AKU-W-84-002 C2

0

of

Contference

November 13-16, 1984
Anchorage, Alaska

University of Alaska
Alaska Sea Grant Report 85-2
April 1985

Proceedings
h e



Alaska Sea Grant College Program Ba e
University of Alaska LOAY Cury oo
590 University Avenue, Suite 102

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Proceedings of the
Conference on Fisheries
Management: Issues and
Options

November 13-16
Anchorage, Alaska

T. Frady
Editor

Donald E. Bevan,
Donald H. Rosenberg,
Conference Chairmen
Brenda R. Melteff,
Conference Coordinator

Alaska Sea Grant Report 85-2
April 1985






Table of Contents

Page

Welcome vii

James 0. Campbell
Acknowledgements ix
Introduction %1

Harold E. Lokken
Executive Summary

William F. Royce Xy
Session I[: Overview Presentations

U.S5. Fisheries Policy Evolution........... oo cois eeao k]

Dayton L. {Lee) Alverson

Fisheries Management Problems: An International
= a1 1T ol A - 33
John Gulland

Conflicting Conceptual Tools and Faulty Similies........ 6l
Douglas B. (Bart} Eaton

The Divergent Results of Political and BioTogical
Considerations in the Management of Fisheries Respurces. 75
William Hingston

Shoutd the Federal Role in MFCMA Management be Played

"Back There" or "Out Here" 7. .. iiieriiiinaraeniarnonnns 87
William Wilkerson

i



TABLE OF CONTENTS {Continued)

Session 11: Fisheries Management Problems Panel!
DHSCUSSTON. cu it isasrnaarnsrsaccssrnassan Ceeraraaeeaa .
Donald E. Bevan, Moderator

Session I11: Fisherfes Management Tools Presentations
and Panel Discussions

The Economics of Management and Allocation: Experience
from Qutside U.5. Fisheries Management.........ocvuvanas
Robert Stokes

Legal Tools and Restrictions Affecting Fisheries
MaANAGEMENE ., .. o ir i inirra v e s s mtar e sar s T
Christopher L. Koch

Fisheries Management Tools--Panel Discussion............
Richard Marasco, Moderator

Sescion I¥: Options and Consequences Presentations and
Panel Discussions

East Coast Groundfish Experience: Industry
Porspective. . e i ar it it e
Jacob J. Dykstra and James A Wilson

The Pendulum Swings: A Public Choice Historical
Perspective of Last Coast Groundfisheries Management....
Lee G. Anderson

New England Groundfish Management: A Scientific
Perspective on Theory and Reality..............oveeins ‘e
Michael P. Sissemwine and 6.D. MarchesseauIt

West Coast Groundfish Management: An Industry View.....
George J. {Joe) Easiey

Fisherias Research and Its Application to West Coast
Groundfish Mamagement.......... e rataraeaaenraanaaans
Robert C. Francis

Pacific Coast Groundfish Management: Evolution and
Prospects.icireriarrnarnns I e
Daniel D. Kuppert

Options and Consequences Panel Discussion............. -
Edward L. Miles and Carl Mundt, Moderators

Session V: Policy Evolution and Implementation Panel
DiSCUSSTON, i iineriiiinarnrras Chreaarir s Phaeaaaeas
Elmer E. Rasmuson, Chairman

Special Addresses...... i Cevseraiaras Ciesaanars

Page

99

127

149

185

223

235

255

279

285

309

341

377

405



Registrants

TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued}






Welcome

James O. Campbell
Chairman, North Pacific Fishery Management
Council

Welcome to a very cold Anchorage this morning, the site of the Nerth
Pacific Fisheries Management Council.. Why was the council located
in Anchorage? When you think of fish you certainly don't think of
Anchorage, but it goes back to the first council, it goes back to
Elmer Rasmusen and Clem Tillion, who thought that it should be
located here because Anchorage is the transportation center for the
state. It's the communications center for the state. It has the
professional services, doctors, lawyers, retail service centers,
hotels (which I understand many of you think we don't have enough
of), and food service.

The conference that starts this morning on Fisheries Management:
Issues and Options, is intended to be more than an exchange of
information among those of us in the fisheries management business.
You'll note that the program includes participants from &11 sectors
of the fisheries--fishermer, processors, government, academia, and
even lawyers.

Qur intention today is to first see if we can identify problems in
fisheries management and then address the methods we may have
available to resolve these problems. 1 have been critical in the
past of the processors and their Jack of attendance at the North
Pacific Fisheries Council meetings. But let me tell you: now Rick
Lauber can relax a 1ittle bit, because he's got John Peterscn on our
council, who will help us with input from that group. 1In addition,
1 would like to acknowledge Henry Mitchell, another new member of
the council, who brings us an in-depth understanding of western
Alaska.

There are probiems, I'm sure you'll agree. Fishing industries

around the world are in trouble, Qurs is no less so than those on
the East Coast, in Europe, or for that matter almost any place you
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may care to guess. There is no question that the resource we are
dealing with in the United States is large, it's productive and it
should be bringing a good return on our investment. The fact is,
it's not returning nearly as much as it should be. We have every
reason to suspect that it may be because of the way we manage it.

We have the most productive and the most resourceful group of
fishermen. Man for man, they are as productive as anyone in the
worid. I think this could be pointed out by the recent catch of
safl fish or black cod; the Atka mackerel now and eventually the
Pacific Ocean perch. OQur industry has proven over and over again,
it can be responsive and supply a good product at competitive
prices. Why then do we see so many problems in both the processing
and harvesting sections of our industry?

Alaska and the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council are
particutarly concerned with finding ways to resolve these problems.
The fishing industry fn Alaska has some marvelous opportunities in
the next few years, as they move into the rich groundfish resources
off of Alaska. We will see the last of directed fisheries by other
naticns off our coast in the very near future. How we manage this
resource--2.5 million tons of fish--and the fishery is going to
determine what benefits will accrue to this industry and to this
country.

While we have an expanding groundfish fishery, other fisheries have
expanded beyond their reasonable 1imits and are increasingly diffi-
cult to manage. I hope that we can get some direction on these
probTems before we are done this week.

