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This marks the second edition of The Atail Huoy. A great deal has occurred since the last issue 
was published. We hope this new publication blings our readers up to specd on the ever changing 
world of observing. 

The most immediate change that readers of our first letter will notice is that the Mail Ruoy has 
become a publication ofthe Association for Professional Observers (APO). As you will see on 
the following pages, the APO has been quite active and the line which separated it from the Mail 
Buoy became rather ill-dd~ned. 

The APO was bom out of the necessity to create change in the working situation for observers. 
The 1\orth Pacific Fisheries Management Council (the Council) has been holding debates over the 
future of the observer program; and obseners. both on their own and through the /\PO, have 
mack themselves heard. The fight is far from o\er though. We encourage all observers, fonner 
and current, to pursue writing letters and vocalizing their unique perspective. 

WHA T HAPPENED TO THE RESEARCH PLAN? by Mandy Merklein 

At the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council's (Council) September meeting held in 
Seattle, a close vote (6-5) by members of the Council yet again delayed the implementation of the 
Research Plan. The Research Plan received much support during testimony from observers, 
conservation g.roups and businesses. Howe\'er a g.roup of representatives from the larger members 
of the fishing industry testified in opposition to the Research Plans' implementation which would 
have imposed a percent fee on the industries catch to pay for the deployment of observers. 

During 1995, a number of issues have been raised by industry and others concerning the details of 
the Research Plans implementation. These C01~cems were addressed by the :\at10nal \!arine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS)' discussed with the Observer Oversight Committee (OOC), and a 
modified Research Plan was presented to the Council in September. The OOC felt there were no 



longer any overwhelming technical issues impeding the implementation of the Research Plan. 
However, the redistribution of costs among the fleets and processors was an over-riding 
consideration which prevented the committee from reaching consensus. The lack of industry 
support of cost equity, this fundamental element of the Research Plan may be what finally kills its 
implementation. 

The Research Plan was created to address two basic principles. One was to improve and 
strengthen the integrity of data collection and provide for greater tlexibility in observer 
distribution. Ine other was to address the issue of cost equity for this industry funded observer 
program. The Council directed NMFS to develop a program that would be based on a user fee 
system which distributed costs to all fishery participants on the basis of the landed value of the 
catch. Such a redistribution has resulted in significantly increased observer costs for some sectors 
of the fleet, those who land the most fish and benefit from the resource. Not surprising many in 
this sector of the industry would rather not shoulder a greater cost burden. However it is quite 
disturbing that those in the industry who knew they could not support the cost redistribution 
element of the Research Plan did not discuss this issue openly in the April or June Council 
meetings. Equally frustrating is that this concern wasn't voiced frankly years ago, even though the 
change in cost distribution was well understood to be integral to the Research Plan. As a result a 
program which is now likely to fail due to a lack of industry support, was allowed to develop, 
raising false hopes for the obsef\ers, and consuming vast amounts of time and effort for all 
involved parties. 

The Research Plan has not been killed yet. Full implementation is still possible for the Research 
Plan in 1997 if the Council chooses this direction at the next meeting in December. HO\yever, the 
Council will be entertaining other options at this meeting. An alternative to the Research Plan is 
being currently developed ~md will be presented at the Decemeber meeitrlg. giving the Council 
even more material to deliberate on. The idea for an alternative or third party system was first 
presented to the Council during the September meeting by Jerry'\elson of Courage ous l Baronof 
Fisheries and Nancy Munro of Saltwater Inc. The proposed Alternative Plan or third party system 
would establish a separate agency such as the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission 
(PSMFC) to be contracted to provide an ann's length arrangement between the contractors and 
\esse1s. TIle alternative program would probably be funded on a pay-as-you-go system as is 
currently in place rather than the unpopular fee system. 

The Council felt that this alternative needed further development and consideration before a 
commitment was made to the existing Research Plan. During the next Council meeting the 
Council will review reports made by NMFS, the OOC, and hear public testimony on the future 
direction of the observer program. The Council is then slated to take action to either support the 
Research Plan or decided to fulther develop and implement an altemative plan. 

Although fishing industry representatives at the Council meeting have recently been unsupportive 
of the Research Plan, In the past many have stated a strong support for improyements to the 
current obsen'er program so that good, professional level observers. are encouraged to retum and 
a large corps of experience. committed professionals can be developed. We must hope that the 
Council and industry will work hard to overcome this current impasse and work with NMFS to 
implement the needed changes and protection observers have been requesting for over fi\e years. 
The current observer program may simply not survive much further delay and stay intact. 



In the interim, the current pay as you go system will stay in place for 1996. No industry fees will 
be collected in 1996 and the fees thus far collected for the Research Plan may have to be retumed 
to industry ifthe Council rejects the Research Plan. As long as the Council does not enable further 
delay, the current observer program could be replaced in 1997 with either the Research Plan or 
perhaps an altemative. What direction the observer program will take in the future may be well 
decided in December. We encourage you to be an active part of that decision by panicipating 
through testimony at the Council meeting, or calling and writing the Council members directly. 

