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BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE HEINZ CENTER

Founded in 1995 to carry on the work of Senator John Heinz, The H. John Heinz I11 Center for
Science, Economics and the Environment is a nonpartisan, nonprofit ingtitution dedicated to
improving the scientific and economic foundation for environmenta policy through multisectora
collaboration. Focusing on issues that are likely to confront policymakers within two to five
years, the Center fosters collaboration among industry, environmenta organizations, academia,
and government in each of its program areas and projects. It uses the best scientific and
economic andyses to develop viable options for solving problems, and its findings and
recommendations are widdly disseminated to public and private sector decision makers, the
scientific community, and the public.

ABOUT THE MANAGING U.S. MARINE FISHERIES PROGRAM

Initiated in March 1998, The Heinz Center’s Managing U.S. Marine Fisheries program seeks to
increase the effectiveness of U.S. fisheries management. A primary god of the program isto
identify present concerns and possible courses of action for key decisonmakers, especidly as
Congress considers amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA).

In addition to numerous documents and reports, the program has produced the book Fishing
Grounds: Defining a New Era for American Fisheries Management, which isavailable
through Idand Press. Susan Hanna, Professor of Marine Economics a Oregon State University,
led the program with support from Assistant Manager Heather Blough. Four senior advisors—
Captain R. Barry Fisher of Midwater Trawlers Cooperative, D. Douglas Hopkins of
Environmenta Defense, Dr. Andrew A. Rosenberg of the National Marine Fisheries Service,
and Professor Michagl Orbach of Duke University—yprovided oversight to the program.

ABOUT THE REGIONAL ROUNDTABLE SERIES

The Heinz Center hosted eight roundtable meetings in the federd fishery management council
regions between July and October 1999. The purpose of the meetings was to identify problems
the councils have encountered in implementing the 1996 amendments to the MSFCMA and to
solicit input on how fisheries management can be made more effective in the regions. The
origina intent was to focus on improvements to the system that could be made through
congressiona reauthorization. Participants also offered many ideas about administrative actions
that the Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the regiond fishery management
councils could take to make the system work better.

The roundtable meetings were limited to a small number of participants to keep the discussion
focused and productive. They were attended by industry members, environmentdids, fishery
managers and scientigts that participate in the fishery management system at the regiond level.



Assstance in identifying qualified participants was provided by council directors and leadership
of the Marine Fish Conservation Network. Participants were familiar with the full range of issues
facing their region, but practica limitations did not alow for representation from every fishery,
gear type, or other specific interest group.

The booklet Reauthorizing the Magnuson-Sevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act: A Handbook and Discussion Guide for Regional Fishery Management Councils,
produced during the first phase of The Heinz Center’s Managing U.S. Marine Fisheries
program, provided background for the regiona roundtable discussons.

Each roundtable lasted two days and was guided by a smilar agenda. The first day was
devoted to discussing the implementation of four mandates added to the MSFCMA in 1996,
induding: (1) end overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks; (2) minimize bycatch; (3) identify
and protect essentid fish habitat; and (4) minimize adverse economic impacts to fishing
communities. The second day’ s discussions were focused on identifying how the fisheries
management system can be improved. They too were divided into four ssgments, including (1)
background conditions; (2) decisonmaking; (3) management implementation and adminigtration;
and (4) “new” management tools.

ABOUT THE REGIONAL ROUNDTABLE REPORTS

Each roundtabl e discussion was recorded and transcribed by a professiona reporting service.
We then produced summary minutes from each transcript, which participants reviewed for
accuracy. We incorporated these materias into a report for each region, which summarizesthe
discussons and outlines the participants recommendations.

The Heinz Center’ s god for the reports was to cgpture as much information as possible about
federd fishery management problems and potentid solutionsin the various regions. Throughout
the roundtable discussions, the knowledgeable and diverse participants identified many specific
concerns and options for improving federd fisheries management. We did not attempt to
evauate, prioritize, or forge consensus on the issues and recommendations that were raised. We
did, however, note areas of strong agreement or dissent. Although participants did not
necessarily characterize proposed actions as most gppropriate for Congress, NMFS, or the
councils, we did so in thefind reportsin the interest of making the information more ussful.

In addition to the regiona reports, we produced a national summary, |mproving Federal
Fisheries Management: A National Report, which synthesizes information derived from the
regional roundtable series. The handbook, regiond and nationd reports, and other documents
semming from The Center’ s fisheries program are available online a www.henzctr.org.

This report was prepared by Susan Hanna and Heether Blough. It summarizes views presented
during the Western Pacific Regional Roundtable held August 24-25, 1999, in Honolulu, Hawaii.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council manages fisheries in federd weaters off the
coasts of Hawaii, American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Marianaldands. There are 64
stocks under its direct authority. The Council is tasked with implementing new fisheries
management provisions added to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act through the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996. These relate to ending
overfishing, minimizing bycatch, identifying and protecting essentid fish hebitat, and minimizing
adverse impacts to fishing communities,

The Heinz Center convened a roundtable August 24-25, 1999, in Honolulu, Hawaii, to identify
problems the Western Pecific Council is experiencing in implementing these new provisons and
to solicit recommendations to improve fisheries management in the region. Participants included
members of industry, environmenta organizations, academia, and government agencies.

Roundtable participants recognized the following as primary problems the Western Pecific
Council faces in mesting the new provisons.

inability to conform to one-gzefits-dl definitions;

inadequate biologica and socid dataand information;

confusion about how to balance bycatch reduction and associated costs,
reduced ability to compete internationdly;

perception of bycatch as waste;

insufficient recognition of traditiond, subsstence use groups,

poor coordination of habitat goals at federd and locd levels;

insufficient authority for nonfishing impacts to habitat; and

inadequate funding.

The participants offered the following generd recommendations for change:

recognize that micro-management is ineffective;

recognize the unique characteristics of the Western Pacific region;
recognize tha fishing is embedded in daily life in the Western Pacific;
alow the use of regiond definitions and concepts,

expand the numbers of trained stock assessment scientidts,

improve the socid science information base; and

establish routine evauations of management program performance.

The two-day discussions that led to the identification of these problems and recommendations
are summarized in the following pages. A more comprehensive list of detalled actions that could
be taken by Congress, the Nationa Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the Western Pacific
Council to improve fisheries management in the region are listed in the back of this report.
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THE WESTERN PACIFIC REGIONAL CONTEXT

The Western Pecific isamosaic of idand jurisdictions with intersecting exclusive economic
zones. The Western Pecific Fishery Management Council includes four different idand entities: a
date, two territories, and a commonwedth, each with its own fishing culture. These are the Sate
of Hawaii and the territories of American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Idands.
The Council has 13 voting members—one from the NMFS 4 from the Sate, territorid, and
commonwealth fishery agencies; and 8 public members gppointed by the Secretary of
Commerce.

