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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: January 29, 2016 

To: Collaborative Research Committee 

From: Mary Clark  

Subject: MAFMC Collaborative Research Options 

The Council’s Collaborative Research Committee will meet on Tuesday, February 9, 2016 from 

10:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. to review and discuss preliminary alternatives for long-term collaborative 

research.  

The Council voted in August 2014 to suspend its Research Set-Aside (RSA) program in order to 

address serious administrative and enforcement issues with the program and consider alternative 

options for involvement in collaborative research. Since mid-2015, the Council and Collaborative 

Research Committee’s efforts have been focused on development of a short-term collaborative 

research initiative for 2016/2017. While these projects are ongoing, staff will work with the 

Committee and Council to determine the best long-term option for the Council to facilitate and 

promote collaborative research.  

The purpose of this meeting is for the Committee to reinitiate its discussion of the Council’s role 

in collaborative research and long-term collaborative research program options. 

Collaborative Research Objectives 

The following objectives were developed by the Committee to guide the future consideration of 

collaborative research program options: 

1) Facilitate scientific research that addresses the Council’s research priorities; 
2) Provide opportunities primarily for fishing industry involvement in research projects and 

ensure that opportunities for participation are appropriately communicated; 
3) Establish a thorough and uniform process for the scientific review of research results; 
4) Promote the use of collaborative research products in management decisions;  
5) Communicate research results to the public and to appropriate management partners; 

and 

6) Promote effective administration and enforcement. 



 

Approach 

Staff previously proposed a four-pronged approach for identifying and evaluating cooperative 

research program alternatives. The proposed process would involve developing discrete sets of 

alternatives for each of the four components of a collaborative research program:  

 Funding: What source(s) of money are (or could be) available to fund the Council’s 

cooperative research activities? Do funding levels need to be constant from year to year, 

or is fluctuation acceptable? Should the Council consider options to derive funds from 

the sale of quotas of MAFMC-managed fisheries? 

 Program Administration: Who will be responsible for performing administrative tasks 

necessary for program operation such as soliciting proposals; managing and disbursing 

funds; overseeing ongoing research projects; and collecting results? How much Council 

staff time should be devoted to administration of a cooperative research program? 

 Research Priority Setting: How should research needs be prioritized, and how often 

should these priorities be evaluated?  How should input from the fishing industry and 

other stakeholders be incorporated into the research priority-setting process?  

 Review and Use of Research Products: What standards will be used to determine the 

suitability of research products for Council use?  How will the Council ensure that the 

results of collaborative research projects are incorporated into the management 

decisions in a useful and timely manner?  

During the upcoming Committee meeting, staff is proposing that the Committee focus primarily 

on the funding and program administration aspects of a collaborative research program. Staff has 

identified four general approaches and will present a range of options associated with each for 

Committee discussion and feedback: 

1) Collaboration with NMFS/NEFSC to expand and enhance existing collaborative research 

initiatives. 

2) Formation of an independent regional collaborative research consortium. 

3) Development of a Council-managed collaborative research program. 

4) Renewal and reconfiguration of the Research Set-Aside Program. 

Input provided by the Committee will be used to develop a suite of alternatives for further 

Committee and Council consideration at the April and/or June 2016 Council Meetings.  

Resources 

Enclosed for Committee consideration is a compilation of excerpts from a NOAA Technical 

Memorandum from August 2015: Cooperative Research and Cooperative Management: A 

Review with Recommendations. 



 
 

 
 
 

Cooperative Research and Cooperative Management:  
A Review with Recommendations  

 
 
Cooperative Research and Cooperative Management Working Group 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-F/SPO-156 
August 2015 



 
 

Cooperative Research and Cooperative Management:  
A Review with Recommendations  

 
Submitted to NOAA Fisheries Leadership by the Cooperative Research and  

Cooperative Management Working Group: 
 

Sally Bibb, Alaska Regional Office 
Scott Bloom, Pacific Islands Regional Office 
Ayeisha Brinson, Science and Technology 
Mark Chandler, Science and Technology 

Guy Davenport, Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
Kelly Denit, Sustainable Fisheries 

Gerard Dinardo, Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center 
Joshua Gange, Office of Policy 

Steve Giordano, Southeast Regional Office 
Alexis Gutierrez, Protected Resources 

John Hoey, Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Steve Ignell, Alaska Science Center 

