and

WHEREAS, no Takinge Implication Aneeesment wa® completed far
the Memorandum of Agreement, aithuuyh it adopts new permitting
requirnmanfee end limitation* on private property use subject ta
Executive Order’ No, 12&30j and



¥

WHEREAB, na Rehﬂulatory impact nalysi
completed -far tha emorandum 0 f Agr emont «s required by
Ettecutlvn Order Mo* 12271 Although the costs of providing the
compsneatory mitigation rec1uired by the Memorandum of Agreement
le 1lhelf to wmuccU »mny millArn"* «* Hollars per year and. is also
likely to greatly increase caste for fill-dependent industries,
particularly in area* like Alaska'ft north slopei and

st end Reviuw  WA*

WHEREAS, the '10CC! and M» member states are not taking a
osition at this time on the substantive issues of wetlands
reservation, but rather concerning the process of establishing
nd

i/nplsmonting that policy through the shlsting Memorandum of
greement.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RE3QLVED that*

The IQCC, recognising the critical importance pf state and
public involvement in tha development of balanced resource
management re?ulations and policies, and recognizing that the
Memorandum 0 Agreement Concerning the Determination 0f
M itigation Under the Clean Water Act Section 4041b)<l) Guidelines
amounts to regulation, form ally requests President Bush to direct
the U.Si Environmental Protection Agency and-the U.B. Army Corps
Of Engineers tai

p
p
a
A

(1) immediately rescind their Memorandum of Agreement
Concerning the Determination of M itigation Under the
Clean Water Act Section 404(b) (L) Quidfclin*S|

(2) prepare a Takings Implication Assessment as required by
Executive Order No. 12630J

13/ prepare a Regulatory Impact Analysis and Review as
, required by Executive Order No. £2291 and

(4) follow the procedures set forth in the Administrative
Procedures Act for the formal adoption of regulations
if, following review by tha Domestic Policy Council,
consideration of public comment, end consideration of
the Takings Im plication Asseesment end the Regulatory
Impact Analysis, it is determined that rulemaking
consistent with statutory authority ie appropriate.



HRST SESSION OF TOE TENTO ANNUAL

NORTH AND NORTHWEST ALASKA MAYORS' CONFERENCE

NOORVIJK, ALASKA
October 31 « November 3, 1939

"ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN ACTION"

RESOLUTION NO, 90-75 [

AICtollligisit nr R,

A RESOLUTION CONCERNINQ THE PRESERVATION OFWETLANDS.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

The President of the United Statei hsi announced
his policy (hat there should be "no not lor,? of
wetlands" in the United States;

Federal agencies, such as EPA, Fish and W ildlife,

and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, have not yet
adopted that policy in their regulations and
programs;

If adopted as a decisional requirement In Federal
program Iappjcable.1o é}fask.a, a "no net loss of
el Policy wil® efectvesy bait'aien
temporary, conveyrsiop of_wetlands in Alaska,
particularty on Native Comoration-oaned

"wetlands":

Through creation of vast National Conservation
System Units and various other regulatory
programs, Congress put in place for Alaska

wetland-protective program! unparalleled in the

lower '49 slates for ihe severity, already placing
serious restraints on development in the few places
where private property exists in Alaska;

Alaska is the largest State, having 2/3 of all
coastline and 2/3 of all "wetlands" in the United
States, 2/3 of its non-mountainoui land area a»
"wetlands" and still maintaining 99,95% of its
original 'snds:



Resolulion No, 90-25

North and Northweat Mayors' Conference
Page 2

WHERE® , A "no net loss of wetlands" policy, If interpreted
Inflexibility by Federal regulatory and land

managing agencies, could result in fruitridng the
Native land development purposes of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act, stopping Federal
lessees from developments on wetlands, and taking
private property without just compensation;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE NORTH AND NORTHWEST

ALASKA MAYORS' CONFERENCE THAT: THE FEDERAL AGENCIES
SHOULD REVISE THEIR WETLAND-PROTECTION PROGRAMS FOR
ALASKA TO CONCENTRATE ON CLASSIFICATION AND PROTECTION OF
PRODUCTIVE WETLANDS THAT ACTUALLY PROVIDE FISH AND
WILDLIFE,AND WATER QUALITY,BENEFITS;

BEITFURTHER RESOLVED BY THE NORTH ANDNORTHWEST ALASKA

"MAYORS'CONFERENCE THAT: FEDERAL AGENCIES OPERATING IN
ALASKA SHOULD WORK COOPERATIVELY WITH ALASKA
MUNICIPALITIES TO DECIDE WHERE DEVELOPMENT SHOULD AND

SHOULDNOTOCCURIN WETLANDS;

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED BY THE NORTH AND NORTHWEST ALASKA
MAYORS"CONFERENCE THAT: UNN |\&bVE [N
ALASKA SHOULD JOIN |N A V\kLL—' Edfz Ai_’“jaj\’bﬁ TO
EFFECTIVELY RESHAPE THE FEDERAL WETLANDS proLicy 7O
CONFORM TO THE REALITIES AND NEEDS OF ALASKA AND ITS
CITIZENS,

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE FIRST SBSSION OF THE TENTH
ANNUAL NORTH AND NORTHWEST ALASKA MAYORS'CONFERENCE

THIS , DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1989.

ALBERT WASHINGTON ROBERTFOOTE
PRESIDENT SECRETARY
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The Honorable George Bush

President of tha United States

White House

Washington, DC 20500 T " o

RE1 Recent EPA/Army Corps MemoranddIKdf aJreeraent
Regarding Wetlands Preservatic/ril

Dear President Buslu

As the Mayor of the city of Valdez, 1 mulat ask you to reconsider
a pending action regarding the development of a national wetlands
policy. It is clear to us in Alaska that this action, designed to
stop and ravsrse the decline of the nation ™ wetlands base, 1is .well
motivatedc However, the proposed Memorandum of Agreement between
the Environmental Protection Agency-and the Army Corps®" of
Engineerswhich asserts as its gaa<XTa*"no net loss”” of wetlands
policy, 1is not applicable to the situation in Valdez or the State
of Alaska. S
* <

There is no escaping the fact that Alaska and 1its municipalities
are unique and this 1is certainly true as it pertains to this
proposed policy. Alaska and Valdaz continue to develop in a slow
and reasonable manner, and the activities of our state are always
closely scrutinized by state and federal officials and “the
environmental community. The development in Alaska, Which provides
twenty-five percent of the nation®s domestic oil production and has
the potential to serve the nation well in areas of mining, timber,
and fishing, has not had an adverse affect on the nation®"s wetlands
base. -;

This 1issue presents virtually a no-growth option for Alaska and,
as a young state with much development promise, the prospect of
another obstacle to fuIIy reaiizingi jgur pbtential is disheartening.
This brake on coastal and wetlands development will also hurt my
City economically as it, like the State, -seeks to diversify .its
economy so that we are not so dependent on oil production and
transportation. I urge you to rescind t'tihia proposed Memorandum of



The Honorable George Bush

President of the United States
December 13, 1989

Page 2

§§;;h£§é of publio input in this rule-making proaess.

Thank you very much for your attention to thiB matter.

Sincerely,

Lynn Chrystal, “Mayor
city of Valdez

LCtDGtblp