The region is diverse, with unique politica, ethnic, culturd, and geographic features. Fisheries
are dso diverse, ranging from smdl subsistence and artisand fisheriesto commercid handline
and pdagic longline fisheries. The lack of continenta shelves around the idands meansthere is
veay littlein the way of demersal fisheries. Instead, pelagic fisheries are important. These are
subject to large-scale changes in productivity driven by the El Nifio Southern Oscillation.

The port of Honolulu, Hawaii, is the highest producing in the region, where 28 million pounds of
fish vaued a $49 million were landed in 1998.! Fisheries take place inside exdusive economic
zones and on the high seas. Mogt fishery revenue comes from offshore, but nearshore

subsi stence fisheries are a'so very important. The large subsistence and artisana components do
not fit well into standard commercid and recreational categories.

Theregion covers alarge geographic area but has asmal population that is economicaly
dependent on fisheries. The idands are typicaly capita-poor, and are interested in finding
financia capitd to invest in fishing. Other resources are limited. Per-capita fish consumption in
the region istwice the nationa average. The primary product form is fresh fish, with a premium
on qudlity.

Fishing isapart of daily life, rather than set gpart as a separate occupation. Everyoneisa
fisherman, every village alanding ste. Whole idands are communities. Fish are not smply of
economic value; fish and fish digtribution also have large culturd and ceremonia significance.
Fish are important for exchange, reciprocity, and giving, and generosity is an important aspect of
community life and culturd identity. Important equity issues are relaed to the culturd importance
of species. For example, turtles are part of traditiond rights, like sedls and whales are for
Eskimos. Idand ancestors were very aware of the need to control fishing to sugtaniit.

The long distance from the U.S. mainland and the distant-water nature of many fisheries keep
the cogt of fishing high and limit fishing effort. The large water areawithin the region and limited
fishery enforcement resources makes enforcement difficult.

The economic dependence on foreign fishing—e.g. on cannersin American Samoaand

L NMFsS. 1999. Fisheries of the United Sates, 1998. Current Fishery Statistics No. 9800, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
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transhippers in Guam and the Commonwedth of the Northern Mariana Idands—means that
people may have more affiliations and associations with other Pacific idands than with
Washington, D.C. The distance from NMFS headquarters creates frequent problems with
understanding and communication.

Internationa management of high-sees fisheries through the Multilateral High Leve Conference
isin the formative stage. The Conference is addressing large-scale fishery concerns of dispersed
independent countries that share resources. These resources require regiona conservation
programs.
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IMPLEMENTING PROVISIONS OF THE 1996 SUSTAINABLE
FISHERIESACT

The 1996 Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) added new provisions to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Consarvation and Management Act. Four of these provisons contain significant new
requirements for the Western Pacific Fishery Management Council. These rdate to overfishing,
bycatch, habitat, and communities. Participants  views on challenges the region facesin
implementing these provisons are summarized below.

1. OVERFISHING/REBUILDING
Background

The overfishing/rebuilding provison of the SFA requires that fishery management plans contain
measurement criteriafor overfishing, actions to prevent overfishing, and plansto rebuild
overfished stocks. The MSFCMA defines both “overfishing” and “overfished” as “arate or
level of fishing mortdity that jeopardizes the capecity of afishery to produce the maximum
sugtainable yield on a continuing basis’ (16 U.S.C. 1802(29)).

There are 64 stocks under the direct authority of the Western Pacific Council. Of these, oneis
overfished, oneis gpproaching an overfished condition, 47 are not overfished, and 15 are of
unknown status. Most are managed under the Western Pacific Crustaceans, Precious Coras
Fishery of the Western Pecific Region, Bottomfish and Seamount Groundfish of the Western
Pacific, or Western Pacific Pelagics fishery management plan.?

Rebuilding plans are not yet in place because, under the old definition of “overfishing,” the
gtocks are not in trouble. Within the region there are localized depletion problems that have to
be addressed, such as depletions of bottomfish within the Main Hawaiian Idands, but it is
believed that the stock itsdlf is not overfished. Some fishery resources are till underutilized,
limited by undeveloped markets.

I mplementation I ssues

Flexibility in Definition: The MSFCMA established the councils as a decentralized system
that would recognize the diversity of U.S. fisheries, but participants said that recently there has
been amove away from regiond flexibility in the application of the nationa standards.
Participants said the process of gpplying the new “overfishing” definition is meaningless, except
to satisfy a bureaucratic demand. It isamistake to apply a angle definition of “overfishing”
nationwide. Therisk isthat insead of a“one sSzefitsdl” definition, it will result in * one Szefits
none.” Participants believe an “overfishing” definition should reflect the life higtories of the
stocks being managed. They noted that spawning potentid ratios have worked well in the

2 NMFS. 1999. Report to Congress on the Status of Fisheries of the United States. October
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region, but NMFS has rgjected their use as a definition of “overfishing.” The emphasis placed
on maximum sugtainable yield was a concern for participants, because it is a difficult concept for
fishermen and managers to comprehend and its use has caused credibility problems for the
Council.

Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants noted that the “overfishing” definition created large
workload requirements. All stock assessments have a*“pyramid” of background requirements
behind them, and the number of stock assessment people trained to do the work is very limited.
Participants understood that the shortage of stock assessment scientistsis a problem nationwide
and that it represents alarge educationa need.

The time series of fishery dataiis shorter in the Western Pacific region than in other regions.
Participants said that inadequate data limit the use of maximum sustainable yidd asa
management concept. They pointed out that maximum sustainable yidd is aso unable to reflect
local depletions, which are important to small-scale subs stence fisheries because small boats do
not have the mohility to move to new aress.

The gtatus of shark stocksis in serious need of assessment according to some participants. The
effect of increasing fishing effort on blue sharksis unknown. For tuna, the dataare limited to
rough catch and effort data. Arbitrary numbers are applied in a crude estimation process, but
the data are insufficient to provide information on separate stocks. In addition, participants
noted that using an index of stock status based on large-scale commercid fisheries can be
mideading in terms of what is happening in small-scde fisheries,

2.BYCATCH
Background

The bycatch provison of the 1996 SFA requires that fishery management plans establish
gandardized bycatch reporting methodology, as well as measures to minimize bycatch and
bycatch mortality. The MSFCMA defines “bycatch” as“fish which are harvested in afishery,
but which are not sold or kept for persond use, [including] economic discards and regulatory
discards.” The legidative definition excludes “fish released dive under arecreationd catch and
rel ease fishery management program” (16 U.S.C. 1802(2)).