You'll note in the conference program, it's been sponsored by a
number of differsnt organizations. We certainly want to acknowledge
them: six of America's Sea Grant Programs; three of the regional
fishery management councils, several government and industrial
organizations, and one fisherman, Barry Fisher,

I again want to welcome you. We are deeply honored to have you here

in Anchorage with us today. [ hope you enjoy our city and that we
learn and tazke home something from this conference. Thank you.
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Introduction

Harold E. Lokken
Director, Pacific Fisheries Foundation

Goed morning, Mr, Chairmen, Ladies and Gentlemen. It is generally
customary for an introduction to a confarence such as this to be
upbeat, to express optimism, and confidence and to indicate that we
have the tools and the collective will to solve the major problems
of fisheries management. I wish this were true. But, [ am afraid
it is not, unless we evidence much greater concern for our fisheries
resources in the leng term. Making this cbservation, I fault no ore
in particular. The blame for this state of affairs belongs to all
of us. I include myself as well,

To quote a bit of popular wisdom, "We have met the enemy, and it is
us." There have been many conferences over the years on fisheries
management, These have served a useful purpose because fisheries
are dynamic. Change is the order of the day. Past menagement is
not necessarily the best for today's fisheries and conditions.
Management must be under constant scrutiny to make certain it keeps
pace with the changes occurring in our fisheries,

The most recent management conference, of which this may be said to
be a successor, was held in Denver in 1978. It, however, was
confined primarily to the management option of limited entry. In
the debate that followed the Denver conference, other options were
offered as substitutes for limited entry. Consequently, the plan-
ners of this conference broadened its scope to cover all issues and
options concerned with fisheries management. The conference speak-
ers represent a wide range of experts from all parts of the United
States and elsewhere, including participants Indirectly as well as
those directly involved with fisheries.

The difficulties of fishery management stem from the regquirement

that good management must of necessity invoive restrictions. Qne
most appropriate comment on management in general was made on a TV
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program by a national commentator, George Will. He said, "Good
management is the ability to inflict pain.™ It is also true that
bad management causes pain, as many of those in the fishing industry
can confirm by personal experience. Management also requires the
allocation of fisheries privileges, and therein lies more dif-
ficulty. Inevitably, some gain while others lose. In our system of
government, the prospective losers in any proposed management
decision can easily convert a biclogical problem into a political
one. Biological solutions, then become virtually impossible to
obtain. The end result is loss for everyone.

The unpopularity of management is caused not only by the need to
allpcate among groups of individuals, but also by the need to
allocate over time. FEven if a particular fishery is restricted to a
set number of participants, it is still necessary to restrict a
season's harvest to provide for harvests in future seasons. The
economic needs of the harvesters and processors however, are such
that the needs of the resources over the long pull are often given
secondary consideration. There are also those looking for a fast
killing in fisheries, hoping to get out with a bundle before the
inevitabie collapse occurs. A1l of this adds to the burden of
management.

In the search for solutions to management problems, there are
probably as many suggestions as there are gear, vessel and geograph-
jcal groups. Unfortunately, there is no agreement on a workable
definition of good management. I use the word “workable" because I
suspect most would agree that good management is a regime that
produces enough fish for everyone on a sustained basis. In place of
this impossibility, the views differ widely.

Good management as perceived by some is considered bad management by
others. FEach definiticn is based upon the perception of the be-
holder, motivated by his economic needs. Good menagement to many is
regulation of the other gquy only. If a limit is involved, the limit
is the capacity of the vessel owned by the proposer, If a season is
involved, the season desired is the one that does not interfere with
the activities of the proponent. If closures are necessary, one's
backyard should remain cpen.

Perhaps, it is too much to expect those regulated to give much help
to the regulators. If this is the case, one option might be to set
up &n ad hoc commission to research the overall problem and offer
solutions, somewhat 1ike the Pierce Commission in Canada. The idea
has some merit in that it shifts the burden and responsibility away
from those directly affected. While any solutions offered have to
run the gauntlet of our political process, the rationale developed
for justifying a solution should ease the burden of securing their
acceptance.

Ore suggestion for a management improvement seems to have universal
appeal. It i a need for better understanding among all of the
elements in the fishing industry. This is the core of this confer-
ence, as [ see it. It involves an exchange of experience and fdeas
among harvesters, processors, managers, academicians, and others
having an interest in fisheries management. It is to be hoped that
the conference will create a dialogue among these diverse interests
that will result in the eventual formulation of sound ideas in
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fisheries management, the need for which will be understood, if not
necessarily endorsed by all,

Ore perverse ray of hope is that conditions have deteriorated im
some of our fisheries to such an extent that this alone will force
improvement. It should be obvious to a1l that past methods will not
work in many of today's fisheries. Solutions, then, depend upon new
concepts. With such a diverse group of participants here, [ feel
sure that many innovative ideas will be advanced. This is certainly
to be encouraged.

While it is not a new idea, limited entry will certainly be high on
the 1ist of solutions offered. This raises some fundamental con-
cerns. If limited entry is a viable sclution to many of our prob-
Tems, is it possible for the fishing industry to isclate itself from
other industries and individuals in the country? Can we set up a
closed-shop regime in 2 common property resource such as fisheries,
where no one except those selected can seek to make a livelihood?
From the opposite standpoint, is it fair for the unemployed from
other industries to swell the ranks of fishermen, and drag down the
standards of 1iving for those who have spent a lifetime in their
occupations? These are basic questions that also need to be con-
sidered in devising new concepts for fisheries management,

In any discussion of the problems of fisheries, it might be usefy)
to consider the problems in other industries. Are we alone as an
industry with our troubles? 1 think not, for the papers are full of
the woes of airlines, agriculture, steel, autos, forest products,
housing, and even banking to name a few. Ours is different, how-
ever, due to the common property nature of most of our fisheries.
Other industries have an opportunity to return to former levels of
health. But not in fisheries. Once the fish are depleted, the
return to health is virtually impossible.

We in fisheries are different in aznother way. We are users of a
public resource, Qur use could be guestioned in the future. Have
we managed properly? Have we given adequate consideration to the
generations that will follow ours? Have the owrers of our fish-
eries, the Americen taxpayers, recefved an adequate “bang for the
bucks" that they have invested in fisheries and fisheries manage-
ment? MWi11 they still be willing to finance fisheries management in
face of the decline of many of our fmportant fishery species? These
are questions 1 hope will be addressed in the four days of this
conference,

There are other questions alse. No discussion of management would
be complete without mentioning the council system of management, Is
the system doing the job intended for it? The councils are eight
years old. As you might expect, they have both supporters and
detractors. When the system was devised in 1976, one cbjective was
to bring mgnagement closer to those managed. This has happened only
in part. Blame for the partial failure must be shared. The sys-
tem's overseers, as well as many of the councils' constituents, have
been reluctant to accept the judgements of the councils., And the
councils have been unwilling tc make the tough and painful decisions
necessary for good management. No one should simplify the diffi-
culties of the councils in addressing problems such as allocations
between mobile and fixed gear, protection of & depleted species in a
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multi-species fishery, and avoiding incidental, unwanted, and at
times prohibited species, when fishing for a target species.