OBSERVERS PRESENT STRONG TESTIMONY By Teresa Turk 

Since the inception ofthe APO this swnmer, we have been very busy trying to have our lives as 
observers understood and respected. Observers were incredibly supportive in the letter writing 
campaign to NPFMC members. Some members commented at the September meeting in Seattle 
they had received over 80 letters each and we "won the letter writing campaign of the year award. '" 

In addition to letter writing, 11 observers courageously gave testimony at the September COlUlCil. 
Despite rwming 3 days behind schedule and hearing us at the least attended and most incomenient 
time (Saturday aftemoon and Sunday moming), these dedicated observers prevailed. A heartfelt 
and congratulatory beer is in order for the follo\ving folks: 

• 	 Steve Copps & Mandy Merklein-Introduced the APO and our concems as an organization. 
• 	 Dan Cunningham-Explained and compared our wages to biologists working for other 

agenCIes. 
• 	 Tracey Mayhew-Discussed how working at Starbuck's makes more economical sense than 

observing. 
• 	 Jen Boucher-Noted her support for the Research Plan 
• 	 Dayna Hawes-Noted her concem about declining salaries in the Shellfish and Groundfish pay. 
• 	 Kim Dietrich-Raised concems about data integrity and what part she plays in maintaining 

quality. 
• 	 Bill Monheimer-Discussed the continued threat of non-payment to observers from bankmpt 

contractors. 
• 	 Gillian Stoker-2nd time given testimony, lack of SUpp011, low morale and poor pay in 

program. 
• 	 Richard Weyers-Raised the point that observers should be represented on the AP or Council 

itself. 
• 	 Teresa Turk-Highlighted the many unanswered questions regarding the new alternative plan. 

Although our testimony was moving, truthful and supported by other groups and individuals
Alaska Marine Consenation COW1cil. Penny Pagels, Da\e Edick and one small boat owners 
association, the NPFMC voted 6-5 against the Research Plan. A motion by Bob Mace-Oregon 
Dept. ofFish and Game was passed to consider the altemative or third party Plan and to extend a 
final \ote until the December Council meeting in Anchorage. A complete list of how each 
member voted will be posted next to their address and phone number at the end 0 f this newsletter. 



AN ALTERNATlVE TO THE RESEARCH PLAN by Mandy Merklein 

DUling the September North PacifIc Marine Fisheries Council meeting Nancy MlUITO of Saltwater Inc. 
and Jerry Nelson, Courageous Seafoods, proposed an alterative to the Research Plan. This altemative 
has been referred to as the alternative plan or umbrella plan or third party system. The COIDlcil showed 
interest in the alternative plan and asked that it be further developed, reviewed, and presented, for 
consideration at the December Council meeting in Anchorage. 

There are several different options that could be developed under the third party system. 'The current 
option under consideration would select a third party organization that would serve as an interface 
between the fishing industry required to obtain observer coverage and the observer companies that 
provide observer services. This altemative plan would probably be funded by a modified pay-as-you
go system like the one currently in place. However the fishing industly would pay the third party 
organization rather than the observer contractors. The third party would then select observer contractors 
based on a competitive bid system. Observers would probably continue to be hired and paid by their 
observer contractors. ~ationaJ f\larine Fisheries Service and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
would continue to certify contractors and observers. Observer training and debriefing responsibilities 
would probably remain unchanged. 

The third party system as currently envisioned would not enable the flexibility in observer placement, 
nor redistribute the cost ofthe program through a user fee, as is provided under the Research Plan. 
However, proponents of the alternative plan state that it will be able to offer solutions to other 
problems observers face under the current observer program. In particular the loss ofgood experience 
observers from the program due to severe cuts in compensation and the development of standardi7.,e 
observer insurance. In addition, an arms length relationship would be established which would 
diminish the possibilities of conflict of interest between the observer contractors and fishing industry. 

Who would this third party entity be? The originaJ proponents ofthe third party plan recommended 
that Pacific States :"larine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) act as the third party organization. The 
PS'vITC is a well respected and established nonprofit agency who has successfully directed and 
administered many lmge complicated fisheries projects including other observer programs. Cer1ainly 
PSMFC is well suited to take on such a large responsibility and has offered their experience and 
assistance in developing the thIrd patiy system. However '\;"r..,fFS has not been able to guarantee that 
PSMFC will be selected to serve as the third party organization as this large contract senice is likely to 
be award through a competitive bid process. 

The alternative plan is still being developed and it is unclear weather the third party orgatli7ztion 
selected under the plan will given the support and direction it will need to be able to be responsive to 
observer concerns. Currently the third party system has much support from industry. But so did the 
research platl in its infancy. Observers concemed with the fhture ofUle obseryer progratn should be 
vigilant that their needs are being addressed in a timely and responsive manner under the deyelopment 
of this altemali\e plan. Optimistic suppcniers of the alternative plan say tlmt the plan could be 
implemented by 1997. Those who have watched the slow painful process the Research Plan developed 
under certainly see that time line as atl ambitious goal. For more detailed infonnation on the third 
pat1y system, contact the Association of Professional Observers, Chris Oliver at the Council, or NMFS 
observer program stafr 



WHAT KIND OF NOISE HAS THE APO BEEN MAKING? by Teresa Turk 

TIle following is a sWllmary of some of the most recent APO activities. Longer articles on the 
some of the hot topics are di scussed in further detail. Please come join us and get involved with 
this empowering project. 