The bycatch amendments are partly approved—approved for crustaceans and precious coras
and disapproved for pelagics and bottomfish. NMFS concluded that the amendments should
have included shark finning. The Council would have liked advance guidance on NMFS's
expectations.

I mplementation | ssues
Definition of Bycatch: There are different definitions of “bycatch” used in Atlantic and Pacific

fisheries. Participants noted that in preparing its fishery management plan amendments, the
Council used the MSFCMA definition of bycatch—i.e., any fish that is caught and not used.



Seabird bycatch was not included in the amendments because birds are not classfied asfish
under MSFCMA. Buit turtle bycatch was included because the Act defines turtles asfish. These
examples raised questions among participants about which legidation should be addressing
issues like seabirds, and where MSFCMA responsibility for species ends.

Flexibility in Implementation: Under the MSFCMA, bycatch levels must be further reduced
regardless of current levels. Participants said thereis alimit to how long these reductions can be
carried on. For example, they pointed out that the level of turtle bycatch is very low, and it is not
cost-effective to continue to spend resources to reduce it further, rather than dedling with
problems in the turtle population. Thisis part of the “one Sze fits none” gpproach in which the
same rules are gpplied to dl regions asif the problems are dl the same.

Observer Programs. The Council has asked NMFS to develop a policy for observers that
would include funding, levels of coverage, and use of observer data. Some participants said that
market-based approaches should be tried to solve management problems like bycatch,
especidly in smdl-boat fleets. Observers may not be practica for large numbers of small boats,
even though it was recognized that observers are the best way to record bycatch information.

The need for bycatch information is placing an increasing burden on observers, but funding for
observer programsis limited. Participants believe that observer coverage of the longline flest
must be increased from the current level of 4 percent if bycaich isto be reduced. They noted
that data are needed to document the extent of bycatch and to assess the success of bycatch
mitigation messures.

I nternational Effects: Participants expressed concerns about the consstency with which the
bycatch rules are gpplied. For example, domestic and foreign fishermen are treated differently
with regard to the bycatch of protected species. These two groups also use the resource
differently, asillusrated by turtles. Domestic Pacific Idand fishermen have a culturd
dependence on egting turtles, while foreign fishermen sl turtle shells as acommercid product.
In addition, foreign fleets have much higher rates of shark finning than domedtic fleets. Many of
the rules that apply to domestic fisheriesin the U.S. Pacific insular areado not apply to foreign
fisheries. Participants said it is a particular problem to have bycatch rules gpply only within the
exclusve economic zone.

Waste vs. Bycatch: Shark finning is a controversid practice that has been increasing. Sharks
are not bycatch, but rather are incidental catch with partid economic recovery and ahigh
percentage of waste by body weight. The difficulty with moving beyond using just thefinsto full
utilization of blue sharksisthat the vaue of the flesh islow. Joint agency and private sector
efforts are ongoing to develop full utilization possibilities options. Some participants said whether
shark finning represents a conservation issue for blue sharks is debatable.

It was noted that the state of Hawaii conducted a substantid |ong-term promotiona campaign to
develop markets for incidentaly caught fish. The god was to get prices high enough to ensure
retention. The program served a trading and brokering function, with the result that distribution
networks have developed so well that people are looking to other areas to increase the quantity
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they can supply. The result of this program isthat there islittle waste in Hawaiian fisheries.

Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants believe that the Western Pacific region is caught up
in the hysteria of bycatch that was created by fisheries from other regions. Some noted that,
because mogt fisheries in the region are fished by sdlective hook-and-line gear, they do not
generate much bycatch. But they acknowledged that bycatch of seabirds and turtlesisavery
controversd issue.

In terms of fish bycatch, the Council’ s Scientific and Statisticd Committee is concerned about
the prospect of NMFS's including marketable catch in the bycatch category. Almost al species
caught in Hawalian fisheries are used. Participants contended that, rather than try to suppress
catch, more effort should be put toward understanding the population dynamics of the affected
gocks They said that the real waste in the Western Pecific region occursin the Asan fisheries
off Guam that discard subgtantia volumes of fish because their markets are limited.

Participants have very different perspectives about the extent of the bycatch problem with
seabirds and turtles. Basic questions are still not answered about populations of seaturtles,
birds, or blue shark, which is being finned. One perspective was that NMFS needs to work
more aggressively on the turtle bycatch issue, or bycatch limits could curtail the operations of the
longline fleet. The observer coverage of the longline fleet istoo low to be meaningful, according
to participants. When alowable bycatch levels have been exceeded, the Council has responded
by increasing the levels. Legd challenges have been made to the turtle bycatch limits.

Participants recommended research designed to enable fishermen to avoid concentrations of
bycatch should be conducted. For example, turtle bycatch might be diminated by avoiding their
preferred isotherms. Resources are needed to conduct fishing experiments because normal
fishing operations create so few incidences of turtle interaction with gear that data cannot be
collected.

Serious concerns was expressed about how take levels are set under the Endangered Species
Act. An dlowable catch leve is set based on historical occurrences, then monitored through
catch per unit effort. Participants asked it means if, for example, the catch per unit effort goes
up? It could mean agood thing—turtles are recovering—as well as a bad thing—
proportionately more turtles are being caught. There is smilar ambiguity when catch per unit
effort fdls.

Participants aso raised issues regarding the extent of fishing effects on birds relaive to other
mortaity effects, such as airplanes a Midway Atoll and Northwest Hawaiian Idand airgtrips, or
ingestion of pladtic light sticks and other implements discarded at sea by fishing vessdls. A
related question concerns how take levels are set for protected species.

Another perspective was that the new bycatch rules do not address the problem, and there
needs to be away to prioritize efforts. Most of the Council’ s pelagics management discussions
in the past few years have been driven by bycatch issues—turtles, sharks, and birds.
Participants contended that the Council is not focusing on the target resources.



Still another perspective focuses on the equity issues related to the incidenta catch of turtles.
Driftnets decimated turtle populations, and now the people of Guam are being told not to use or
edt turtles, even though turtles are part of ther traditiond rights. But longliners are given turtle
bycatch alowances. The people of Guam believeit is unfair that they are being forced to be part
of the solution to a problem they did not creste.

With regard to abatross, the Council has taken action to reduce their interception and take. It
required changes in fishing practices and conducted some multilingual educationd sessions. How
effective these changes will be remains to be seen.

3. ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT
Background

The habitat provison of the 1996 SFA requires that fishery management plans describe and
identify essentid fish habitat, minimize fishing effects on habitat, and identify actions to encourage
conservation and enhancement of habitat. The MSFCMA defines “essentia fish habitat” as
“those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to
maturity” (16 U.S.C. 1802(10)).

I mplementation I ssues

Tradeoffs: The MSFCMA requires the councils to identify essentid fish habitat for all species,
not just for commercidly important species. The habitat complexity of cord reef ecosysemsisa
unique feature of this region that makes identification of essentid fish habitat difficult. It was
suggested that one way might be to identify essential habitat by ecosystem type, rather than by
individua species.

International, Federal, State, and Territorial Coordination: The Council has no authority
to designate essentid fish habitat in waters beyond the U.S. exclusive economic zone, even
though Western Pacific species rely on this habitat. Also, some areas require coordination
among federd waters, the sate, and territories. For example, Hawaii has changing claims of
date jurisdiction that are causing potentid problems. Participants noted that in the territories and
the commonwedlth there are questions about the practice of disposing of confiscated vesselsto
be used as atificid reefs, close to shore. They believe that there is substantia uncertainty about
the effects of this practice, and that itsimpact should be andyzed. They said the Act needsto
recognize these different levels of complexity among regions.

Ecosystem M anagement: Participants noted that the essentia fish habitat provison is one
step toward ecosystem-based management, and had many questions about what this means.
They said it would be hel pful to have an explanation of what ecosystem-based management
means in operationd terms. For example, how do you bound the ecosystem? If you manage for
maximum sudtainable yield, you will have changesin the marine ecosystem, just as agricultura
production changes the diversity of land ecosystems. If you manage for maximum economic
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benefit to the nation—one of the gods of the M SFCM A—they questioned whether biodiversity
can be maintained. Biodiversity areas would need to be st aside and not managed for
economic use. A lot is unknown about the best “mix” to take from an ecosystemn or how
harvest will affect ecosystem structure. For example, they asked how would you manage to
conserve ecosystem structure, and what does that mean? And given that most cord reefsin the
Pacific have been fished for extremely long times and are not pristine, what should the
benchmark be?

To some extent ecosystem management is adready being practiced in the pelagic long line fishery
where the status of major fish stocks, turtles and sesbirds, and oceanographic indicatorsis
monitored. Participants understood that when ecosystern management iswidely practiced,
fishery management planswill likely be put together under an umbrella“ecosystem” plan, which
will be controversd. The believe that accounting for “al other gpplicable law” and executive
orderswill be more difficult to satisfy because the plan will have less focus.

Precautionary Approach: Some participants noted that the essentid fish habitat provison
provides the Council with an opportunity to apply the precautionary gpproach. But others are
concerned that use of such an gpproach, which promotes caution under uncertainty, conflicts
with the usefulness of experimenting and managing adaptively.

Fishing Impacts. Pdagic longlines are the predominant gear in this region, and so, according to
participants, thereislittle gear effect on habitat. Bottom trawl gear is prohibited by the
bottomfish fishery management plan. Huge quantities of fishing gear and other detritus that float
into the Western Pecific from other regions affect habitat. Participants said theidand chain acts
like acomb, picking up gear drifting across the Pacific. Lost gear entangles turtles and monk
sedls, and birds ingest discarded plastic debris. There are some coordinated effortsin place to
resolve the debris problem.

Nonfishing Effects. Participants believe the MSFCMA needs more teeth to protect essential
fish habitat againg nonfishing effects. They noted that the consultation provison is not strong
enough. For example, NMFS needs more authority to require a response from other agencies
on issues like wreck disposal and submerged ordnance. They aso pointed out that the Council
needs to be able to manage al vessd traffic on cord reefs under a cord reef management plan.
Freighters drag anchors while waiting outside the harbor a Saipan, Northern Mariana ldands.
Anchor dragging is aso an issue with foreign fishing vessals. Participants said it would be better
to have mooring buoys.

To protect essentid fish habitat, it was suggested that consultation could be changed from a
procedurd requirement to a permitting process where NMFS, as the action agency, has
authority to permit or deny an activity. Agreements between idand governments and the U.S.
Department of Defense dso need to be changed, according to participants. They said military
activities, like ordnance practice, destroy coral reef habitat and kill seabirds, but some tresties
exempt the Department of Defense from doing environmenta impact assessments.



Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants noted that not al habitat occupied by fish is essentid.
The essentid parts of habitat are the primary areas critica to the ecological integrity of the
marine ecosystem. The question was raised as to how these would be measured.

Activities rlaed to implementing the essentid fish habitat provison have diverted money and
gaff from other Council and NMFS activities. Participants agreed that alack of money isa
major problem, and there is no obvious end to essentid fish habitat-related requirements.

4. COMMUNITIES
Background

The communities provision of the 1996 SFA requires that the effects of management measures
on fishery participants, fishing communities, and fisheriesin adjacent aress be assessed. The
MSFCMA defines “fishing community” as*“acommunity which is substantialy dependent on or
substantialy engaged in the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet socid and
economic needs, and includes fishing vessal owners, operators, and crew and United States fish
processors that are based in such community” (16 U.S.C. 1802(16)).

I mplementation | ssues

Definition of “Fishing Communities’: The definition of “community” has been discussed
extengvdy in thisregion, and the feding among participants is that NMFS isusing an East
Coast concept of communities thet is not appropriate for this region. In the comprehensve
fishery management plan amendment, the Council tried to define “communities’ as entire
archipelagos. NMFS accepted that definition for American Samoa, Guam, and the
Commonwesdlth of the Northern Marianaldands, but not for Hawaii, even though peoplein
Hawaii live over awide geographic area. The Coundil is now defining each community as an
idand.

Participants said that “community” has at least three meanings in the Western Pacific: (1)
geographic (coastal community, village); (2) ethnic (indigenous); and (3) the “from the
mountains to the sed’ idea of idands. The term “community” is vauable becauseit isflexible
enough to be defined in ways thet fit aregion’s context. Participants contended that the
gpplication of asingle definition of *“community” nationwide is not good socid science.

Participants said the intent of the communities provison is unclear, and there is poor
communication between the Council and NMFS headquarters about it. They added that NMFS
had the plans under review for two years without providing the Council any feedback regarding
communities.

It was generdly understood that NMFS is vulnerable to litigation on the basis of what councils
do and, as aresult, the agency is concerned about its legd vulnerability if the definitions are not
gpplied condgtently. But participants believe a single definition of “communities’ may work
againg actudly helping fishing communities as they exist in the Western Pecific. For example,
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community development programs are proposed to benefit indigenous people of the region, but
the ethnic communities are scattered, so an idand-based definition does not make sense. They
added that if a geographic definition of “community and development” isused, and if programs
are based on that definition, target groups are excluded.

