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TO: OREGON SHRIMP INDUSTRY M onthly catchespeakedinJune, withmost of thevol ume
FROM: Bob Hannah and Steve Jones coming from the south coast and waters off Cdifornia
I : e (Figure 2). Volume in other months and areas was
gual;)gect. ?Op&n ;?ghogg;% Commercial Fishery sharply lower, with scattered bright spots below the

The 1995 pink shrimp season begins April 1 and lasts
through October. We'reall wondering what this season
will bring, especid ly considering thereduced yieldsthat
we've experienced for the last two seasons. This
newsletter includes a summary of the 1994 season for
your review, including catch, effort and market sample
information. Updates on some of our ongoing research
efforts and future projects are also incl uded.

C 1994 Season Summary )

Approximately 16.4 million pounds of pink shrimpwere
landed into Oregon ports during the 1994 season, 10.5
million poundslessthanin 1993 and 31.6million pounds
less than in 1992 (Figure 1). It was the lowest annud
landing total in Oregon since 1985. The15year average
annud landing is about 28.5 million pounds. Thedecline
over the last two years is due primarily to poor shrimp
recruitment, resultingfrom unfavorable oceanconditi ons
following larvd release.
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Figurel. Oregon pink shrimp comm ercial catch (millionsof
pounds) 1957-1994. Indudesall pink shrimp landed
annually onto Oregon ports.

ColumbiaRiver frommidtolate season. By contrast, in
1993, most of the shrimp volume was harvested early in
the season off Washington.
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Figure2. T otal Oregon monthly catch (1000's of pounds) of
pink shrimp (prdiminary), 1994.

Fishermen spent more time catching fewer shrimp in
1994 thanthey didin 1993. They were probably wil ling
to do so because the shrimp price was sharply higher in
1994. Average price was in the high $.30's in 1993 but
increased to the high $.50's in 1994. Totd fishing effort
in 1994 was about 78,400 single-rig-equivalent hours
(SRE), a slight increase over the 1993 season total.
Overdl catchper unit effort (CPUE) was about 210 LB/
hour (SRE), well below last year's, and below the 15 year
average of about 273 LB/hour (Figure 3). Monthly
CPUE was highest on the south coast throughout the
season; sharply lower further north (Figure 4). To
convert CPUE in single-rig to double-rig equivalents,
multiply times 1.6.
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Figure3. Catch per unit effort (CPUE=pounds/hour) for
vessdslanding pink shrimp into Oregon ports; 1968-1994.
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Figure4. CPUE (preliminary) by ar ea and month for the
1994 pink shrimp fishery.

Coastwide, count-per-poundaveragedabout 123 shrimp/
Ib, slightly more than the 15 year averageof 115 shrimp/
Ib (Figure 5). Growth of age-1 and age-2 shrimp was
aboveaveragethisyear, which helped to keep the count-
per-pound down, despite the dominance of age one
shrimp in the catch. The good growth may have been
caused, i n part, by relatively low shrimp densitiesonthe
grounds.
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Figure5. Average (catch weghted) count per pound of pink
shrimp landed in Oregon, 1966-1994.

Age-class composition of the catch provides some
indication of past recruitment strength and of the future
contribution from particular year classes. The 1994
catch was dominated by ageoneshrimp (Figure6). Age
2 shrimp contri buted poorly, with the percentage of age
2 shrimp in the catch reaching a record low. The low
abundance of 2 year ol dsin 1994 and higher abundance
of one year olds, in conjunction with the low landing
total, supports the contention that recruitment was
poor for the last two years. Further shrimp yield from

these age classes is expected to be modest.
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Figure6. Annual percent age composition of pink shrimp
(numbersof shrimp) landed in Oregon; 1966-1994.



Sowhat can weexpect for the 1995 season? Thestrength
of the incoming year-class of age-1 shrimpisunknown.
Ourrecruitment model, whichisstill preliminary (Figure
7), suggests that production from the incoming year
class should be about average. However, asyou can see
from the graph, “ average’ covers avery wide range of
recruitment. Mean April ssalevel a Crescent City was
about 7.0ft. in 1994, whichis about average (Figure 7).
However, in the past, a 7.0 ft. sealeve has produced
anywhere from just over a billion recruits (a below
average year class) to nearly 4 billionrecruits (a bumper
crop). By contrast, April sealeve in 1992 and 1993
averaged 7.57 and 7.46 ft. indicative of a poor spring
transition. Inthesetwoinstances, themodd successfully
predicted poorer than average recruitment. Given the
widespread showninFigure 7, theonly conclusion that
can be made with any confidence is that the incoming
year class probably won't be atotd failure. Thisisgood
news; three very poor year classesin arow could be a
severeenough reduction i n spawning bi omassto reduce
futurerecruitment. Consideri ng how weak theage2 and
3 components are likdy to be in 1995, even a good
recruitment of age one shrimp may not result in alarge
season totdl .
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Figure7. Shrimp recruitment versussea levd in April of the
larval year. High sea levd indicatesa weak or late spring
transition during early larval devd opment.