• 	 The APO has been looking into the possibility of unionizing. Being a union as opposed to 
being non-profit (our current status), potentially offers more protection to members and our 
organization as a whole in the event of a strike or being threatened with legal action (libel, 
slandeL sedition, etc.) Please also note the foml at the end of this publication ,,,,hether you m'e 
in support of a Union. We need your feedback. 

• 	 'llle APO has created and sent out an observer package to contractors. N:..tFS, NPFMC, OOC, 
and industry associations stating items and concerns that should be in the fmmdation of an 
observer progrmn implemented in the future (modification of current system, Research Plan, 
or Urnbrella Plan). See related article. 

• 	 Tracey Mayhew has been tackling the slippery issue of insurance and certain wording in the 
reauthorization of the Magnueson Act which will severely limit an observer's ability to sue a 
vessel. See a more complete detailing below. 

• 	 Several members of tile APO have been trying to network with other environmental groups 
that support a strong, effective observer progrmu. In addition, several members of the press 
have been contacted and articles exposing the problems of the current system and the positive 
impacts of the APO have been written. 

• 	 Weare working on obtaining a bulk mailing classification to lower the cost of letter writing 
cmnpaigns and mailings of the Mail Buoy'. 

• 	 Other members are writing letters and tTacking down Congress people to have input into this 
\Jagnueson Act legislation that limits our rights to sue. Also Congress needs to be infonned 
of the poor wages and hazardous working conditions with questionable insurance. 

• 	 APO members have been actively lobbying members of the NPFMC, Scientific & Statistical 
Committee (SSC) mld Advisory Panel (AP) mld meeting informally with industry associations 
and contractors. 

MORE ON THE AI'O by Steve Copps 

Since the APO began we have iemned a great deal as more mld more people have come to rely on 
us for the "observer point of view." One of the messages that is constantly reinforced is the 
importance of observers in fisheries management. From contractors to industry to scientists the 
APO has generally been embraced, albeit tentatively by some. The prevailing wisdom is that you 
just can not successfully manage a fishery without llS. The logical extension is that the 
aforementioned are going to have to do quite a bit better to insure the good observers stick arOlmd. 
Even though many accolades observers are cUlTently receiving is suspected rhetoric that will 
quickly be forgotten when the adjusted bill comes due, we graciously acknowledge the truth and 
accept the praise. 



Recently an international conference on by-catch reduction was held in Seattle. Presentations 
were given by many of the most respected names in fisheries science. Reports are that a 
prevailing theme of the conference was the necessity for observers to provide high quality, real
time data. This is international wisdom that we should not forget as we fight for the most basic 
elements of ajust compensation package. 

On another note the APO has found itself in a couple of situations which may be deemed 
contentious (we never thought it would all be easy). It has become obvious that members who are 
under contract with a given contractor or deployed on a certain vessel should be careful when 
acting as an APO representative. If you feel that you may be compromised, use your own 
judgment and be willing to refer the issue to another representative who does not share your 
conflict. It is important to take care of yourself first in this era where observers have so little in 
the way ofjob security and reasonable protection. 

OBSERVER COMPENSATION INSURANCE by Tracey ~ayhew 

The issue of Observer Compensation Insurance has been long and complicated. One of the 
reasons for this is that observers lack classification in the Magnueson Act. Are we Seaman, like 
the crev'I on vessels? Are we Longshoremen" Does the work that we do fit the definition of these 
tenns? In the current situation those questions would be answered by a judge should your case 
reach the courts. The compensation you receive would be detenllined by the judge' s ruling that 
day and very possibly, as has been the ruling in other cases, you would get nothing. The council 
has recognized this problem and put to task the Insurance Technical Committee (ITC) to find a 
solution. 

Upon investigation the problem gets even deeper. In order to insure themselves fully, observer 
contractors must carry a vast array of insurance that a court may deem you not entitled. These 
types of insurance are very expensive and as we know the expenses of the contractor in one way 
or another affects evelybody. 

Much research and discussion has gone into detennining what kinds of insurance are available to 
cover observers and how to proceed in order to be entitled to them. The two main choices are the 
Jones Act (P & 1) or the United States Longshore Harbor Worker's Compensation Act (USL&H). 
Either choice will require an amendment to the legislative act to define observers as either seamen 
or longshoremen. Historically the Jones Act and USL&H were passed by Congress to address the 
unique lifestyle and working conditions of seamen. Only recently has it been recognized that 
observers too have a very unique situation and therefore require a specific classification. 

The lTe has asked obseners which Act they would like to be defined under, Jones Act or 
USL&H. We have been given a third choice as well, to remain status quo. The onus is on you, 
the observer. to decide for yourself and for all others that follow you. what stahlS observers should 
have. There are positive and negatives aspects with each classification. Below is a list of 
important facts regarding each. 