Rosemary Kosaka, Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
Caroline Park, Fisheries & Protected Resources Section, NOAA General Counsel 

Tauna Rankin, Habitat Conservation 
Heather Sagar, Policy Office and Working Group Lead 

Ryan Silva, Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
 

Interview Helpers: 
Brian Langseth, Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center 

Rita Hawkins, West Coast Regional Offices 
 
 
NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-F/SPO-156 
August 2015 
 

 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Penny S. Pritzker, Secretary   
 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Kathryn D. Sullivan, Administrator 
  
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Eileen Sobeck, Assistant Administrator for Fisheries



1 
 

Executive Summary 
 
For several years, NOAA Fisheries has carried out cooperative management and cooperative 
research under several statutes. A diverse group of environmental non-governmental 
organizations (ENGO), fishing industry, and academic stakeholders sent a letter to Dr. Sullivan, 
NOAA Administrator, in November 2013 requesting that NOAA strengthen the use of co-
management in fisheries management. The letter writers suggested that co-management could 
be a means to bring new resources to fisheries management, enhance NOAA’s capabilities, and 
improve stakeholder relationships.   
 
Specifically, the stakeholders recommended that NOAA devolve more substantial research and 
management roles to states and stakeholders.  In addition, they requested that NOAA develop 
guidance for (1) cooperative research and management authorized under section 318 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) (focus of this document), 
(2) confidentiality of fisheries data, (3) electronic monitoring, and (4) cost recovery.   NOAA 
Fisheries Leadership responded to this letter in writing, held a roundtable with all the letter 
writers, and held three separate 1-hour meetings on confidentiality of fisheries data, electronic 
monitoring, and cost recovery.   
 
In addition, the NOAA Fisheries Leadership Council also requested a broader review than the 
stakeholders requested, with the focus being on the agency’s co-management and cooperative 
research activities undertaken pursuant to NOAA Fisheries’ major statutes (e.g., Endangered 
Species Act (ESA), Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), and MSA).  A NOAA Fisheries 
working group conducted this review and also interviewed 50 NOAA Fisheries staff and nine 
external stakeholders on the successes and challenges of these existing activities. This White 
Paper provides an overview of those activities to date and provides recommendations to the 
NOAA Fisheries Leadership Council on how to move forward. The paper is divided into the 
following sections: 
• Review of relevant literature and legal mandates. 
• Examples of NOAA Fisheries’ existing activities. 
• Analysis of internal and external interviews. 
• Recommendations for NOAA Fisheries’ future engagement in cooperative management 

and cooperative research. 
 
Given the various definitions and understandings of “co-management,” this White Paper uses 
(and recommends use of) the term “cooperative management,” except when the former term 
is used in literature cited or by interviewees.  Based on its analysis, the working group 
determined that successful cooperative management and cooperative research activities have 
several key attributes. These include:  
• A clear legal framework. 
• An organized stakeholder group, with leadership. 
• Clear roles for partners, stakeholders, and NOAA Fisheries personnel. 
• Clear goals. 
• Buy-in of partners and stakeholders. 
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• Trust between stakeholders and NOAA Fisheries personnel. 
• Transparent and clearly understood decision-making process. 
• Strong and regular communication. 
• Matching the scale of the cooperative management system with the distribution and 

mobility of the managed species. 
• Use of results to make fishery management decisions. 
• Funding. 
 
The Working Group found that cooperative research can support cooperative management, but 
is not a pre-requisite for cooperative management arrangements to be established. Further, 
cooperative research is often conducted independently of a cooperative management 
framework.  
 
The Working Group recommends several ways that NOAA Fisheries can use existing legislative 
mandates and resources to build upon current cooperative management and cooperative 
research efforts.  These recommendations include the following (more detail can be found on 
page 40): 
 
Communication: 
1) The HQ Communications Office, Regional Offices, and Science Centers should review the 

specific communication mechanisms and platforms being used to assist agency partners and 
stakeholders interested in learning more about participating in cooperative management 
(e.g., regional points of contact, information on how to obtain an EFP, grants, etc.).  

2)  NOAA Fisheries Leadership should create or facilitate more opportunities to engage possible 
cooperative research/cooperative management partners.  