These are only a few examples of a longer 1ist. On balance, the
system generally has been worthwhile, It certainly has given
fisheries resource users greater participation in fisheries' de-
cisions, Not as much as they would like, but 1ike Rome, a perfect
system is not built in a day. Improvements are bound to occur. You
will no doubt hear many suggestions for betterment as this confer-
ence proceeds.

As one who has been involved in fisheries for a Teng time in many
capacities, [ wish to pay tribute to managers of fisheries else-
where, everywhere. My hat's off to them! They have an exceedingly
tough job translating inadequate data on the strength, movement and
fluctuations of fish populations into meaningful regulations,
affecting thousands of vocal individuals. It is easy to be a critic
without responsibility. I have, at times, been a critic and at
other times a part of management. I can testify that it is a whole
of a Tot more fun being a critic.

This conference represents a serious attempt to improve management
and arrest the decline in many of our fisheries. All should partice
ipate fully for it is only through greater communication among ail
of the diverse interests in fisheries that we have any chance of
getting agreement on the many controversial issues that face us in
fisheries management.

Before clesing, I should comment on the student scholarship award
that was to have been a part of this program. Three papers were
submitted by students. The subjects covered were an estimator of
total catch weight, fish estimation from length, and United States
sabTefish management. The judges deemed the three papers tc he
good, but too limited in scope to fit into the program of the
conference. The papers are recommended to any of you who have a
specific interest in the subjects involved. The award which was to
have been given will be used at a later date in some form of
fisheries education,

In ¢losing, I hope that all of you will find this conference a

rewarding first step leading to more rational management and use of
our nation's ficheries resources. Thank you.

®iv



Executive Summary

William F. Royce, Fisheries Consultant

Summarizing this conference is an awesome task after the attendance
of some of the world's best fishery scientists, and a large propor-
tion of industry specialists and pecple knowledgeable about fishery
affairs. I have no intention of trying to go through any great
amount of detail. But there are two or three matters of perspec-
tive that I think are worth using as a8 wind-up.

This meeting has been extraordinarily useful, because of the size
of our resource potential, the size of our management and develop-
ment problems, and their complexities. I would like to say a few
words a bit later on about the people who are not really repre-
sented here, the people who are paying the bills for what we do
with the fisheries: the public. 1 would alsc like to mention some
of the goals that are ahead of us on this present course.

I know that a lot of you are impatient with the specialists from
academia and government agencies, but these specialists have
dedicated their 1ives to understanding a narrow part of the prob-
Tems that face us. [ have referred to some of my academic col-
leagues, as having "insect eyes." You know, the kind of compound
eyes where each person is seen going off in a different direction.
In order to get the rounded camera image, we come to people 1ike
you, people in the industry. |1 have mever heard a better overall
description of industry problems than Bart gave us at the outset of
this session. But specialists are a little 1ike the people you
employ on a larger vessel: a specialist in navigation, one in
engineering, a net specialist, and so on. You don't expect each of
them to do the job of the captain and you don't expect each to look
at the whole picture. You use them for their particular, very
specialized, knowledge.
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This conference is aimed at a very important goal because Alaska's
fisheries are among the largest in the world. If Alaska were a
country, harvesting its fishery resources fully, its production
would rank about fifth in the world. 1 recall a report to the
governor of Alaska about 1979 suggesting that, in the long rum,
Alaska's fisheries are more socfally and financially important than
Alaska's oil,

Let's now try to look at the breadth of our task and how fisheries
management has changed. It's always had a primary goal of
conservation. Many of you have recognized that. It has been
approached by learning about the resources, determing allowable
catch, and then dividing that catch among the people who wani to
fish. This management systems works well in the recreational
fisheries, where one fisherman can be happy catching one fish,
while a commercial fisherman might need a thousand to make a day's
pay. We can even ask that recreational fisherman to release his
catch alive, in some fisheries. Another feature of recreational
fisheries is that they are largely paid for, as far as the special
services to them are concerned, by earmarked license fees and by
special taxes on equipment, I want to come back to that with
regard to commercial fisheries a bit later.

Ccrmercial fisheries management is moving away from just conserva-
tion into development. 1In fact, the Magnuson Act was aimed at
fishery development in this new economic zone arcund our country.
This greatly enlarges the complexity of our management. But let me
compare two of the fishery management operations that have estab-
Tished themselves and in which almost everyone has great confi-
dence.

The halibut commission and the Pacific Salmon Commission regulating
the Fraser River Salmen Fisheries both went through a decade-long
political hassle in their formative periods about 50 years ago.
Both of them localized the biq decision-making out in the field
where fisherman could be advisors, where fishermen knew what was
going on, and where, and in consequence, Tishermen developed a
confidence in what was being done. Maybe some of that has eroded
with the changes in the fishery in the case of halibut, but I
believe it sti11 largely applies. They almost developed a politi-
cal constituency of their own, [ recall a barroom conversation
between a couple of individuals about 20 years ago. They were
complaining because they felt the halibut commission was supposed
to be responsible to our two governments and we didn't control it.
I think there was scmething significant there because, with local
arrangements, the commission was developing the trust and confi-
dence of the people being managed by it,

1 would like to emphasize particularly the people paying the bills
for commercial fisheries. I reviewed the commercial fishery policy
in the western states some 15 years ago and asked about money
raised by special catch taxes and by license fees and so on, and
the cost of the special services to the commercial fisheries, At
that time, the ratio was something like seven to one., In other
words, the public costs were somewhere around $7 for each dollar of
special earmarked tax from the commercial fisherjes.
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The real problem of the fisheries on limited stocks, which is where
we are getting to with all of the world’s fisheries, is aver-
investment, It isn't a theory., It is a fact, all over the world.
! recently reviewed the country experience papers collected by FAQ
in Rome for about 40 countries. Every one of those countries
identified over-investment as a major problem as well as the
resulting subsidies to the fisheries in the interest of maintaining
coastal communities. This problem is not new--it's been known for
centuries. It was described in great detail for the North Sea
fisheries by a British scientist 50 years ago who called it "the
great law of fishing." If we allow uniimited entry on limited
stock, the fishery becomes unprofitable. Some of you have said,
"0k, let the poor fisherman drop out." But whole communities get
in trouble. It isn't just the fisherman: it's the processor; it's
all of the people who work taking care of the fish. The government
bails them out.