Jones Act 

• 	 Medical expenses paid* 
• 	 3 years to bring action against employer 
• 	 Low standard of proof of causation (it's easy to prove it was their fault you were injured.) 
• 	 Can settle out of court (this is usually the case except when the circumstances are questionable 

or the claim high enough that a court battle ensues.) 
• 	 May be entitled to: 

1. past and future wages 
2. past and future medical costs* 
3. pain and suffering compensation 
4. disfigurement compensation 
5. mental anguish compensation 

• 	 Observers negligence reduces the award. 
• 	 In the event of death. survivors may bring a suit of action against your employer. 

*Medical payments are made until maximum recovel)' is attained. 

USL&H 

• 	 All reasonable and necessal)' medical payments are paid for life. 
• 	 All injuries and illnesses caused by or aggravated by employment are covered. 
• 	 Coverage regardless of negligence. 
• 	 Time loss wages are two thirds of average annual earnings. 
• 	 Time loss wages are tax-free and include a cost of living increase. 
• 	 Partial loss of earning capacity is made up tax free and payable per year for life. 
• 	 Scheduled permanent partial disability or loss of extremities; this is a one time payment. 
• 	 Payments are guaranteed by govemment. 
• 	 In the event of death, time loss wages are paid to survivors. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE :\1AGl\UESON ACT by Tracey \1ayhew 

[n October 1995, the House of Representatives passed a reauthorization of the Magnueson Act 
that contains language that will bar observers fi"om suing vessel mvners for negligence and 
unseaworthiness. The only instance in which observers can sue vessel owners is for willful 
misconduct, a vel)' difficult thing to prove. 

This language would take away the rights of observers. There is no incentive for vessels "to do the 
right thing". When discussing insurance, this makes Jones Act (P& I) insurance a non-option. We 
completely lose another avenue of recourse. We lose our right to basic maritime remedies. 

Whose sponsored this language in the reauthorization is unknown. One can make many guesses. It 
is, however, vel)' possible this language was added to make other changes more palatable to 
industry. Some of these changes came as a surprise to industry: for example. one amendment 
makes new individual tishing quotas non-transferable. There are numerous other amendments that 
have upset the fishing industry. Is it possible Vie are being used as a pacifier') Personally, I don't 
think my rights should be a point of concession. 



The addition of this language has ramifications that we cannot even conceive of right now. The 
only way to test it is to wait for an observer to become severely injured, unable to work again in 
their life, and then see what happens. Or we can stop this language from becoming a part of the 
Magnueson i\.Ct. TIle Senate subcommittee on Oceans and Fisheries has just begun to look at the 
version that passed the House. They hope to have a discussion draft out to members by the end of 
December. We must interject now. We must tell our senators and the Senate sub-committee that 
this language is unacceptable. 

The APO, through discussions with Gabrielle LeDoux, a Maritime lawyer, has retained the law 
finn of Birch, Horton, Bittner, and Cherot to act as lobbyist in this matter. This finn will work to 
delete from the Magnueson Act the language that stripes observers of their rights. The fishing 
industry has a lot ofmoney and lobbying power in Washington D. c., we too now have a resource 
for lobbying power. We must use this resource to its fullest. 

What can you do? 

First, write a letter to the addresses at the end of this paper, in addition to your senator. Second, 
support the APO. Third, keep in touch with the APO. If you have a direction you want us to take, 
let us know and take an active role in making that direction a reality. Fourth, any funds that the 
APO can contribute to the lobbying campaign will make it that much stronger. APO dues will not 
be used for the lobbying campaign. If you wish to make an additional contribution for this 
purpose, please make checks payable to the APO and write "lobbyist" in the memo section. 

Bottom line: If injured, what are observers entitled to? 

Under the Jones Act an injured observer will sue their employer. Both sides will hire a la'wyer and 
1) settle out of court using the guidelines of the Act or 2) the case will go to COUlt and the judge or 
jury will decide the award, With this option, the amount is determined on a case by case basis. The 
injured observer can end up with a large award or nothing at all. It can take years for the case to be 
eventually settled and in the meantime all expenses are being paid by the observer. If an award is 
given, it is usually a one-time payment. 

ender USL&H an injured observer is automatically eligible for benefits. There are no lawsuits 
involved; and although payment may not be as high as with the Jones Act, it is guaranteed. 

What ;"low? 

Observers are being asked to decided what classification and coverage they would like to be 
included in. TIle Council has included us in the decision making process and we need to take 
advantage of this opportunity to secure our future. The best way to do this is to make an infonned 
decision. If you need more information on this issue, please get in touch with Tracey Mayhew. 