 
Cooperative Management Policy: 
1) Provide guidance to NOAA Fisheries Employees, partners, and stakeholders on the range of 

cooperative management tools that NOAA Fisheries has available. 
2) NOAA Fisheries Policy Office should evaluate our partnership with Sea Grant. 
3) Improve in-reach by training all appropriate NOAA Fisheries staff on the common 

understanding of co-management, cooperative management, and cooperative research and 
the suite of tools available to NOAA Fisheries under the MMPA, ESA, and MSA.   

4) NOAA Fisheries Leadership and their staff should develop and maintain good working 
relationships with cooperative management partners and be accountable for the success of 
those relationships.    

5) NOAA Fisheries Leadership and the NOAA Fisheries Office of Management and Budget 
should continue to push for statutory language needed to accept private donations and 
determine the proper guidelines regarding the use of private funds. 

6)  Employees and cooperative management partners should establish clear objectives and 
expectations of their respective roles, as well as regularly review whether there are 
challenges that need to be addressed. 

7)   Regional Offices should explore whether NEPA review/analysis for EFPs and grants can be 
streamlined. 
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Cooperative Research: 
1) Request the Science Board to review how Cooperative Research feeds into management 

priorities.  If necessary, engage the Regulatory Board. 
2)   The Cooperative Research Program should ensure that cooperative research projects are 

aligned with management priorities and focus on science gaps (e.g., habitat science and its 
integration into stock assessments). 

3)   The Cooperative Research Program and other cooperative research activities (i.e., 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Grants and BREP) should ensure that both stakeholders and NOAA 
Fisheries are involved from start to finish to set goals and objectives to ensure results have 
the best chance to be used for science and management purposes.  Likewise, it is important 
to have the appropriate suite of expertise engaged in a given cooperative research project 
to ensure that the resulting data can best be used toward practical applications for science 
and management purposes.  For example, if a project addresses a social science concern, it 
is vital that social scientists be included in the design, implementation, and analysis of that 
project.  

4) NOAA Fisheries Leadership should ensure cooperative research is visible in Science Center 
planning and program reviews, engage their staff, and be accountable for good working 
relationships with cooperative research partners. 

5)  NOAA Fisheries should encourage peer review products as a preferred outcome of the 
research activities.  Peer reviewed products can provide maximum impact in support of 
NOAA Fisheries science (e.g., stock assessments) and management priorities.  If possible, 
NOAA Fisheries should also aid authors in publishing so as not to extend the publication 
periods. 

6)   The Cooperative Research Program should review existing long-term/multi-year cooperative 
research projects and develop recommendations for how to maintain data streams and 
transition funding for these projects to other sources (internal or external). 

7)  Working with NOAA Office of General Counsel, develop a way to help program offices to 
quickly identify which legal authorities and types of agreements might be relevant to 
cooperative research activities with external partners (academics, industry, NGOs, etc.). 

8)   NOAA Fisheries should conduct cooperative research, such as testing new fishing gear, 
within MSA established fishing mortality limits and consistent with other applicable law, 
such as the ESA and MMPA.  A variety of mechanisms have been developed and should be 
applied to allow such cooperative research to move forward and not impede partnerships. 

 
Metrics: 
1) NOAA Fisheries’ Office of Science and Technology should survey external partners on their 

perceptions of NOAA’s cooperative management and cooperative research programs and 
re-survey them in 2 to 3 years to see if perceptions have changed.  The survey should be re-
evaluated as needed. 

2) NOAA Fisheries’ Office of Science and Technology should review 2014 cooperative research 
program projects and determine how many of them supported management decisions.    

3) In FY16 develop reporting tool that tracks how each Cooperative Research Program project 
fits into the Agency’s science based management of living marine resources. 
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Process for Sharing White Paper: 
1) This white paper was shared for review and comment on the recommendations with the 

following advisory groups:  
• Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee  
• Council Coordination Committee 
• Marine Mammal Commission 
2) Share the final white paper with all internal and external interviewees.  
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Cooperative Research 
 
In the United States and in many other developing countries, the dominant method for 
obtaining information for the management of fisheries and protected species has been through 
centralized, government-staffed research programs.  A different approach under the general 
umbrella term “cooperative research” involves a broad range of external stakeholders, 
including state and tribal managers and scientists (including interstate fishery commissions), 
fishing industry participants (including commercial and recreational fishermen), ENGOs, and 
educational institutions.   
 
Cooperative research is defined as a scientific activity involving two or more partners who gain 
more collectively than each would separately in the pursuit of a shared research goal. A 
scientific activity uses statistically robust methodology, maximizes precision, and either 
minimizes or accounts for bias. In cooperative partnerships, all parties contribute in some 
manner to the scientific activity, and all parties gain from the results.  
 