This starts with the nature of the resource, The fishery doesn't
show impact immediately. 1In 10 or 15 years the full effect of the
fishery is felt on the resource. S0 there is a failure. Well,
fisheries fluctuate anyway. There's always the hope that this is
natural fluctuation. So government gives a little help to keep
things going. There may be some s1ight gains, then theve is a
further drop.

This eycle is so inevitable, that I think you people must find a
way to get participants out of it as fairly as is possible., The
major reason s the public costs involved. We had information from
Jake Dykstra, I believe, on the private views of the Canadian
scientist who felt that the cost of subsidizing the eastern
Canadian fisheries were higher than the total value of the catch.
There is a remarkable parallel between their situation and
Alaska's. They have the same kind of similar cod-Tike fishes,
rockfishes, herring, flounders, trawl fisheries: they kicked out
all the foreigners with great hopes, just as Alaska has, for what
they were going to get out of this resocurce. What has been their
result? They have roughly twice as much gear, in the view of
Canadian economist, as they should have in that fishery, and major
problems in the coastal communities of Nova Scotia and Newfound-
land. How the same thing is happening in the Eurcpean countries.
I can't give you all the details here, but Norway's fishery is,
again, an old fishery. Many of you may well be related to some
Norwegian fisherman. Their fishery is subsidized by about $1i50
milTion annuyally, simply because of their over-investment problems
and as a consequence of this inevitable cycle.

1f Alaska is to repeat the experience of eastern Canada, all
Alaskans should look very carefully at the ultimate cost of subsidy
programs unless there is enough information at the outset to plan
this, as economists say, more rationally. I recognize that the
word has many implications for you, but it is alsoc a pervasive
problem. Almost 211 of the world's fisheries are now approaching
the 1imit of their productive capacity. Hence, almost all of the
worlds fleets are moving into trouble.

Now a very brief word about the council process. [ have been a

federal bureaucrat, and [ know that the federal system is beset by
a muttitude of people's ideas and deeds at the Washington level.
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Sending problems that you can solve locally back to Washington is a
Jittle like anchoring your boat and letting it atcumulate bar-
nacles. Everything will get fouled up as it gets invoived with
other people's interests from all over the country. It seems to
me, that we must use this council process, this framework system,
and make it work.
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U.S. Fisheries Policy Evolution

Dayton L. (Lee) Alverson
Natural Resource Consultants
Seattle, Washington

INTRODUCTION

Mational and state fishery policy are gensrglly perceived to be
nonexistent or at best a collage of ephemeral short-term goals Sup-
ported by the political regime in power. For the most part, members
of the commercial and recreaticnal fishing industries are quick to
point ovt that problems confronting their constituents flow from the
lack of a recognizable national fishery policy. Academicians have
generally echoed these sentiments, but some writers point out that a
pational fishery policy does exist, that it emerges from an array of
Jegislation and is implicit in the discussiens and actions of govern=
ment and Congress. This author supports the latter perception, that
naztional fishery policy, although confusing and at times conflictirg,
can be unraveled from the historical behavior of government.

It is also this author's view that since the nation's founding, the
U.S. fishing industry has played a significant role in shaping nation-
al fishery policies. These policies have, in turn, helped to mold the
socioeconomic, legal and political environment within which the U.5.
industry functions. Government has historically been confronted with
conflicts between fishermen empioying different harvesting techniques,
between sport and commercial fishermen, and between fishermen of
different nations. New policies, developed through pelitical chan-
nels, have frequently been required to resolve the problems.

In recent history, passage of the Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (FCMA) constituted a significant national declaration of fishery
policy. The act consummated efforts by mejor elements of the U.s.
harvesting sector, processors, and recreational fishermen, to secure
greater control over the resources in waters adjacent to the U.S. The
FCMA has undoubtedly improved the competitive position of the U.5,
fisheries--perhaps more so for fishermen than processors--and has



sharply altered the legal basis for managing fishery resgurces within
the 3 to 200 mile zone. Nevertheless, fishery policies and procedures
emerging from the original act can be expected to be dynamic, and the
concerns and disappointments of different industry sectors and other
users will result in new or modified policies, This paper will
explore the historfcal evolution of national fishery palicies and the
basis of current and future policy functions.

THE BUILDING OF NATIONAL FISHERY POLICY

Rothchild (1972), in a paper entitled “The Need for Analysis in
Development of a United States Fishing Policy," states that the
commonly held view that the U.S. federal fisheries agencies function
without a fishery policy is not correct, and that the U.S. does have a
fishery policy. "This policy," he notes, "is reflected in a consol~
jdation of the decisfons that are made in the various branches of
government at the different hierarchical levels.® He further states
that "the policy is a conglomeration of decisions that would have been
made on more or less an ad hoc basis, whereas it would be much more
desirable to have a decision that arises from fundamentally sound
policy." Before we continue down this path too far and cast too many
stones at the "establishment,” it might be constructive to examine
more closely the historical character of federa) fisheries policy and
its origin,

The federal government became involved in fishery policy early in U.S.
history, when international fishing disputes erupted among cod fisher-
men in the New England area. A federal agency dealing specifically
with fisheries issues was not c¢reated until 1871, however, when the
Fish Commission was established. The commission gave way to the
Bureau of Fisheries in 1903 and to the Fish and Wildlife Service in
1936. These federal bodies were created Targely in response to
declining production of Atlantic salmon, the need to develop fish
culture techniques and by a legislative mandate to rehabilitate
depleted fish runs. Collection of scientific and statistical informa-
tion by the federal fishing entities soon became an integral part of
their operations. Involvement in management, however, was for the
most part limited to international situations or to areas under U.S.
territorial jurisdiction,

In 1956, Congress passed a reorganization act that split the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service into 2 Bureau of Commercial Fisheries and &
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. Reorganizatiaon followed
strong industry pressure to recognize and identify the commercial
fishing interests within the U.5, The act also explicitly defined the
responsibilities of the agency, incorporating such areas as fishery
product technology, fishing gear research and exploratory fishing, and
expanded jts seryice areas to include loans and grants and market
infermation,

Bovernment policy guidance was also provided in a mapdate to maintain
a healthy U,S, commercial fishing industry. This mandate was a
difficult task for the fishery sectcr of government. The post-World
War II era spawned policies in other sectors of government contrary to
protecting U.S. markets from foreign fmports. There is even sironger
evidence that the U.3. marketplace was opened in an effort to balance
trade inequities and promote economic recovery in Europe and Asia.




