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Eevigions to National Standard 1 Guidelines on issues commented on by the NEMFC

{Comments addressed through revisions in guidelines are highlighted below)

deatlon

Text from Proposed Guideline

Comment

ECCZ10
1=} 4T =h]

|E) Each SGG shall prowide 1s Regional FIsNEry
Management Councl recommendations for AEC a6 well a5
atner sclentiic advice, as described In Magnusan-Stevens
B D S R L0a e aan e ey S S oo

The quidelines should be clearer about the roles of the 55C and the Councl
In determining informasion o De Included In SAFE reparts. AE managers the
Councll musl also b= allowsad o specily management Informaticn needed In
the SAFE.

ECCLE1D
1=} Pt il (e

|C1 Tne Secelary and each Reglonal Flshery Managemen?
Councl may 2s1abllsh & peer review process for that
Reagiznal Fishery Management Councll for scienifc
rformation wsed 1o adviss e Reglonal Fishery
Management Councl aboust Ing conservation and
management af the ishery (22 Magnuson-Slevens Al
seciion 302(g){1)[E1). If & pesr review process s
astablishad, It should Invesigale the technical marits of
siock aEEEEEMENtE and omer sclentiflc Information used oy
e S3C. The peer raview process |5 not a substitute for the
53C and should work In conjunction wih the S5C.

Al l2ast In the norheasl, the SARC and TRAC would have 1o Incuge 350
members 10 comply whh this provision.

E00Lz10
B HZND}

D] Each Reglonal Fishery Management Councll sha
develop ACLE Tor each of BEs managed fisherles that may not
excaed he fishing level recommendations of e S5C or paer
review process (Magnuson-Stevens Act sechion 3IZ(nE]}

The following lanquage was added: |2} Spectfoation af ASC
The S5C must recommend the ABC to the Councll.

The final recommendation for ASC should came from the S5C and not the
peEr raview procass. The peer reyiew process or Councll Plan Development
Teams could provige alternatives and appropriate information about
unceriainty, sbock vulneramdlity, altematiee candidates for ABCS, e3¢, for the
53C to conslger. In relation to existing stock assassment pesr review
processes, the S3C°s role should be Interpretative and not to provida
addiicnal peer review to work that has already been pesr-resiewed.

This section says the peer reviaw process can st Ishing level
recommendations. This does not s2em consistent wih the M3, which
places this authordly sguarely on the S3C. Mor does It 6esm conslsient wiith
an earller paragraph that says the 35C canno! be raplacad by the pesr
TEvIEw proceEs.

EOCLE1D 1)

| Summary of it o include Je FMPs releted 1o N2

Ths Couzmcils should svalnate 22d describe the following items iz
thedir fshery mazeganent plaz ..

(3} ACT copizel mole

ACTs are now optiona

As recommended by B 53C. the NEFMC feels It is appropriate 1o list ihe
ACT as a swggested component of a fishery management plan rather than
require It as a l=gally mandated component of an FMP. Using an ACT a&
proposed In the gquidelines s & way of trying i separately accountd for
managqement uncerainty. Although the ACT may clearly distingulsh
managqement uncerainty from other socurces of uncertalnty, adding a3 target
does not fundamentally Improve the process. IS more Imporant b comecty
adjust the ACL based on actual performance daia than fo create 3 separats
target or ACT conrol rule bas=d on theory bo account solely for management
uncenainty,

The st of Ilems o Include in FMPs related 1o N3 Is extremely long. Also, Is

R supposed 1o be Incluged for all sbocks that ars “In the fisheny”, a very broad
term? It 15 not clear that Including the extra Infarmation will materally




Major Issues in Council Comments

1.

2.

ACTs - optional

Define overfishing in terms of F instead of

catch — no change — may be defined in terms
of either catch or F

FMPs required to include in-season AMs
where possible — no change
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Major Issues in Council Comments

4. Burdensome FMP information requirements — revised
Information required on data collection, assessment
methods, etc.) can be contained in FMP Or other
documents such as the SAFE report

5. Mixed stock fishery exception — no change — will be
almost impossible to apply

6. No recognition / accommodation of US Canada
Resource Sharing Understanding in terms of NS1
requirements — no change
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Other Issues in Council Comments

1. Change - Council responsible for the contents
of SAFE reports rather than SSC

2. Change - Final recommendations on ABCs to
come from SSCs, not the peer review process

3. The peer review process Is not a substitute for
the SSC & should work in conjunction with the
SSC. No change which means that the Councll
will have to meet this requirement in using
TRAC recommendations.
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Clarification: ACLs / Hard Quotas

NMFS response to comment #11

NMFS agrees that the conservation and
management measures for a fishery are not
required to be “hard quotas.” However, NMFS
believes that the ACL was intended by Congress
to be a limit on annual catch. Therefore,
conservation and management measures must
be implemented so that the ACL Is not
exceeded, and that accountability measures
must apply whenever the ACL is exceeded.
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