For NOAA Fisheries, there are various levels of technical involvement in the design and 
implementation of cooperative projects depending on regional and fishery-specific information 
needs and opportunities, program and survey costs, and potential benefits of the proposed 
research. Cooperative research activities range in scope from limited involvement by 
stakeholders (e.g., fishermen keeping logbooks) to greater participatory involvement where 
stakeholders are included in all phases of the research program (e.g., survey and statistical 
design, analysis of the collected data, interpretation of the results, and communication of study 
findings). Cooperative research designed and conducted by NOAA Fisheries scientists using 
commercial or recreational fishing vessels typically has involved fishermen through using their 
fishing vessels, as well as handling of fishing gear (e.g., conservation engineering studies).  
 
Given the number of fishermen, their expertise, and their regularity on the water, cooperative 
research between NOAA Fisheries and fishermen is valuable.  The agency’s cooperative 
research can: (a) be used to increase the precision and expand the scope of resource surveys; 
(b) provide supplemental information about fishing operations; (c) use the knowledge gained 
from fishing to help design and implement research; and (d) build mutual understanding and 
respect among scientists and fishermen. 
 
The formal Cooperative Research Program portfolio has a number of mature/longstanding 
projects that have been deemed essential to the agency’s overall science enterprise, but their 
continuation under cooperative research funding limits the agency’s ability to address new 
issues and establish new partnerships. 

Legal Authority 
 
Cooperative research programs and projects have existed in NOAA Fisheries for most of the 
agency’s history and are considered an important component for conducting fisheries research. 
On January 12, 2007, the Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization Act created Section 318 (16 U.S.C. 
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§ 1867), which requires the Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the Regional Fishery 
Management Councils, to establish a program to address needs identified under the Act and 
under any other marine resource laws enforced by the Secretary. Under Section 318, this 
program will:  
 

1. Be implemented on a regional basis;  
2. Be developed and conducted through partnerships among federal, state, and tribal 

managers and scientists (including interstate fishery commissions), fishing industry 
participants (including commercial charter or recreational vessels for gathering data), 
and educational institutions;  

3. Promote and encourage efforts to utilize sources of data maintained by other federal 
agencies, state agencies, or academia; and  

4. Be funded on a competitive basis and based on regional fishery management needs.  
 

Section 318 also identifies priority areas that should be addressed by projects conducted under 
the research program including:  

 
1. Collecting data to improve, supplement, or enhance stock assessments, including the 

use of fishing vessels or acoustic or other marine technology (Section 318(c)(i));  
2. Assessing the amount and type of bycatch or post-release mortality occurring in a 

fishery (Section 318(c)(ii));  
3. Conducting conservation engineering projects designed to reduce bycatch, including 

avoidance of post-release mortality, reduction of bycatch in high seas fisheries, and 
transfer of such fishing technologies to other nations (Section 318(c)(iii));  

4. Identifying habitat areas of particular concern as well as conducting projects relevant to 
the conservation of habitat (Section 318(c)(iv)); and  

5. Collecting and compiling economic and social data (Section 318(c)(v))  
 
In addition, MSA Section 408(a)(4) (16 U.S.C. § 1884(a)(4)) requires the agency, subject to 
availability of appropriations, to establish a program “to conduct research, including 
cooperative research with fishing industry participants, on deep sea corals and related species, 
and on survey methods" and to engage in other specified activities.  

Project Identification 
 
NOAA Fisheries, through the regional cooperative research coordinators and in collaboration 
with Fishery Management Councils/Marine Fishery Commissions, solicits stakeholder 
involvement using a variety of methods, including workshops, regional and area outreach 
forums, trade show booths and presentations, websites, and one-on-one engagement of key 
stakeholders.   
 
The project identification occurs under the umbrella of current agency guidance (including the 
Fisheries Priorities and Annual Guidance for 2015 and other agency strategic planning 
documents). Additionally, all proposed projects are linked to respective Regional Fishery 
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Management Council multi-year research priority plans.  MSA Section 302(h)(7) directs the 
Regional Fishery Management Councils, in conjunction with their Scientific and Statistical 
Committees, to develop multi-year research priorities for fisheries, fisheries interactions, 
habitats, and other areas of research that are necessary for management purposes, for 5-year 
periods.  