It was suggested that the definition of “community” for ng the impact of fishery
regulations could be decoupled from the definition of “community” for economic assstance. The
first could be defined by geography, and the second by ethnic association. NMFS headquarters
is having a hard time decoupling these, but participants said the agency should only be
concerned with the definition that relates to fishery management impacts.

Participants pointed out that everyone on the idands is connected in some way to fishing.
Everyone is dependent on fishing to some extent. Fishery dependence in the region goes beyond
economic dependence—there is strong cultural dependence as well. Also, associated industries
like tourism are dependent on fish availability.

Other Definitions. Categories and Coast Guard rules should make sense for Western Pecific
fishing operations. Participants noted that the Council is opposed to a drict distinction between
commercid and recregtiond fisheries because in practice the line between them isfuzzy. Some
people have nonfishing jobs but fish on weekends, selling some of the fish. They are cdled
“expense fishermen.” The Hawaii law requires acommercid license to sdl fish through
established auctions, but how much fish gets sold unreported is unknown. Participants believe
that more should be learned about the purely recrestiond catch and the unsold expense catch.

Another example that was offered regarding the problem with definitionsis that Coast Guard
regulations for safety equipment apply to every “commercia fisherman,” which is defined as
someone who sells one or more fish. Participants noted that for smal-boat “ expense
fishermen,” some of the safety equipment costs more than the entire vessdl, and it can be too
large ascdefor asmal boat. They recommended tailoring safety requirements to the size of the
vess.

It was noted that the existing categories and definitions dso fall to reflect the nature of barter,
particularly in American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana ldands. Barter isincluded
under the definition of “commercid fishing,” but there are important reciprocity aspects to barter
that are not commercid. (“Commercid” is defined the harvest of fish that are intended to enter
commerce through sae, barter, or trade). Exchange, reciprocity, giving, and generosity are
important aspects of community life.

Participants believe that programs that limit access to fisheries dso must consider these uses.
They said language must be added that recogni zes the uses and movements of fish and protects
those uses as part of culturd identity. They aso recommended applying a separate term for
atisand fishing.

Funding for Social Science: Participants agreed that the lack of funding for socid science
research is abig problem, with many dimensions. They said existing data are inadequate and do
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not represent fishing communities, and that data collection methods are poorly defined, and that-
there are too few socid scientigts. It was noted that the Office of Management and Budget's
restrictions on the collection of socia science data are unworkable. The Saltongtdl-K ennedy
program was supposed to fund industry projects, but over the years NMFS has used more and
more of those funds for adminigtrative purposes. Participants suggested that money needs to be
put back into the program, and noted that it's a good source of funds for industry projects.

Needs of Western Pacific Communities: Guam and other idand communities are concerned
about their access to fishing. Participants asked what the position of these idandsis vis-avis the
U.N. treaty that gives adl non-sdf-governing territories exclusve rights to the 200-mile limit.
Some participants believe that American Samoa and Guam need help in developing their
domestic fisheries because their communities are being hurt by not having funding for boats.
They suggested that aloan program for Pacific fishermen is needed to address locdized
undercapitalization problems without contributing to overal overcapitdization, and added that
the program could be smilar to the one in Alaska. Participants pointed out that a program
targeted at indigenous communities who do not have the capita to buy into a limited-access
program would be especidly useful, and stated thet there is till room for some localized

cgpacity expanson in this region.

Managing with Communities: Participants noted that the Council would like to see the
Western Pecific have more authority to address community issues. Communities are not being
tapped as a potential knowledge base or management base. It was observed that some
communities are interested in contracting to manage their own fisheries. It would be useful to see
more community-based research as well, to identify the local-scale factors, like how far
fishermen are traveing to find fish.

Resear ch and Data Needs: Participants acknowledged that in some ways community issues
are ddlivered very effectively to the Council through the advisory pand process. But they noted
that there are still many unmet data needs. For example, there are inadequate data to conduct
community impact satements, and there are no data on recrestiond fishing because Hawaii
does not have the Marine Recreationd Fishery Statistical Survey. The exception isthe charter
boat fleet, which is part of the commercid database. Charter boats sell most of what they catch
to earn as much as 10 percent of thelr gross revenues.

The Scientific and Statistica Committee requested that the recreational survey be expanded to
Hawaii, modified for locd conditions. Participants suggested that it should aso reflect the
exisence of subs stence fishermen, who est what they catch. The concept of game fishing—
playing with what you eat—is foreign to this region. Billfish are caught to eat. Actions taken on
the mainland, like the “no hillfish on the plate’ campaign, aso affect markets and operationsin
the Western Pecific.
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IMPROVING FISHERIESMANAGEMENT IN THE WESTERN
PACIFIC REGION

Roundtable participants reviewed background conditions in the Western Pecific region’'s
fisheries, existing decisionmaking and implementation processes, and possible new toolsto
identify adminigtrative and legidative actions for improving fisheries management in the region.

1. BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

Present-day fisheries are a product of their management history. Regiona roundtable
participants identified the following background conditions as important factors influencing the
current state of fisheries and fisheries management in the Western Pacific region. They dso
discussed how these conditions could be better addressed.

Access and Capacity

The biggest fishery in the Western Pacific region is the longline fishery, with the number of
permits capped a 164. Permits are vdid for five years, are fully transferable, and include limits
on vesse gze. There are dso limits on lobster permitsin Northwestern Hawaiian Idands and in
two bottomfishing zones. And there are limits on vessd sze for bottomfishing. For other
areas—Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Idands—fishing is open access.

There has been some discussion of limiting access to the American Samoa longline fishery by
limiting an area to vessdls under a certain size, with preference for Samoan fishermen. This
proposa was disapproved by NMFS, so the fishery is till open access. Participants noted that
people in American Samoa are concerned that larger, higher-tech boats could enter and out-
compete the local lower-tech boats in the abacore fishery. They pointed out that the existence
of canneriesin thislocation increases the risk.

Some participants explained that there are undeveloped fishery resourcesin the Northern
Mariana ldands. Subsistence, sport, and small-scale commercid fisheries take anomina catch.
They believe investment is needed, preferably from American fishing companies, rather than
foreign companies. They acknowledged thet there are problems with fishing in this area that limit
participation, including the high costs of fuel and maintenance and long distances from other
places. Basdline information about stocks and what is affecting them is aso lacking.