Although processors and harvesters attempted to secure or maintain
protective duties, this ran against the grain of & gqrowing national
commi tment to promote free trade. In the decade following World War
[T the international financial structure struggled under a severe and
continuing surE1us of exports over imports in the U.S. balance of
payments. It is apparent that in setting priorities for product
protection, fish was not in the same league as steel and textiles,
Hence, there was much pressure to encourage imperts in order to
facilitate recovery in the economics of allies, former enemies, and
lesser-developed countries.

It seems evident that despite a legislative mandate to the contrary,
implementation of fishery policy was thwarted by conflicting policy
goals. Non-fishery policies were clearly held to be of greater
importance to the nation than fisheries, although it is doubtful that
this decision has been explicitly raised in the policy process. For
better or worse, the actions of govermment through much of the 1060s
and 19705 demonstrated an implicit policy of Vimited support to the
U.S. fishing industry, non-intervention in the U.5. market to protect
domestic fishermen from foreign competition, and freedom for U.S.
processors to purchase fishery products from either domestic or
foreign sources and thus provide consumers with lower cost and, as
frequentTy described, "better quality products.”

Federal government involvement in fishery management expanded in the
pest-World War I1 period responding to conflicts between U.S. and
foreign vessels fishing adjacent to the U.5., and problems encountered
by U.5. vessels fishing off foreign coasts. Distant-water fishirg
activities in the late 1550s and 1960s generated a variety of problems
including overfishing, gear loss, economic dislocation in areas
adjacent to the U.$., and sefzures of U.5. vessels off foreign coasts.
The gamut of distant-water fleet problems presented an internal
industry conflict: coastal fishermen saw extended Jurisdiction as a
solution to their economic and conservation probiems while the
distant-water tuna and shrimp fleets sought to preserve their options
to fish off the coasts of other countries.

Extended jurisdiction was considered & dangerous precedent by those
responsible for national security, bringing yet another political
element into the dispute. Government responded as might be expected,
supporting its internal political weight and favoring the national
security interest, Fishing was not a major pelicy Tssue and the
division within the fishery ranks further weakened the political
thrust of extended jurisdiction advocates.

The evolution of natiocnal policy concerned with extended jurisdiction
is briefly described in the book WildTife and America as follows:

The United States took a major step Tn promoting the rights of
nations to exploit the fishery resources off their coasts when it
established the abstention principle (1954}, which stated that if
a country was fuliy utilizing the M3Y of a species and the
fishery was under management and scientific investigation, other
countries should refrain from its harvest. The principle formed
the major binding ingredient of the International North Pacific
Fisheries Commission [INPFC). The concept was not, however,
embraced by the world community as a formula for resolving
fishery disputes. To the contrary, it was often referred to as



an arrangement consummated by the United States and Canada during
a period when Japan was at a disadvantage, following the conclu-
sion of World Mar 1.

The United States subsequently abandoned the abstention concept
and looked instead to multilateral conventions (commissions} to
resolve conservation issues while promoting the principle of full
exploitation of resources on the basis of their MSY. Unfortu-
nately, these commissions failed to deal with underlying social
and economic differences. Furthermore, their procedures fostered
delays fn providing management, and they lacked the ability to
monitor requlations to ensure compliance. To overcome the
ineptress of the commissions, the U.S. government moved to
resolve fishery conflicts through bilateral negotiations.

Although one cannot deny that commissions and the bilateral agreements
provided a degree of protection to the U.S. fishermen, they failed to
stave off the growing demand for an extended fisheries jurisdiction
zone, Despite executive branch opposition, sport and commercial
fishing interests allied with conservationists, and marshalled enough
suppart in Congress to extend the U,S. fishery zone to 12 miles in
1966. This extension was considered inadequate by U.S. coastal
fishermen and suppert for a 200-mile fishing zone mounted.

At the opening of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of
the Sea, the United States supported the 12-mile fisheries zone, but
with increased coastal nation preference over locally exploited
resources. The position, which had 1ittle support within the U.5.
industry and less among the developing countries of the world, was
abandoned within hours after it was presented. In its place emerged
the "three species" approach that authorized a coastal nation to
manage the species primarily inhabiting the continertal shelf and
slope and those species that spawned in and migrated out of the
coastal rivers and streams fnte ocean regions beyond 200 miles,
Highly migratory oceanic species, such as tunas, were to be managed by
international bodies.

Although the government eventually endorsed a 200-mile fishery zone,
it was never actively promoted by U.5. officials. Proposed by indys-
try, the United States supported it because it was an acceptable
alternative that the majority of nations at the conference might
endorse.

Passage of domestic Tegislation extending jurisdiction to 200 miles
illustrates how the political process was used to establish policy.
Throughout its evalution key government departments opposed unilateral
extensfon, claiming that such an act was illegal under international
law and that national policy dictated working within the U,N. frame-
work to find a solution to managing ocean fisheries. The Executive
Branch's failure to persuade Congress to resolve the issue through an
international forum can be traced to industry’'s disillusionment with
progress made in a series of preparatory and substantive sessions of
the Law of the Sea Conference, & problem aggravated by the Department
of State's persistently optimistic view following each session of the
conference that “a solution is {mminent."

Tronically, the extended jurisdiction legislation (P.L. 94-265)
incorporates many features embodied in the abstention concept



established in 1953. U.S. policy had come almost full circle: from
establishing the concept of preferential rights to fully used re-
sources (1954-1956}; to promcting a pelicy of resolving fisheries
issues through multilateral crganizations and bilateral arrangements
(1957-1970); to re-establishing the concept of preferential rights
{1970-1975}); and, finally, to re-endorsing the basic concepts associ-
ated with abstention under a zonal format (1975). The policy cycle,
Targely driven by forces outside of government, conflicted with
executive policy. But the collective external forges ultimately
regenerated a fishery policy, part of which the government itself had
advocated and subsequently discarded some 25 years before, As one
former NCAA director put it, "the U.S. was driven remorselessly to a
position it should have been taking all the time."