The APO would like to poll its members to find out your thoughts and opinions on this issue. At 
the end of the J'v1ail Buoy, please fill out the fonn with your vote on which plan you would like 
implemented and return to the APO. Your responses will be brought back to the ITC and be used 
to make this "ery important decision. You can reach us at the following: 

APO Tracy Mayhew (206)821-3331 
P.O. Box 27214 10024 l\iE 124th PI. E-mail: tamayhew((7.aoI.com 
Seattle. W A 98125-1614 Kirkland, WA 98034 



SUI\fMARY OF THE PACKAGE FOR OBSERVER WAGES AND COMPENSATION 
by Teresa Turk 

In October, members of the APO who attended our monthly meeting voted on this package. 
Copies of the entire package are ayailable from Steve or Teresa and should be posted at NMFS or 
ask your contractor for a copy. The package was then sent out to Ni\fFS, ADF&G, contractors and 
industry associations. A cover letter emphasizing the APO's desire for dialog and other 
suggestions was also placed in this package. On the positive side, two industry associations and 
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission has contacted us. As this publication goes to press, 
several APO members are giving presentations to these organizations. On a disturbing note, a 
contractor has threatened an APO member and the APO itself with slander and/or libel. This is a 
surprising action since it has been our intent all along to educate, enlighten and negotiate in a good 
faith etTort to affect positive change to the observer prognun. 

1. System- APO advocates: 
A. Observers being placed on boats for biological reasons rather than for enforcement purposes. 
B. Mechanism in place to prevent observers from non-payment by bankrupt contractors. 
C. Annual review of observer program by OOC with input from observers. 
D. Contractors maintaining an 80% retum rate of observers. 
E. No discrimination on hiring practices based on gender, race or political activity. 

2. Compensation-APO advocates: 
A. ContractorslNMFS! ADF&G continue to supply all gear including raingear. 
B. Standardized insurance with types and amounts noted in observer contract 
C. Travel and briefing/debriefing/between boats accommodations must be standard-no sleeping 

on the floor. 

3. Salaries- These salaries were based loosely on the State/Federal GS system considering that 
observers have no retirement. vacation days or basic health insurance. APO advocates: 

A First contract salaries at $I20/day 
B. Second and third contract at $170/day 
C. Four plus contracts at $220/day. 
D. 70% of salary during briefing/debriefing/training 

THOUGHTS FOR OBSERVERS by Dan Cunningham 

Salaries are one of the main concems of obseners cUITent!y. Over the past three years I ha\ e 
seen an increase in observers' responsibilities, yet our compensation has dwindled, i.e. salaries. 
Obsen'ers do not receive just compensation for their \\'ork. We need to rectity the situation 
immediately. 

I find it hard to believe that observers have such high standards when the contractors have such 
poor standards. Contractors base their hiring not on qualified candidates, but on how cheap they 
can get a body to work for them. Yes, there are some minimum qualifications, as for example 
you must ha\'e a background in biology. However this does not detennine whether or not the 
individual will be a good obsen·er. As we all know observing is physically, mentally, emotionally 



and intellectually challenging. Just because you studied biology in college does not make you a 
qualified observer. In order to understand the job it is essential that an individual spend time 
working as an observer to gain the experience necessalY to collect scientifically viable data and 
fulfills L~e other job requirements. There are no requirements for contractors to provide prior 
observers that prove themselves in the field. There is notlllng that says contractors have to give 
prior observers ajob when they request one. I do not know of any data base that has integrity 
when the data is collected by individuals with no experience and or receive less then the Federal 
mlmmum wage. 

IfNMFS wants data with integrity they will have to hold contractors to a minimwn number of 
qualified prior observers. The solution to this problem remains unanswered alld is being avoided. 
If NMFS requires prior observers, observers would then have bargaining power. Power is 
something that the contractors, the fishing industry and Ni\.lFS do not want us to have. At this 
time it does not matter to me if we gain this power from the Research Plan or the Third Party 
"Pay-as-you go." I want this power immediately if not sooner, so that we can then start 
negotiating a respectable income and ensure that our data is part of a respectable data base. 

OBSERVER OPINION-EDITORIAL by Dick Durbin 
The following comments and conclusions are my own and do not necessarily reflect the opinion 
of anyone other than myself. 

This writer recently attended the Observer Oversight Committee (OOC) meeting on October 26
27, 1995. The purpose of this meeting was to evaluate and make a recommendation to the North 
Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC) on the 3rd party pay-as-you-go system. TIlis 
proposal was submitted by Nancy Munro, President of Saltwater, lnc. and Jerry Nelson, managing 
partner of Courageous/Baral1OfFisheries to replace the Research Plan put on hold several months 
ago. 

Briefly, the 3rd party system would set up one large company to collect fees from fishing boats. 
This company would disperse fees to the existing private contractors who in tum would pay 
observers. The system would also take over the task of assigning observers to fishing boats. 'Dle 
cost of this progralll is projected to be approximately the same a 
s the Research Plan. TIle 3rd party proposal is all attempt by the large seafood companies to avoid 
paying their fair share of the cost of administrating a resource which they do not own to begm 
with. TIlis proposal does not eliminate the so called "conflict of interest" problem that several 
council members invented. Rather just the opposite, it sets up one large bureaucratic entity whose 
policies would be dictated by the very interests the observer program was set up to monitor. 