NOAA Cooperative Research Examples 
 
Southern California Hook and Line Survey in Cooperation with Sportfishing Industry 
 
Now in its 11th year, this fishery-independent survey of groundfish species thatinhabit 
untrawlable habitats in the Southern California Bight utilizes recreational charter vessels that 
have been selected through a bidding process and meet the survey specifications. As a result of 
the survey, strong and successful working relationships have developed between NOAA 
Fisheries scientists and the sportfishing industry. The survey provides NOAA better-quality 
information for stock assessments, more engaged stakeholders, low charter costs, and a track 
record of 10 years without a single day lost due to mechanical problems, crew delays, or other 
issues.  More specifically, the data derived from this survey are used to support stock 
assessments and other research for multiple species of shelf rockfish.  The survey’s design, 
protocols, and analytical methods have undergone rigorous peer review through publications, 
the stock assessment review (STAR) process, and a Center for Independent Experts (CIE) review 
in 2012.  
 
Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program 
 
The Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program (BREP) supports the development of technological 
solutions and fishing practices to minimize bycatch and reduce post-release injury and mortality 
of non-target species in our nations’ fisheries.  U.S. fishermen are involved with all aspects of 
BREP research, from designing new gear and assisting with data collection, to verifying and 
testing the application of gear in the field. Fishermen often identify needed innovations to 
reduce non-target bycatch while maintaining target catch. Based on congressional direction, 
BREP transitioned from funding internal projects to funding external projects in FY 2012.  
NOAA/BREP supported 14 projects across the country in 2012 ($2.44 million).  In September 
2013, NOAA Fisheries/BREP awarded 16 grants totaling $2.39 million. 
 
SaKe (Sardine-Hake) Survey  
 
NOAA Fisheries developed a new procedure for surveying both Pacific hake and sardine at the 
same time. This combined survey method, SaKe, requires a shared effort by both NOAA and the 
fishing industry, allowing for more frequent abundance estimates for both species, and for 
better managed and potentially more productive fisheries. The SaKe survey estimates the 
biomasses, distributions, and biological compositions of populations of Pacific hake and 
sardines  (as well as other coastal pelagic species) using data from an integrated acoustic and 
trawl survey off of the West Coast of the United States and Canada from approximately San 
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Diego to the northern end of Vancouver Island. The survey data are combined with other 
sources of data to produce the stock assessments for both species, which are used to 
determine allowable catch limits. In the case of sardine, acoustic-trawl data are combined with 
data from aerial surveys run by the industry. In the case of both species, industry-reported 
landings and data from state monitoring programs are also incorporated into the analysis, 
resulting in more robust stock assessments for both species.  Additional details can be found 
online at: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/stories/2012/11/11_26_12sake_survey.html 
 
Community Fishing Associations in the West Coast Groundfish Fishery 
 
There is also a Cooperative Research component to the West Coast Groundfish Fishery 
Cooperative Management example.  In addition to the TNC effort, there is a Cooperative 
Research project investigating the distribution of rebuilding rockfish stocks, and potential to 
utilize modified hook and line gear to target healthy rockfish populations in currently closed 
habitats while minimizing the catch of rebuilding species. The objectives include validating the 
predictive maps by performing scientific sampling (visual surveys and directed fishing) to assess 
encounter rates with overfished species in a subset of locations inside the rockfish conservation 
area, and demonstrating the potential to efficiently fish healthy populations using vertical hook 
and line gear within the conservation areas.  

  

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/stories/2012/11/11_26_12sake_survey.html
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Successful/unsuccessful attributes of cooperative research projects/programs  

Internal analysis 
 
Respondents provided numerous examples of cooperative research projects and programs 
covering all of the U.S. regions.  
 
Successful Attributes 
 
These examples had varying levels of industry involvement, but there were similarities 
throughout these projects and programs. Generally, successful cooperative research projects 
and programs proactively engage with industry very early in the process. Industry can identify 
research questions that are of importance to their own operations or, in other examples, the 
agency identified a management question and the agency and industry collaboratively 
determined the data needs and assessed the current status of data collection. Successful 
cooperative research projects should have a clear management focus, have a tightly designed 
process, and feed into the research and management process. This should include clear and 
open communication from the beginning, shared priorities, resources to support the work, 
transparent and clear protocols for data management, data collection, and proper incentives 
for stakeholder engagement. 
 