The history of extended jurisdiction and formation of the principles
embodied in the U.5. FCZ is a classic example of the hurdles con-
fronting fishery policy development. Problems brought about by
extended jurisdiction were largely resolved within the framework of
the special interest concerns of the fishing groups. Government
responded first to the development of Japanese high seaas fishing in
the Pacific, and later to Soviet and Korean activities. The INPFC and
its protocol were created in response to northwest salmen industry
concerns, agnd its solutions generally met the self interest of that
industry. Timing of the treaty most likely tilted its results in
favor of the U.S. interest.

The abstention principle embodied fn the protocol of the INPFC,
however, soon became a danger signal to elements of the U.S. fleet
involved in distant-water fishing off foreign coasts. Splintered
industry interests diminished the thrust for preferential coastal
status. Growing military concerns over the consequences of extended
Jurisdiction generated a backwash that temporarily sidetracked the
movement for greater ceastal state control. Fishery disputes on both
U.S. coasts were dealt with either through existing international
commissions or though bilateral agreements. Ultimately, extended
Jurisdiction was consummated by a concerted effort of a consortium of
Pacific Northwest, New England and mid-Atlantic fishery groups. Their
cause gained momentum when an ad hoc¢ industry group put together the
"three-species approach group" that winimized internal conflicts
within the fishing industry.

Whether good or bad, the key elements of the FCMA and its management
structures were engineered from outside goverrment. In the end,
fishing groups were supported by sports fishermen, environmentalists
and coastal state fishery agencies. The effort was also assisted by
segments of the academic community that, at the onset of the movement,
was largely opposed to extended jurisdiction, Adoption of the FCMA
was finally achieved by a coalition of strong Congressicnal personal-
ities. The coalition, no longer buying the military argument, was
concerned about the consequences of growing national fisheries con-
flicts, resource depletion and the lack of U.S. control of fisheries
in its adjacent waters.




THE FISHERIES FAMILY!

AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

This example of policy development outside of the federal government
is not unique to fisheries but occurs in other natural resource areas,
such as water, minerals, and oil. History will show that fishery
policies and goals have been Jargely molded by sectors of the fishing
industry and/or state Tishery agencies working with Congress.

Different segments of the fishing industry have periodically taken the
leadership in promoting policy change. During the pre-World War II
era, the salmon and tuna industries were instrumental in securing
protective duties on canned fish. In the post-World War Il period,
salmon processors took the lead in promoting the abstention principle.

The expanded financial role of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries was
suggested by both processors and harvesters. During the 1960s and
1970¢ better-organized fishermen's groups pushed extended
jurisdiction, the FCMA, and many of its modifications.

State fish and game agencies have traditionally played an important
role in promoting fisheries research funding and mitigation and
conservation programs. They, of course, freguently receive federal
funds allocated for these purposes. In addition, state agencies have
guarded state's rights with respect to natural resources control. In
this role, they have successfully engineered prominent membership on
federal todies and international commissions concerned with fishery
management. Their current dominance of FCMA fishery coungils is a
testimony to their success in this arena.

The federal government's role in fishery policy development has
largely been in response to political pressure groups. Tncluding
Congress. It appears to have had a stronger internal role in
promoting and adopting the conceptual and technical basis for fishery
management. In this sense, federal government may have been
respansible for adopting management to achieve the "maximum
sustainable yield" and premoting “full use of the surplus provided by
nature." It should be noted the technical basis of MSY was
formulated by scientific effort outside of government, but adopting
the ogbjective of securing MSY must be credited in part to key
officials serving in the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries.

Outside of the fishing industry and government bedies, academic groups
and conservationists have alsoc played important roles in fishery
policy debates. Processors, fishermen, conservationists and
academicians have not always seen eye-to-eye, Their goals and
interests differ. The ability to effect mejor fishery policy changes,
however, has depended on building strong support among these
influential members of the fisheries family. Minor policy changes and
goal setting can be achieved without significant support of the major

The family comprises processors, including their sales and
distribution elements; converters; commercial fishermen; recrea-
tional fishermen; conservationists; environmentalists; academ-
icians; scholars and state fishery agencies.



advocacy groups as leng as the proposed change is not antagonistic to
other members of the family,

Federal fishery policy s most easily revamped or changed when the
policy goal does not infringe on policies important to any member of
the family or other interest groups. The long and frustrating strug-
gle for extended jurisdiction is an example of palicy that developed
despite divergent views amoung user groups.

In its early development, extended jurisdiction found only modest
support among the fishing community. Recreational and consumer groups
were only mildly interested. The academic community, for the most
part, opposed the idea. At the onset of the Law of the Sea (L0S)
meetings in the early 1970s, a large section of the commercial and
recreational fishing community began to consolidate efforts to achieve
extended jurisdiction, At the same time, the academic faction began
to splinter. HNational security interests, however, remained a for-
midable obstacle to successful attainment of extended jurisdiction,

The conflict between the fishing groups and the national security
faction was largely resolved by policy development at the interna-
tioral level. That 95, the acceptance of the concept of the 200-mile
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) by a majority of the world family of
nations, The Caracas Declaration, supporting the 200-mile EEZ, was a
trade-off of U.S. objections to the EEZ in exchange for supporting
freedom of movement through straits. Thus, objection to the EEZ was
dropped in order to secure more important national goals, particularly
maintenance of a reasonably narrow territorial sea.

[n the late stages of naticnal fishery policy evelution concerned with
extended jurisdiction the fishery family, in concert with an
international movement toward extended jurisdiction, persuaded
Congress of the validity of their arguments. Simply stated,
preservation of fishery resources and people dependent upon them
required more timely action than could be expected from the tedious
debates of the LOS forum. The fishery family found several strong and
willing spokesmen in the Congress. [Extended coastal state juris-
diction was portrayed as consonant with the interest of most of the
world family of nations. In 1ight of the direction taken by the
fishery interests at the L0OS conference, U.S. national security
arguments were less convincing. Congress acted in 1976 to create
significant new U.S. fishery policy.

This scenario leads to the conclusion that the fishing family is
capable of molding signfficant new pelicy. Successful policy
deveTopment, however, is contingent on getting agreement, or at least
not having significant objecticn to the policy goals from 1) the
fisheries family 2] other national interestis, such as national
security, trade, agriculture, oil, shipping and banking; and 3) U.S.
international and global community interests.