Participants said that the boundaries of the exclusive economic zone around the Northern
Mariana Idands needs to be formaly resolved and that thereis a need for better management of
coral reefs. They pointed out that once a Marine Conservation Plan isin place, the idands can
enter into a Pacific Insular Area Fishing Agreement—a license agreement for foreign fishing in
the exclusive economic zone of American Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana Idands, and the
Pacific Remote Idand Areas to be submitted by the area governor or other appropriate
authority and approved by the Secretary of State.
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Participants that the people in Guam want domestic development to regain control of their
fisheries. They have observed foreign boats offloading fish in Guam and are concerned that
foreign fishing regulations are not being enforced. People see the resource base shrinking and
are asking who is representing Guam’ s concerns in the Western Pecific.

Participants noted that the Multilateral High Level Conference will provide a management
regime for the Western Centra Pacific. In 2000, it is expected to create acommission for the
conservation and management of tuna:like species that will consder capacity and access. The
Conference will probably supersede the councils, as internationd agreements do with the
Internationa Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna and tuna quotas in the Atlantic.
Participants noted that this may have unforeseen consequences for domestic fishery
management because there isalot of excess internationd capacity waiting to enter the West
Centrd Pecific.

Participants expressed concerns about representation in the Multilateral High Level Conference,
The State Department is the representative for al the idandsin the U.S. Western Pacific, but
participants said the U.S. Pacific idands want direct representation in the discussons. They
noted that Washington, D.C., isalong way away from the Western Pacific and have doubts
about whether their interests will be adequately represented. They aso noted that three French
territories in the Pecific are being given a vote in the Conference.

Evaluation of Limited Access. Participants believe that limited-access programs need to be
monitored to see how well they are performing and if they are adapting to changing conditions.
They said that there is atendency not to evaluate management programs, and believe such
evauations should be mandatory. Some participants suspected that often there isreluctance to
evauate programs because of fear of reopening controversies that arose during program
development.

Capacity Reduction: It was suggested that capacity-reduction programs need to address the
digtribution as well as the magnitude of capacity. Participants asked how well consdered the
NMFS overcapacity initiative is, and whether it can accommodate regiond variations, especidly
for highly migratory species. If buyback programs are used to reduce capacity, participants
cautioned that care needs to be taken that they do not Smply result in capacity shiftsinto other
fisheries.

2. DECISIONMAKING

Decisonmaking is akey component of the fishery management system. All biologicd,
ecological, socid, and economic conditions in the fisheries are influenced by decisons made at
the regiond and federa levelstha form the basis of fishery management plans and amendments.

The discussion that follows summarizes the chalenges and opportunities to improving
decisonmaking identified by participants.
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Long-Term Planning

Participants noted that the Council has tried to build in review periods for plans, and since 1983
has been doing program planning for three- to five-year periods. The planning is done within
groups—such as the Council, Scientific and Statistical Committee, advisory committees—rather
than across groups. Some participants believe it would be helpful to have some strategic
planning discussons thet involve dl groups of the Council a the sametime.

Council Operations and Public I nvolvement

Participants noted that most people in the region find Council operations difficult to follow and
pointed out that documents are not widely available. To address these problems, the Council
has begun some public education and outreach through the Advisory Pandl. It hasadso hired a
science communicator.

Another problem for public involvement is that the public hearing processis too structured and
formal. According to some participants, by the time public hearings are held, people perceive
that adecision has dready been made. It was suggested that the Council should be encouraged
and authorized to hold informal meetings with groups of condtituents and to encourage active
didogue.

Council Membership

Participants said that the Council needs an additional sest to represent indigenous people and
community-based fisheries and that broader public representation is aso needed, such asfrom
the consarvation and science communities. Some fed that Council members have too much
freedom now to ignore the science, even with scientists as members of the Scientific and
Statistical Committee and other advisory committees. In making appointments to the councils,
governors are required to consult with appropriate fishing interests, and many think it would be
beneficid to change the MSFCMA to require governors to consult with dl rdevant interest

groups.
Precautionary Approach

Some participants believe that in the absence of aworking definition of “precautionary,” the
precautionary approach is being reduced to doganism. They noted that assessment scientists are
being pressured to gpply precautionary adjustments to estimates of acceptable biologica catch
quotas. Western Pacific assessment scientists think that precautionary adjustments should be
explicit, rather than hidden in the science. Participants said that some scientists think that
precautionary adjustments are policy choices, not scientific choices, and should be made by
manager's.

Some participants believe the precautionary approach prohibits experimentation, and so
precludes the use of adaptive management to fill in ggps in scientific understanding. They sad
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that conservative gpproaches to adaptive management should be used to generate information.
However, people should be made aware that having more scientific information does not
necessarily mean that fishing levels can be higher. More information might diminate sources of
error and reveal that a more conservative approach is warranted.

Constraints on Data Collection

Participants agreed that the Council has very poor data on subs stence, artisand, and
recregtiond fisheries, and that this directly affects the Council’ s ability to meet the requirements
of National Standard 8. It was suggested that data on recreationa angling could be acquired by
extending the Marine Recregtiond Fishery Statistical Survey to the Western Pacific. Other
survey data are aso needed to improve the socid science database, but Office of Management
and Budget requirements under the Paperwork Reduction Act (requiring approval for contacts
with 10 or more people) are hindering the Council’ s ability to do survey work. Participants tend
to believe that obtaining approva from the Office of Management and Budget is so time
consuming thet it prohibits getting timely data.

Severd participants noted that the rules about conducting surveys need clarification. They asked
whether Office of Management and Budget gpprova requirements extend to anyone using
federal funds. But more important, they believe that more flexibility is needed in conducting
surveys. It was suggested that the MSFCMA could be changed to alow voluntary responses to
surveys.

Data Confidentiality

Participants noted that protections of confidentidity can sometimes interfere with good anadyss
and obstruct the management process. For example, when aggregation limits prevent the
reporting of detailed information, they can have the effect of miscommunication. One
perspective on data confidentidity was that people who are privileged to exploit a public
resource need to sacrifice their anonymity in the interest of good management. Another
perspective was that catch locations are sengtive business information. The duration of data
sengtivity varies by fishery, S0 a sunset dause on confidentiaity might fix the problem. At the
least, participants agreed that the confidentidity guidelines should be reviewed.

Observer Programs

Participants said that the MSFCMA needs to provide more guidance on how observer
programs are to be treated. NMFS needs to decide what it wants from observer data—
whether it isto be used only for protected species interactions or whether it could aso be used
for routine management needs.