In many instances, industry collected data on their own vessels and these results were 
compared to agency-collected data. Or the agency charters vessels and works with the crew, so 
they see the scientific process and understand how data are collected. These simple 
arrangements built credibility and trust between the agency and industry. 
 
Unsuccessful attributes 
 
The most important attribute that contributed to unsuccessful cooperative research was 
misalignment of the management objectives of the agency, the science needs, and the needs 
of the fishermen.  An attribute of successful cooperative research projects is that practical 
input from stakeholders or fishermen can improve the results of cooperative research. For 
example, a scientific program was designed and mandated for use by the fishing industry. 
Fishermen rejected this program because they felt it was flawed and felt that if they had been 
involved, the results would have been better. This can be seen as the opposite of one of the 
main successful attributes of cooperative research – projects are closely aligned with 
fishermen’s interests and the agency’s science and management needs.  
 
Cooperative research programs that were unsuccessful tended to be directive projects rather 
than bottom-up. Another attribute to consider was the level of mandates for management. For 
example, high authority mandates (such as those from Congress or the United Nations) issued 
without considering the research results, negatively affected cooperative research 
collaborations.  
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Respondents noted that a lack of management commitment to the results of the cooperative 
research outcome can undermine the program. Likewise, if fishermen have preconceived 
expectations for how the data would be used and these expectations are not met, this can lead 
to unsuccessful projects.  
 
Cooperative research projects that do not identify a solution to a problem are not necessarily 
failures. For instance, the buoy-less lobster gear feasibility study improved NOAA Fisheries’ 
understanding of fisheries operations (e.g., gear deployment and retrieval processes), even 
though it did not necessarily lead to a regulatory change. 
 
Respondents reported that unsuccessful cooperative research projects occurred when there 
were uncooperative partners. Partners were not inclined to participate in cooperative research 
because they believed they already had a solution and were not interested in testing alternative 
hypotheses. Successful communication early in the process may remedy this issue. 

External interview 
 
The results of the external interviews reveal a very similar pattern as the internal interviews. 
Stakeholders repeatedly mentioned the need for clear communication and stakeholder 
involvement from the beginning of the project. 
 
Successful Attributes 
 
All external respondents noted that industry, including tribes, must be involved in the design 
of the project from the beginning. Partners should be included in the design and 
implementation of the research. This improves confidence and buy-in in the project results, and 
these arrangements improve knowledge of all those involved.  
 
Respondents noted that cooperative research could include cases where industry is given the 
freedom to evaluate a management problem and devise a solution without the government’s 
interference. For example, in Hawaii, fishermen were given the opportunity to try different 
hook sizes in their operations, with the collaboration of NOAA Fisheries scientists, to evaluate 
which hooks best minimized interactions with false killer whales. 
 
One respondent noted that successful cooperative research is not necessarily led by NOAA 
Fisheries, but it includes cases where federal, state, and academic partners use common 
consensus techniques. The respondent noted that this type of independent monitoring is costly 
and could be the reason for its limited use. 
 
Another component of successful cooperative research was making sure that all the 
stakeholders, including industry or tribal partners, had access to the data. Also, respondents 
noted that cooperative research must feed into the management process. For instance, one 
respondent noted that the results of cooperative research in their respective region dovetailed 
with the process of setting Annual Catch Limits. 
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Unsuccessful attributes 
 
External respondents noted that cooperative research projects were unsuccessful when 
assessment scientists were not involved in the projects because the results were not 
incorporated into future stock assessments. This angered fishermen, as they thought it was a 
waste of their effort. 
 
Another example noted by the external respondents was when government agencies assessed 
beaches on tribal properties to identify areas for fishery closures. This assessment was 
conducted without the involvement of the affected tribes. They were presented the results 
without being involved in the process and were outraged. 
 
Cooperative research can be unsuccessful in certain communities if a social network is not in 
place to establish and create community capacity. 
 
Attributes of unsuccessful cooperative research included cases where adequate funding was 
not provided. This was especially an issue for regions with few academic partners. 
 
Another issue for unsuccessful projects was a lack of accountability, with an example being the 
Research Set-Aside quota in the Mid-Atlantic. There were inadequate controls over 
compensation fishing activities, which allowed abuses of the system, quota overharvest, and 
the eventual suspension of the program.   
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Under the current laws and regulations, what can NOAA Fisheries do to advance cooperative 
research? 