N~lFS representative Dr. Bill Karp, endorsed the proposal evidently abandoning the Research 
Plan and the countless hours spent in its draft. Most importantly, however, the 3rd party plan will 
not help observers with their needs and concerns. All of us who have chosen this field would like 
to have a fair wage, adequate insurance coverage, and safe working conditions. In this we stand 
alone. ::\MfS has proven its lack of concem for our needs time after time as has the 0;PFMC. The 
self serving members of the NPFMC will fight to keep their company's cost low by blocking ally 
attempt by observers to get a fan wage or anything that will cost them money. 

Again, prior observers stand alone because we can always be replaced by the hundreds of biology 
majors graduating in a field that has already reached more than its saturation point. Prior observers 
have to unite. We must present a united front to NMFS and the NPFMC to have our needs met. 



Remember, our salaries are lower than the lowest paid processor on a boat or a shoreside plant. 
Our insurance coverage is totally uncertain and our working conditions are unacceptable. 
The question is, WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE???? 

DINING ALONE WITH LAUBER by Rob Swanson 

On July 13, Richard Lauber-Chairman of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
(NPF\I1C) was gracious enough to corne to Kodiak in order to update the region on the recent 
workings of the Council. Mr. Lauber delivered a speech to all interested members of the 
community over a luncheon at the Westmark Hotel. TIle speech had a focus on ITO's (Individual 
Transferable Quotas) since that is one of the hottest topics in the fishery at the moment. He did 
however touch on issues pertinent to observers. 

There was mention of the fact that while shoreside landings are weighed quite accurately, offshore 
catches are not. This is an area directly affected by observer data. especially in the Community 
Development Quota (CDQ) fishery. r-.1r. Lauber also mentioned the Council's concern with the 
negative impact on the fisheries that Stellar sea lions declining numbers resulting in "endangered" 
status. The Council has taken steps to investigate the decrease in Stellar's population through the 
North Pacific Marine Science Foundation as they were unsatisfied with \lMFS findings. 

Chairman Lauber was specific in pointing out the economic impacts of Alaska's fisheries in 
dollars, jobs. and food. Take note of just how much is at stake in the proper management of our 
fisheries. The fishing industry in Alaska alone harvests more than 5.9 billion Ibs. Of groundfish, 
shellfish, salmon. herring, and halibut each year. It makes up 
116 of the pay roll in economic base of Alaska and is the largest employer in the State. Shoreside 
processors alone paid $1 Billion and $47 Million in raw fish tax, as well as paying $325 Million 
in payroll and benefits to their employees in 1993. Contemplating the trickling effect on that much 
income is dumbfounding. Our work directly impacts the health ofthese resources and the 
economy they support. 

The Council's desire to approach full utilization through bycatch reduction was also expressed. 
This is a major area where observer data has a direct effect. Our species composition and discard 
information is the most accurate gage of at-sea discards. 

The lunch was great. The speech was pertinent and well delivered. However, as 1 lett I couldn't 
help feeling that something was missing. It was you' If observers wished to be viewed as 
professional in the eyes of industIy, we must first be seen. Take the time to educate yourself on 
what is going on around you, go to meetings and lectures, talk to 
people "in the know" and those dungs which you don't like about the observer program can and 
will be changed. If you don't put forth the effort to make things better, then you have no right to 
gripe if they get worse. 1 hope to see you at the next meeting. I hate to dine alone. 

OBSERVER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE (OOC) by Teresa Turk 

In 1993, the Nonh Pacific Fisheries Management emmci) C,\PF1\lC) created the Observer 
Oversight Committee (OOC) to advise the Council on various issues, primati1y the fundamental 
details of a Research Plan (RP). The OOC membership consists of a variety of interested group-2 
contractors, 2 observers, approximately 10 fishennenlcrabbers and NMFS/ ADF&G staff. Your 



two observer representatives are: Mandy Merklein who has served gallantly since the inception of 
the OOC and Teresa Turk who was just appointed in September of this year. In the past, there has 
been some confusion as to what purpose the OOC serves. This committee is in existence only by 
the grace of the Council. OOC's agenda is set by the Council. Tnerefore the OOC is only an 
advising tool for the Council. Mandy and Teresa will be happy to provide an update on the OOC 
and other action regarding the RP or the Umbrella Plan. However, all opinions and frustration 
regarding the current or future observer systems should be directed at the Coullcil. NMFS, or your 
Congressional representative. Addresses are provided in this Mail Buoy for your llse. Please do 
take an active, vocal part in this process. 

~EW OBSERVER PROGRAM IN OREGON by Keith Matteson 

A new project is getting underway in Oregon to docwnent the discard rates in the trawl fishery. 
Sampling will occur aboard trawl vessels operating out of Astoria, Newport, Coos Bay, and 
Brookings. Each vessel participating will record logbook infonnation on the discard for each tow 
in addition to the hailed catch. On board observers will be utilized to collect data on overall 
discard amounts, species composition of the discard, plus survival rates of halibut (visually) and 
sablefish (blood samples). Salmon will be retained for distribution to area food banks. Some of 
the vessels will retain all discard for weighing shoreside. This retained discard will be utilized by 
food banks after sampling. 