The Act now protects the confidentidity of logbook data, but does not protect the
confidentiaity of observer data. Freedom of Information Act requests for observer data are not
required to include arationae for arequest. Participants said this issue needs a policy review to
asess the pros and cons of making observer data public, especidly with repect to fishery
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violations. They specified that the review should dso address the question of whether observers
should have enforcement authority. It was noted that if the god of an observer programisto
have observed behavior be as close as possible to unobserved behavior, adding enforcement
authority to observers may compromise data integrity.

Participants agreed that another important question about observer programs is who pays for
them. Observer programs are expensive and there are many unresolved questions abouit fees.
Participants said that NMFS wants the authority to seek fees from the industry to pay for
observer coverage; industry wants to know more about the purpose and duration of an
observer program before commit to pay for it. Some participants think there should be more
observation of foreign fishing practices, which they believe are very wagteful. They
recommended that a policy be devel oped for the types of information requests that are properly
the scope of the industry, and the types that are the responsibility of others. The effect of fees on
small-scale producers should aso be considered. Because funding is such abig issue,
particularly for tools like eectronic vessel monitoring systems, some participants suggested it
may be smpler for the government to pay for it than to analyze dl funding dternatives.

Pacific Insular Area Fishing Agreements

Under Pecific Insular Area Fishing agreements, foreign companies are given permission to fish
under the guidance of athree-year marine conservation plan. The plans specify how revenues
from foreign fishing will be used. Participants explained that people in aress affected by these
agreements think they should have some say in how the agreements are structured—for
example, adding restrictions such as closed areas. They suggested that the MSFCMA could be
amended to alow U.S.-dependent territories to add restrictions to Pacific Insular Area Fishing
Agreements that would be at least as stringent as those in fishery management plans. Public
comment periods could be mandated.

Participants noted that there are four marine conservation plans now under review a NMFS but
the evaluation criteriaare vague. More information is needed about the review criteriaand
process NMFSisusng.

The Western Pecific Sustainable Fisheries Fund was established by the 1996 SFA to hold
payments received under Pacific Insular Area Fishing Agreements. Plans are being devel oped
for usng these funds. Participants said thereis dso interest in alowing the Fund to receive
monies from sources other than these agreements, for example from foreign fishing violations.

3. MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION
The implementation of management decisonsis an important part of the fishery management
process. Roundtable participants exchanged views on management implementation and

identified problems with the current system and how the process could be improved. Their
discusson is summarized below.
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Council/State/Federal I nterface

Some participants pointed out that areas in the Western Pecific are struggling to maintain their
individua differences and culturd identities. They believe that within NMFS, there is not agood
understanding of Western Pacific fisheries or culture. They think the Council needs a dedicated
Regionad Adminigtrator who understands the region and its fisheries and who is more responsve
to the region’s needs.

It was noted that interactions among the Council, NMFS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and regiona governments can be difficult. Some participants believe thet, from the Council’s
perspective, there is too much micro-management by NMFS, and centralized decisonmaking at
NMFS headquarters leads to poor communication between the region and headquarters. They
sad that the Council gets mixed messages about what NMFS will be looking for in documents.
An exampleisthe very poor communication about how various definitions fit into the Western
Pecific context.

Participants said that the guidance provided by NMFS headquartersis not particularly specific
or consgtent. For example, there will typicaly be no communication at al about a document
until the decison deadline has arrived. The Council then receives a decision without explanation.
Some participants believe that people at NMFS headquarters sometimes convey a cavaier
attitude about the work involved in developing and revising plans and plan amendments. A
further problem is the lack of required review deadlines for NMFSto follow.

It was suggested that an amendment to the MSFCMA is needed requiring NMFS to provide

response and guidance to the Council during the document preparation process. This would
increase the probability of obtaining approva for documents at the time they are submitted.

The Roleof NMFS

NMFSis responsible for enforcement, data collection, conservation, fishery development,
protected marine resources, essentia fish habitat, stock assessment, and more. Some
participants questioned whether the agency has too many potentialy conflicting mandates.
Another concern was how to maintain the scientific and adminigtrative integrity of the science
centers and regions when decisonmaking is centralized.

Regional Diversity

Some participants said it isineffective to try to micro-manage fisheries through the MSFCMA.
Many think it would be better to develop a framework through legidation that encourages and
alows specific issues to be developed by the regions.

Council Funding

Participants agreed that funding for the council system is not keeping up with workload
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requirements. All councils are scrambling for funds to cover research and adminigration.
Legidation has layered on more requirements, and the quality of work is beginning to suffer.
People are spread way too thin across respongbilities.

Participants said there needs to be aredligtic assessment of what it costs to manage fisheries,
and funding should cover those cogts. A lack of basic research means that some decisons are
made without a scientific basis, and that leaves the decisions open to legal chalenges.
Participants said the Western Pecific Council wants its own pool of money for research, and to
be able to receive monies from other agencies, like state agencies. Thiswould require a change
inthe Act.

Human Capital Needs

Participants pointed out that athough more stock assessments must be done to meet the new
overfishing and rebuilding requirements, the resources to meet this need are inadequate. For
example, thereisanationa shortage of people trained to do stock assessments. They said that if
the MSFCMA increases the required number of stock assessment, it should also promote more
training in stock assessment. In addition, more people trained in fishery management are

needed, and more basic research in biological monitoring technology is needed as well.

Aquaculture

Hawaii has anew law that dlows for offshore commercia agquaculture in state waters. Ocean
leasing is coordinated under the ocean leasing law, which stipulates no numericd limit to Sate
jurisdiction offshore because the sate wants to make sure it gets royaty payments. It isavery
complex regulatory environment. Participants noted that the MSFCMA may need to be
strengthened to address the environmental consequences of aguaculture. Some are concerned
about NOAA'’srolein promoting aguaculture with financid incentives.

4.“NEW” MANAGEMENT TOOLS

Severd tools and gpproaches not traditiondly used in fishery management have been receiving
increased attention across the nation for their potential to address problems associated with
traditiond management, such as overfishing, overcapacity, bycatch, and habitat degradation.
Roundtable participants discussed the regiond gpplication of each of the following fishery
management tools and approaches.

Individual Fishing Quotas

Participants agreed that the moratorium on individua quotas should be lifted. Individud fishing
quotas remain controversd in the Western Pacific region and not everyone would support lifting
the moratorium, but participants said the Council believes it needs access to the entire “tool

bag” and should be able to decide for itsdf whether to use thistool. They said the Council is
concerned about the preemption of council authority represented by the moratorium. The
American Fisheries Act aso did this, and set a precedent for specid--interest laws. The Council
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would like to manage under the Act without this kind of interference from Congress.