Frequently, fishery policies have not extended beyond the family,

This was particularly true prior to World War II when the responsfbil-
itfes of the government fishery entity were confined largely to
science, fish culture and information dissemination, The expansion of
its fisheries role in the post-war period included financial support
of industry, international trade, fishery development. An increase in
international disputes further broadened the number of groups



interested in fishery policy. As a result, policy development has
become more complicated, the number of ocean-oriented interests has
grown, and the environmental and conservation movements are better
organized, increasing the probability of multiple-use conflicts,

GOVERNMENT ATTEMPTS AT POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Although the program elements associated with natural resource use and
conservation changed over time, the policy thrust in this area has
remained largely intact. There remains a national commitment to
ensure that the fishery resources are used in a manner that minimizes
waste and that use of the resource does not destroy the options
available to future generations.

Socioeconomic policies concerned with the well-being of users have, by
contrast, undergone considerable change. There has been a significant
post-World War II increase in government services associated with the
fishing industry. The FCMA and its incorporation of optimum yield
{0V} goals codified the legal right and obligation to consider
socipeconomic as well as ecological aspects of resource management.

It brought inte full focus issues concerned with allocation including
multiple-use conflicts between recreational, commercial, and marine
mammal interests and conflicts between fishevmen and industrial
developers.,

It is interesting to note that the currently established National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) mission outlined in the agency's
"Strategy Plan" is to "achieve a continued optimum utilization of
1iving resources for the tenefit of the Nation." This goal translates
pragmatically as management and development. Optimum utilization
inciudes protecting not only fish but also marine mamals, endangered
species and the habitats that foster these resgurces. In addition,
the NMFS mission states that assuring continued resource productivity
through conservation and management will yield substantial berefits to
the nation. These bemefits include jobs, profits, export earnings,
subsistence, racreation, a better-fed population and a2 healthy
ecosystem. The mission includes creating a husiness climate conducive
to0 more economic benefits and the guardianship of resources and amity.

This statement of mission is rather broad and lacks guidance on
specific geals and objectives. Nevertheless, the commitment to
conservation and fishery development is apparent. The stated mission
is not, however, a clear enunciation of U.S. fishery policy but of
agency goals that will allow it to respond to what 1t perceives as
Tegislative and administrative policy. The commitment to the stated
mission must be gauged against specific administrative programs
designed to implement and secure policy goals. In_the past, such
goals have frequently been subjugated to more powerful conflicting
policies evolved in other sectors of government or to parochial
interests.

In our view, Rothchild is quite right that implicit and explicit
fishery policy exists in the form of legislative commitment and the
record of administrative actions. Some elements of fishery policy
have remained consistent over a long time~frame while others have been
dynamic, changing with party politics or expanding government
commitments within the fishery arena. The criticism that government
has no clear fishery policy to guide resource use and development is
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in part true. However, government has attempted to surface a broad
set of policy goals in regard to fisheries or the oceans in general.

Qver the past three decades both the administration and Congress have
commissioned and requested certain entities to develop national
strategy and policy concerned with fisheries and the oceans. The
President's Scientists Advisory Committee {PSAC} panel on ocean groups
was formed in 1965 to evaluate our nation's effort to explore,
urnderstand and develop the oceans. Among the panel's principle
objectives was to "draft a statement of goals for a national program
to serve the marine interest of the U.S. and to define the federal
role in pursuit of these goals." In its findings and recommendations,
the panel proposed that the ultimate objective of the national ocean
program be "effective use of the sea by man for all the purposes
currently considered for the terrestrial environment: commerce,
industry, recreation and settiement, as well as for knowledge and
understanding." PSAC left it to government to enunciate national
policies concerned with marine interests.

In 1968 the Stratton Commission delivered its findings in a document
entitled "Our Nation and the Sea." The commission was established by
Congress in 1966 and is officially known as the Commission on Marine
Science and Engineering. The commission was to formulate a
comprehensive, long-term, national program for marine affairs designed
to meet present and future national needs in the most effective ways
possible. The commission report recommended broad policy as well as
specific program goals. Twenty-four recommendations specifically
aisociated with fisheries were formilated by the commission {Appendix
1}.

Another attempt to promote a national ocean policy was undertaken by
the Naticnal Academy of Engineering (1976) which produced a document
entitled "Toward Fulfillment of a National Ocean Commitment." The
Academy made 13 fisheries recommendations (Appendix 2) that were also
fairly broad.

The above-mentioned planning documents and reports constitute some of
the more notable efferts from the Tate 1950s to 19705 to promete and
influence a natfonal ocean policy including fisheries, They were
preceded by several similar efforts in the early 1950's. Most were
the products of university scholars, government scientists and a
sprinkling of industry advisors.

Many of the various recommendaticns were made obsolete by subsequent
changes in jurisdiction and technological developments. Others faited
the test of political acceptability. Some are 2 component of current
government poticies and programs. The energetic planning efforts and
proposals of the 1960s and 1970s gave way to new political concepts
and changing national priorities. Failure to understand the political
process that leads to successful policy formation, however, also took
its tol] on recommendations. The academic attempts to influence
policy employed many of the mations leading scientists, engineers and
scholars involved in ocean affairs. The process did not however,
inciude significant input from a broad segment of the recreational and
commercial fishing industries. These groups alone formed a sufficient
pelitical force to scuttle unpopular recommendations, particuiarly if
they required significant government funding.
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Politically, the most effective planning effort was the Eastland
Report {1977}, developed in close harmony with the fishing industry.
This effort was more pragmatic and resembled a national wish 1ist, but
was a casualty of the congressional attitude regarding spending and
changing administration goals.

In addition to these broad approaches to ocean policy evolution, HMFS
and 7ts predecessor, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries (BCF), also
tried to define the government role in fisheries, At least five
significant in-house documents were developed between 1960 and 1983,
periodically with the help of numerous key fisheries personnel. They
have, however, seldom been publically exposed; most were quickly
retired in favor of new planning efforts and/or were swept aside or
?cutgled by new administrations or the Office of Management and Budget
OMB).