The present management system allows permitted vessels a monthly limit of the \alious species 
harvested. Typical trips are 3-4 days, with monthly trip limits being obtained in 2-4 trips. It is 
hoped that some vessels will want to shift their fishing so that their monthly trip limit begins 
midway through each month, allowing an observer to sample 2 vessels, weather alld other factors 
permitting. This would put an observer at sea approximately 20 days/month. 

The project entered its pilot phase November I st. The first trip with an observer begaI1 ~O\cmber 
13, with observer Steve Copps accompanying assistant project leader Keith Matteson aboard the 
FIV Excalibur out of 'Jewport, OR. DUling the J 112 day trip, 10 tows were sampled for discard. 
Keith alld Steve developed an effective system for sall1pling on deck during a wide range of 
weather. both day and night. Our thanks go to the crew of the Excalibur for making this possible. 

An encouraging aspect of the project is that it is completely vohmtary on the part of industry. In 
tact, the Oregon Trawl Commission is a primary funding source. Other participants are the 
Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife, NMFS, and Northwest Food Strategies, who v"ill orgallize the 
distlibution of salmon and retained discards to area food banks. The welcoming attitude shown to 
the project by so many industry will help to make it a success. 

Two vessels \vill be calTying observers in December, which is typically the slowest month of the 
year for trawl fishing off of Oregon. It is hoped that January will see us coming up to full speed 
with at least 5 boats being sampled. 

Observers interested in becoming involved in the project should contact Keith. lie is assembling a 
list ofNMfS certified observers with at sea experience. These people will be ranked by ability 
and experience and utilized as boats become available. There are only 5 slots available, and the 
availability of volunteer vessels is also highly variable, but it is a year round project. Interested 
observers should contact Keith: phone (503) 867-4741, FAX (503) 867-0311. 



FLASH FROM THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES TRAINING CENTER iN 
ANCHORAGE 

The training center in Anchorage has an opening for a Training Specialist. The selected candidate 
would be training crab and groundfish obsen:ers. cnle position is open until January 4. 1996. 
Contact NPFTC for details (907)272-2704. 

OBSERVERS IN THE -:\,EWS 

With the delay of the Research Plan and the formation of the APO, observers and the APO have 
been the subject of several articles. The following is a list of those articles that we are aware of as 
this goes to press: 

Fishery Observers Join Ranks. by Hal Bernton. _Anchorage naily News, 11125/95. 
Discusses the delay ofthc Research Plan and the possibility of the new "third party" plan being 
adopted by the council. Several observers are quoted. The APO is a focal point of the piece. 

Observers Foml :;\ew Association. by Steve Copps. The OTe Quarler(y. Fall 1995. 
Outlines the goals and recent activities orthe APO. 

I\PFMC Reconsiders "Pay As You Go" Observer System. by Debby Ross. Kodiak Daily 
/'v1irror, 1On/95. A report of the councils votc to look into the "third party" system as <ill 

alternative to the Research Plan. Several quotes are taken from observer testimony provided to the 
council duting their Seattle meeting. 

Observer Program Future Unceltain. by Ann Touza. The Dutch Harbor Fisherman, 
10112/95. A report from the cOHncils meeting in Seattle. Several obseners aTe quoted with 
mention being given to the APO. 

Observcr Future on the Line. by Steve Copps. A laska Fishermen's Journal, 9/95. 
A discussion of observers and their need for a system which provides more support than what they 
are afIorded under the status quo. Mention is given to the APO. 

Also, listen for thc Fishclies Rep0l1 focusing on the APO on K\ lXT radio ill Kodiak. 

OBITUARY 

On a sad note. Stevc Ross, a 48 year old, ten-year Yeteran of the tuna/porpoisc observer program, 
and first time ground fish obscrver, committed suicide on November 7th. Steve had just 
completed his contract and failed to show up for dcbriefing. People who knew him, including the 
crew on his most recent vessel were surprised and distraught by his early death. He was well liked 
and respected by the scientific and fishing community. }Tis family is planning to spread his ashes 
over several of his favorite rivers in \1ontana where he used to tish. 



APO T-SHIRTS FOR SALE 

They're hot, they're cool and they help support your professional organization. Buy a brand new 
APO T-shirt for an astoundingly cheap price of$12. We will be selling these during the "A" 
season briefing or you could be the first in your group to sport on of these on your back. These 
shirts come in all colors with an option of having the logo full size or pocket size on the front of 
the shirt. On the back you will find the saying "SAMPLING AT ITS FINEST'. If you would like 
to purchase one of these shirts, please call Teresa at 860-5828. 

GROUNDFISH TRAINING AND BRIEFI~G-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
Provided by Heather \Veikart, NMFS 
Greg Morgan, Anchorage Observer Training Center (OTC) 

December 4-22 Groundfish training. Anchorage. OTe. 
Decemeber 5 Groundfish briefing-2 day, Anchoragc, OTe 
Decemeber 6 Groundfish briefing-2 day, Seattle, N\,1FS 
Decemeber 12 Groundfish briefing- 4 day, Seattle, NMFS 
Decem ber 1 q Groundfish briefing-2 day, Anchorage, OTe 
December 19 Groundfish briefing-4 day, Seattle, NMFS 
December 27 Groundfish bliefing-2 day, Seattle. "\:\'1FS 
December 27-January 16 Groundfish training, Anchorage, OTC 
December 27- January 12 Groundfish training, Seatile, N\fFS. 
January 10 Groundfish briefing-2 day, Seattle, NMFS 
January 15 Grollndfish briefing-2 day, Seattle, N\1FS 
Janumy 22 (Tentative) Groundfish briefing-2 day, Anchorage, OTe 
January 29 (Tentative) Groundfish bricfing-2 day, Anchorage, OTC 
Jamlmy 29- Febmary 19 Groundfish training, Seattle. :\;MFS. 