Another indicator, dthough not dways reliable, is the
abundance of zero-ageshrimpintheOctober catch. The
percentage of zero-age shrimp in our market samples
waslessthan 1.5%ind | areas sampled during October,
1994. In recentyears, abigrecruitment event has never
followed suchlow | evel s of age zero shrimp. However,
low leve s of fishing effort in 1994 may have caused us
to miss the age zero shrimp in our samples. We heard
better reports of zero’s in conversations with fishermen
than was indi cated by our samples. Thebottom lineis
that wehaveconflicting evidenceover thestrength of the
incomi ng year-class, with noneof the evidencepoi nting
to either abig year class or afaled year class.

(Regulation Changes)

Just areminder; we “tightened up” the wording of our
count per pound regulation last year in response to
advice from the court system. The language change
clearly describes the working definition of the terms
“whole’ and “whole and unbroken”, as they rdate to
pink shrimp. Oregon Administrative Rule 635-05-200
section (3) now reads. “For the purpose of determining
count per pound, “whole shrimp” and “whole and
unbroken shrimp” are defined as shrimp in which the
body is substantialy intact, including an identifiable
cargpace, abdomen, and tel son (tail). Itis not intended
to require shrimp to have an unbroken rostrum, complete
set of legs, antennae, or other appendages’.

The Washington Department of Fisheries has officially
rescinded its codend mesh size regulation. W ashington
will have no minimum mesh sizerequirement during the
1995 season. We have asked the Oregon Fish and
Wildlife Commission to consider rescinding our
reciproca landing | aw which requires that W ashington
shrimp landed in Oregon be caught with Washington-
legd nets. Please remember, however, that Cdifornia
continuesto enforceits codend mesh sizerequirement of
1 3/8" between the knots. Oregon's reciprocal |anding
regulation still stands, requiring that Ca ifornia shrimp
landed i n Oregon be caught with Californi a-legal nets.

Gear Survey

As most of youknow, over the last four years, we have
surveyedOregonshrimptrawlers, askingquestionsabout
the types of gear being used. The study was initially
intended just to establish a baseline “ sngpshot” of the
average gear being fished for the purpose of evauating
changes in gear a a later date. This objective was
accomplishedin1993. However, the study wasextended
to gather data on some recent gear innovations. One of
these innovations was the soft mesh finfi sh excl uder (or
Weo), apand of 3" to 8" trawl web, installed at an angle
inthe codend. This pand gui desfinfish outahol ein the
top of the trawl, while alowing shrimp to pass through
into the codend. Use of the device was apparently
increasingsinceitsintroductionby anorth coastfi sherman
in 1992. Our survey showed that use of the “WeJo”
increased sharply from 1992 to 1994 (Figure 8), with
over 30% of the vessds having used someversion of the
device. Oneofthemai n advantages of the“WelJo” isthat
it can be easily enabled and disabled while fishing.
Fishermen can enable the device, at ther discretion, to
avoid catching unwanted finfish. Our survey showed
that most vessels having the device actualy fished with
it enabl ed | essthan 25% of the time (Figure9). Most of
thefishermen indicatedthat they usethedevi ceprimarily
to avoid catching large anounts of hake.
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Figure8. Theannual percentage of the Oregon shrimp flest
usingthe" Welo" finfish exduder; 1991-1994.
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Figure9. The percentage of fishingtime spent with the
"Welo" finfish exduder enabled, of vessdspossessingthe
deviceduring 1994.