Individua fishing quota programs remove the requirement to micro-manage the fishery, but
some participants pointed out thet their potentia usefulnessis limited in the Western Pecific
because a present there are not many quota fisheries. It is difficult to imagine a system of
individua quotas for internationd migratory stocks, so dternative management tools will be
needed. A goa with these programs and other management tools is to avoid cresting incentives
to hi-grade, especidly given dl the effort that has gone into market promotion for full utilization.

Marine Protected Areas

Marine protected areas are difficult to use for pelagic species, but the possibility of establishing
such areas around some uninhabited idands is being considered. Participants noted that the
Council is exploring whether it has jurisdiction over these idand aress. Given thelarge
geographic area in the Western Pecific, the distribution of marine protected areas will be
important. It was pointed out that a network of marine protected areas Pacific-wide may be
necessary, and that it will be important to coordinate siting with communities.

The state of Hawaii has large marine protected areas around the main Hawaiian Idands, but
participants said the state does not currently evauate the effectiveness of these areas. Areas
closed to specific uses are now used throughout the Western Pecific. Thereis some
consderation of developing management zones whose borders are based on isotherms and
would change seasondly. Some participants believe marine protected areas are possible in this
region because dectronic vessdl monitoring sysems—which dl longline and lobster boats
have—make them enforcegble.

Participants pointed out that there remain many uncertainties about marine protected aress. For
example, What scale is needed to be effective? What are the sources and sinksin cord reef
marine protected areas? What are the effects of high-density tourist use, asin Hanauma Bay?
What are the effects of uses outside the area? If NMFS is going to promote the use of thistool,
participants said the agency should be properly funded and evauated so that the questions can
be answered.

Co-Management

Some participants suggested that co-management authority under the councils should be
recognized and authorized by the MSFCMA.. An example of thistype of gpproach isthe
informal agreement developed by Northwest Hawaiian Idand lobster fishermen regarding effort
alocation.

Fishery Development Programs

Some participants said that there are fisheries in the Western Pacific il in need of
development. Some contended that affiliation with the United States puts American flag
territories & a disadvantage in obtaining financid capital because they are restricted to using
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U.S. funds. For example, fish are the primary resource in Guam, but fishery financing islacking.
Thisisin contrast to the Stuation for neighboring non-American flag idands where donor netions
like Japan are financing boats.

It was stated that Guam receives mixed messages about the availability of fishery development
loan funds, and many people on Guam believe they are poorly treated. The Fishing Vesse
Obligation Guarantee program is now limited to redevelopment or refinancing of existing
fisheries, but snce there is not a history of adomestic fishery in Guam people don’'t qudify for
the program, nor are they able to secure commercia loans. One proposed solutionisto have a
Western Pecific community development loan program, smilar to Alaska's, thet is targeted
toward particular needs.

Community development under the MSFCMA relaes to the federa exclusive economic zone,
which in the Western Pacific is the offshore pelagic realm, not the nearshore area. It was
pointed out that development programs are needed instead for nearshore small-boat fishermen.
Fishery development funds could also be used to build safer boats—for example, 40 rather than
18 feet in length.

Participants did agree that care must be taken to ensure that targeted devel opment programs do
not contribute to overcapacity. While recognizing that some loca or indigenous fisheries need
access to capitd, the gold rush that has played out in Western Samoa should not be repeated.
Fishery development programs should aso be tied to market development so that al fish landed
can be sold.
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ACTIONSRECOMMENDED BY ROUNDTABLE PARTICIPANTS

Genera recommendations offered by roundtable participants to assst the Western Pecific
Council with implementation of the 1996 amendments to the MSFCMA and to improve the
effectiveness of fisheries management in the Western Pacific region include:

Recognize that micro-management isineffective.

Recognize the unique characterigtics of the Western Pecific region.
Recognize that fishing is embedded in dally life in the Western Pecific.
Allow the use of regiona definitions and concepts.

Expand the numbers of trained stock assessment scientists.

Improve the socid science information base.

Egtablish routine evaduations of management program performance.

Many specific actions to implement these recommendations were identified by participants
throughout the roundtable discussion. Those with gpparent support of the mgority are listed
below. Although participants did not necessarily characterize proposed actions as most
appropriate for the Congress, NMFS, or the councils, we have done so here in the interest of
meaking the information more ussful. A more detailed discusson of theissuesleading to these
recommendations can be found in earlier sections of this report.

1. WHAT CONGRESS CAN DO

Fund the council system a aleve commensurate with its responsbilities.

Egtablish aWestern Pacific community development loan program .

Add a Council seat for indigenous people.

Broaden council representation to include environmenta organizations and scientists.
Provide nationd policy as generd guidance but dlow regiond flexibility in meeting gods.
Lift the moratorium on the development of individua fishing quota programs and give
councils back the authority to assess thistool.

Fund the expansion of socia science research and personnd.

Authorize council experimentation with dternative management approaches.

Authorize councils to receive research funds from other agencies.

Strengthen the MSFCMA'’ s consultation authority for nonfishing effects on habitat.
Relax Office of Management and Budget restrictions on the collection of socid science
data

Review and update rules about data confidentidlity.

Require NMFS to provide guidance during document preparation and to mest
established deadlines for review of documents.

Address the international component of bycatch.

Reconcile the Atlantic and Pacific definitions of “bycatch.”

Require that marine protected areas be monitored and evaluated.
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Clarify how seabird bycatch should be treated.
Allow U.S.-dependent territories to add restrictions to Pecific Insular Area Fishing
Agreements as stringent as those in fishery management plans.

2. WHAT THE NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE CAN DO

Develop anationd policy on observer programs that addresses funding, coverage
levels, and data use.

Allow regiond-specific definitions of terms like “community,” “commercid fisheries”
and “recregtiond fisheries”

Allow flexibility in taloring overfishing definitions to the life histories of stocks.
Expand the Marine Recreationa Fisheries Statistics Survey to the Western Pacific,
modified for regiond fishery context.

Decentrdize decisonmaking and improve communication among headquarters, regions,
and councils.

Improve the biologica information base on sharks and tunas.

Improve the information base on turtle bycatch.

Conduct research on avoiding concentrations of bycatch.

Clarify the operationad meaning of “ecosysterm management.”

Dedicate aNMFS Regiona Adminigtrator to the Western Pacific.

3. WHAT THE WESTERN PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL CAN
DO

Pursue market development opportunities for blue sharks.
Evauate the performance of limited-access programs.
Improve the trangparency of Council operations.

Improve the dissemination of Council documents.

Develop informd informational meetings with stakeholders.
Conduct grategic planning involving al Council groups.
Elevate the scientific basi's of management to higher priority.
Coordinate siting of marine protected areas with communities.
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