The inability of NMFS/BCF to produce a desirable national fishery
policy may reflect the government planners' tendency to protect their
turf and promote solutions in consonance with their particular areas
or specialties, or to live within well-defined administrative
guidelines. This 15 not unique to goverament officials but perhaps
more aggressively pursued by them because of a greater need to protect
self interest. In addition, government planners' lack of political
awareness has been a major stumbling block to successful policy
development. The continued criticism, by industry and academicians,
that government lacks a well-articulated national fishery policy.
however, may be misdirected. Congress and the administration have
both made attempts along these Tines.

GOYERNMENT'S CONTEMPQRARY STATED POLICY

In a 1979 WMFS planning document, the general character of federal
activity in fisheries was discussed. Tne author(s} drew heavily on
Peter Steiner, professor of economics and law at the University of
Michigan, in commenting on this matter. Two criteria, economic and
pelitical, were used to evaluate the appropriate role of government:

. The economic criteria states that 'the opportunity cost of public
sector resource allocation must not exceed the value of goods
produced to satisfy the public sector demand. That is, a greater
return should not have been possible in an alternative investment
in the public or private sector.

. The political criteria hold that any federal activity is
appropriate if a large enough interest group can bring sufficient
weight and legislative mandate to bear in implementing the
activity.

This suggests that "all" is possible. Depending on the political
force generated, it is probably true if the policy or goal is not
contrary to the Constitution. The extensive 1ist of federal services
to fisheries, as listed in a 1979 task force report, illustrates the
broad involvement of goverrment in the fisheries area (see Appendix
3). This list, which only involves the development sector of the
current federal fishery mandate, demonstrates the extent te which
government has responded to users and projected itself into the
business end of fisheries,
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Current fishery policy is, thus, a mixture of many approaches
embodying the interest of diverse groups. In U.S. Ocean Policy in the
1970s: Status and Issues, the Department of Commerce reports that
current fishery pelicy s "an amalgam of many approaches, both ¢ld and
new, aimed at dealing with the complexities of declining fishery
resources, a fragmented industry, growing consumption, growing
imports, increased pressure from foreign fleets, and increased
competition from recreational fishing. Federal fisheries policy s in
a state of transition and is likely to remain so for a number of
years. The enactment in 1976 of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation
Act, more commonly called the 200-mile law, has contributed further to
the complex situation. Though a major afm of the legislation was to
curb foreign fishing off U.S. coasts, the Act's management controls
apply equally to domestic fishing.,"

The report notes that:

Implementation of the Fishery Conservation and Management
Act of 1976 is the dominant factor in U.S., marine fisheries
policy at this time. Because the Act is relatively new,
many policy adjustments represenmt the normal 'fine tuning'
associated with carrying out any major new law, Many more
fundamental policy revisions may be needed as experience is
gained with the new law and its full effects become clear.
Thus, the United States can be described as entering a 'new
era' in fisheries policy in the late 1970's.

Federal fisheries policy now consists of three major
components: fisheries research and information; fishery
management and conservation; and development of fishery
resources and the fishing industry.

Since enactment of the 200-mile law, the primary goal of
Federal fisheries research and information policy has been
to ensure that adequate scientific data are made available
for conservation and management purposes. Basic biological
and ecological vesearch pertaining to fisheries, however,
has been a mainstay of Federal fisheries programs for many
years. While much of this work is now being applied to
fisheries management problems, other basic research and
information programs are being conducted to:

. gain knowledge about particular species of fish, their
envirenment, and their sensitivity to environmental
change,

. protect marine mammals and endangered marine species,

. resolve problems related to fish culture and hushandry,
and

. impreove harvesting and processing technology.

In all, nine federal departments and agencies administer
marine fisheries research and information programs,
including the Departments of Commerce, Interior, Army {Corps
of Engineers), Energy, Navy and Agriculture; the
Environmental Protection Agency; the Naticnal Science
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Foundation; and the Mationa! Aeronautics and Space
Administration. The Federal Government's principal marine
fisheries programs are administered by the Natiomal Marine
Fisheries Service {NMFS), a part of the Department of
Commerce's National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
NMFS is responsible for monitoring and assessing the
composition, distribution, abundance, and availability of
living marine resources, including threatered and endangered
marine species and marine mammals. The data and information
resulting from this program are sued for various purposes,
but their primary value is in implementing Federal fishery
and conservation and management measures. The work is
carried out at seven regional centers and 17 associated
laboratories, and involves numerous at-sea surveys by
research vessels.

Although the above policies may seem in the fishing industry's
interest, national fisheries policy has not always seemed helpful or
supportive to U.S. harvesting and processing interests, These
industry sectors see goverrment as a cumbersome, inept body
interfering in their affairs. On the other hand, both frequently Took
to government for financial aid, informetion, and assistance to
resalve economic problems and international conflicts.

The lesson to be learned is that 1) the government administration is
unlikely to play a prominent role in fishery policy development, 2)
key elements of past and current policy were produced by outside
groups, working with Congress; 3) party political views frequently
temper policy; 4) despite its size, the fishing family has frequently
generated policy that has had major influence on the viability of U.S.
fisheries; and 5} if the implicit and explicit fishing pelicies of
this nation seem internally inconsistent and chaotic, it probably
reflects a) fragmentation in the multi-faceted industry it serves, b)
internal confiicts and conflicting regional policies of congressional
blocs concerned with Fishery matters and c) policy conflict with other
sectors of our economy.

This conclusion hints at the futility of policy development, but the
more pragmatic conclusion is that we have been laoking to the wrong
practitioner. If commercial recrzation fishing interests believe that
a national fishery policy proclaimed from a high level of government
would play an important role in guiding fishery management and
development, then the fishing family is the best forum in which to
draft, surface and submit such a policy to government. A starting
point could be internal planning by a coalition of harvesters,
processors and recreational interests.

Policy evelution at the regional council level is much the same as
described for the national scene. The arena is certainly smaller and
nossible actions are limited by the legislative bounds of the FCMA and
administrative guidelines. MNevertheless, policy formation within the
council structure is a political process testing the limits of the
sometimes vague and confusing legal membrane of the FCMA. Special
interest groups work fervently to gain whatever advantages are
possible to support their cause. These interests may vary between
fisheries, and coalitions within the council family may differ from
jssue to issue. As on the national scene, the seemingly conflicting
management policies emerge between fishery plans over time, reflecting
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the pliability of the council system {within the limits of law) toward
its constituency. Political constituents can be both the force behind
pelicy evolution and the custodians of the FCMA's purpose.

CONCLUSIONS

The thests of this paper has been that a national fishery policy does
exist and that it has