FlSHING OPENERS AND COUNCIL MEETINGS 

December 4-10 NOlth Pacific Fishery ~1anagement Council meets in Anchorage. 

January 1 BSAI Pacific cod longline fishery (yellowfin sole, inshore/CDQ pollock) 


January 4 NOlih Pacific Fishery Management Council meets in Anchorage. 


January 26 Offshore pollock opens. 


January 15 Opillo and bairdi Tanner crab fisheries opens. 


January 20 Bering Sea trawling opens. 


APO AND OTHERS PHONE NlJ:\lBERS: 

Steve Copps- (206) 706-1793 
Tracey Mayhew-APO/lnsurance (206) 821-3331 
Mandy Merk1ein-OOC (206) 524-528 
Teresa Turk-OOC (206) 860-5S28 
Bill Karp-N;'vlFS (206) 526-4194 
Martin Loefflad (206) 526-4195 

Senate Commerce Committee 
Subcommittee on Oceans and Fisheries 

Tre,or ~lcCabe (R) Penn) Dalton (D) 

Republican Sr. Professional StatT Member Democratic Sr. Prof. Staff Member 
SH428 508 Dirksen Building 
Washington D. C. 20510 Washington D. C. 20510 
(202) 224-8172 (202) 224-4912 

Washington Senators 

Patty MUlTay (D) Slade Gorton (R) 
111 Russell Senate Office Building 730 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington D.C. 20510-4704 Washington D. C. 20510-3441 
(202) 224-2621 (202) 224-3441 

Oregon Senators 

Mark Hatfield (R) Packvvood's seat is empty 
711 Russell Senate Ofi1ce Building 
Washington D. C. 20510-4704 
(202) 224-3753 



Alaska Senators 

Ted Stevens Frank Murkowski 
522 Russell Office Building 706 Russell Office Building 
Washington D. C. 20510-4704 Washington D.C. 20510-4704 
(202) 224-3004 (202) 224-6665 

Th~U1ks for the help I Let's Keep APO Going Strong I 

This issue of the Mail Buoy finds observers in a novel position. The fonnation of the APO has 
caused a stir, a good stir at that. Obscrvers made an excellent impression at the September 
NPFMC meeting. Observers have been asked (finally) to detennine their destiny regarding their 
insurance. Observers are even making a presence as far away as Washington DC. Through the 
APO, observers are making changes. The APO now has a dedicated seat on the Observer 
Oversight Committee (OOC). In addition there is one other independent observer seat. Observers 
have doubled their representation. 

People are sitting up and taking notice, listening to what we have to say, asking our opinions. and 
recognizing the value of involving experience observers in the development of solutions to the 
many challenges currently confronting the observer program. cI11e APO has been in existence for 
less than a year and yet it is making incredible progress. We believe we can have even a greater 
impact in the future. To be able to do so we need your support. Our membership is cunently 160 
and growing. Ten dollars from each member at this point would enable us to continue to keep you 
up to date and extend our involvement to address your concerns. 

Ttlis organi7ations represents a better future for obseners and a stronger observer program. if you 
care about observers, the observ'er program, and collection of quality data for the management 
and conservation of our marine resources--then the APQ represents yOll. Let us know \vhat you 
think. Tell us what you think we are doing right and give us suggestions on how to do things 
better. Write articles for the i\ fo il Bllo)'. Get im olved I Together we are making a difference Ii 



Hope you enjoyed this issue and thanks for your continued support by filling out the infonnation 
request below. 

PLEASE FILL OUT THIS FORM AND RETIJRN TO THE APO by Jan. 30, 1996. 

1. \\1hat kind of insurance do you want: _ Jones Act (P&I), USL&H, 
__ Other, __ Status Quo. 

2. 	Are you interested in the APO unionizing') __Yes, __ "No 
If you answered Yes, how much would you be willing to pay in annual dues? $ 

3. Do you want to purchase an APO T-shirt $12 + $1.50 shipping? Quantity _ Size __ 

4. Have you paid your membership dues yet? Ifnot, please enclose your $10. This is a tiny 
amount to ask for when you as an observer get so much. Please continue to fund the publication of 
the Mail Buoy and our lobbying efforts. 

5. 	Are there any projects you are willing to take charge of and contribute to this organization" 

6. Other ideas and input? 

\1ail to: APO Membership dues: $10/year 
P.O. Box 27214 T-shi11s: $12: Sizes L, XL 
Seattle, WA 98125 
(206) 706-1793 