Finfish Excluder Study

Our research project evaluating fi nfish excluders began
in October 1994. The study is funded by a federa
Saltonstal-Kennedy grant which extends through
February 1996. The purpose of the study is to
evauate the efficiency of three excluder designs under
actual fishing conditions. The first phase of the study
was conducted under charter on the F/\VV Prospector
duringOctober, 1994. Usngunderwater video equipment
borrowed from the National Marine Fisheries Service
(and assistance from NMFS personnel), we obtained

footageof theNordmoregrateand the“WeJo” excluders
(in5 and 8 inch designs) in action. The footage enabled
us to adjust the angle of the devices so that they fished
properly. The camera showed clearly that shrimp loss
increased when thedevices wereinstall ed a too shal ow
an angle. Short VHS tapes, showing highlights of the
video work, are available to borrow from our Adoria,
Newport and Charleston offices.

The second phase of the study consists of field tria s of
thedevices, and beginsthis soring. Wewill bemeasuring
how well various species are excluded and how much
shrimp loss is caused by each device. We hopeto start
this sea work during May, 1995, and will be soliciting
bids for charter work soon. We need to charter double-
rigged shrimp vessels for atota of about 24 to 30 days.
Wewill need ard atively large shrimp vesse capabl e of
accommodating 2-3 biologists plus crew. If you're
interested in recei ving abi d gpplicati on, please contact
Bob Hannah or Steve Jones a our Newport office (503
867-4741).

New Opportunities

Advancesinunderwater video technol ogy and dropping
equipment costshave enabl edusto beginputtingtogether
anunderwater video sysem suitablefor deep water trawl
studies. Our experience last fdl with NMFS' sygem
showed us just how workable and useful such systems
canbe. We haveappliedfor a 1996 Satonstal-K ennedy
granttoinvesti gate differencesin effici ency and bycatch
between roller gear and standard shrimp gear. Video
assessment of footrope-catch interactions will be an
importantpartof thisstudy, shouldthegrant besuccessful.
Video work could aso take us in avariety of directions
inthe near future. For example, we dliketoinvestigate
shrimpmortality associated with passingthroughcodend
mesh. Atwhat stage in a tow are most smaller shrimp
passed through alarge mesh codend; whil e the net ison
the bottom, during haulback or a the surface? Are
shrimp damaged during pass-through, thus potentially
increasing mortality? Answers to these questions may
shed new light on the utility of mesh size as a future
management tool in the pink shrimp fishery. We dso
may be able to assist fishermen by providing video
footage of target and nontarget species interacting with
various parts of trawls.

(Proposed Changesin Limited Entry System)

Last year, foll owing the guiddines of Senate bill 938, a
committee composed mostly of fishermen met and
revieweda | of thestat € slimi tedentry systems, including
the pink shrimp license limitation. This committee
developed a number of suggestions for changes in the
current systems. Here€'s a a brief summary of the
recommendations for pink shrimp:

1) The number of permitsbelow whichalottery
should be held to issue new permits; drop from 187 to

150.



2) Thelanguage of thestatute should be changed
to make it clear that landing shrimp using a sngle
delivery permit is only lawful for vessels which
specificaly hold a vdid pink shrimp permit from the
states of Washington or California.

3) Change the statute so a person who
permanently | osesthe service of avesse duetocapsizing,
fire or collision would be allowed two years from the
dateof lossto replacethe vessd with nolossof digibil ity
for apermit.

4) Allow permittransfer to vessesno more than
five feet longer than the vesse currently holding the
permit. This provision should not apply when thepermit
isbel ng transfered to another vessd owned by the same
individual, or to a replacement vessdl.

5) A permit should not be transferable until a
vessd lands 5,000 Ibs of shrimp for three consecutive
years.

6) Thedefinition of “actively commercia fish”,
inthe secti on on renewing a permit by wai ver, should be
clarified to include tendering activities, running time
and timein the shipyard.

The proposed changes are expected to be
introduced in abill in thel egislature very soon.

(A Final Word About Count per Pound)

If recruitment improves in 1995, the potential exists for
some higher average counts than in 1994. The Oregon
State Police will beacti vely monitori ng count againthis
year. For anyone who is unsure about which types of
scaleswork best at sea, or how much theaverage weight
of retained shrimp is likely to change, we have two
reports avail able which detail our researchintheseareas.
Just cal usfor copies, or for any other questions about
count per pound. The best way to protect yoursdf isto
get agood scae and monitor your counts frequently. It
aso helpsto leave yoursdf alittle roomfor error by not
“pushingtheling’. If youdo accidentally get into some
small shrimp, remember that | oads under 3,000 | bs are
exempt fromthe 160 count limit. 1t might bebetter torun
to port with asmall load and try again, rather than have
the load confiscated.

Good luck shrimping in 1995!
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