Internal Interviews 
 
Nationwide, 50 NOAA Fisheries employees were interviewed. These interviewees provided 
insight into how NOAA Fisheries can advance cooperative research efforts. These responses 
were categorized into the following seven themes and topics: 
 
• Foster collaboration by communicating opportunities, building relationships and trust. 
• Define and communicate cooperative research standards and goals. 
• Foster collaboration by changing agency attitudes. 
• Assess where cooperative research would be beneficial and what allows for success. 
• Funding: increase, re-allocate, or consider non-federal sources. 
• Improve or change the current cooperative research process. 
• Increase leadership toward promoting cooperative research.  
 
Within each of these theme and topic areas, responses varied. For example, interviewees 
differed in whether they preferred NOAA Fisheries researchers leading cooperative research 
projects. Variation in responses likely signals that differences between regions exist and/or the 
level of direct, cooperative research experience varies between our interviewees.  
 
Foster collaboration by communicating opportunities, building relationships and trust 
Sixteen interviewees mentioned the importance of building trust and collaborative 
opportunities with cooperative research partners, suggesting ways the agency might facilitate 
this. One suggested that the agency “… develop guidelines for setting new cooperative research 
agreements to help facilitate partnership building.”  That is, make partnership building a 
requirement of cooperative research projects. Four interviewees mentioned that the agency 
should be proactive about seeking out partners—“don’t wait for them to come to you.” Two 
interviewees suggested that NOAA Fisheries actively seek feedback from cooperative research 
partners. One suggested that research set-aside (RSA) programs could serve as a model in this 
regard.  
 
Other interviewees suggested that cooperative research partners should be fully engaged in all 
stages of the process, including strategic planning and the development of cooperative 
research programs, formulating research questions and proposals, and data collection and 
analysis. That is, “… take a look at the research that needs to be done; early on… [ask] is there a 
way to involve the industry through cooperative research? Be more deliberate in finding 
opportunities.”  
 
Seven interviewees suggested that the agency engage in more outreach and publicize 
cooperative research opportunities, past projects, and successes. “[Cooperative research] 
project results need more outreach and notoriety… Communicate successes.” One individual 
suggested involving Sea Grant to assist with this outreach. Similarly, some interviewees 
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mentioned the importance of communicating the agency’s scientific needs and capabilities to 
potential cooperative research partners in order to facilitate discussions about where 
stakeholders might be able to fill a niche, data gap, or help address existing issues and 
challenges. Several forums—such as the Council, Alaska Native Organizations (ANOs), and 
others—could be used to discuss cooperative research needs and strategies with existing and 
potential partners.  
 
Regardless of the type of outreach, one interviewee suggested that it was important to have 
“ongoing engagement rather than periodic visits from on high” to encourage and promote 
cooperative research. As one respondent said, the agency needs to “… create dialogue, 
common ground, and trust…” between Agency staff and fishermen, and a better understanding 
of each other’s perspectives. This “… is built over time and frequent conversations…” and 
promotes transparency, which “… is critical and feeds directly into trust and support for 
scientific advice.” 
 
Seven interviewees mentioned who they believed the key cooperative research partners were. 
Some focused on seeking partners who had a “stake” in the research; others mentioned the 
fishing industry, academic institutions, states, tribes, NGOs, and other governments.  At the 
same time one interviewee was concerned that if a cooperative research partner (e.g., industry 
partner) had a stake in the outcome, then they will want a certain outcome. In contrast, the 
same concern was not mentioned when partnering with academic institutions, as they were 
seen as strengthening NOAA Fisheries’ science and credibility.  
 
Define and communicate cooperative research standards and goals 
Four interviewees mentioned data quality and sharing as important considerations. Some 
voiced concern about the quality of data collected from cooperative research projects and how 
NOAA Fisheries can ensure that the collected data are reliable. This is critical if the data will be 
used, for example, in stock assessments or for validating electronic monitoring technologies. 
How data will be shared with cooperative research partners should be discussed and decided 
early in the process. This related to the identification and communication of a project’s goals 
and objectives. Five interviewees mentioned the importance of communicating project goals 
and objectives. One stated that, “[c]ooperative research’s most important factor or function is 
to impart a shared understanding of why the agency is collecting or analyzing data and how 
that data is synthesized and used.” Similarly, another interviewee mentioned that 
communicating management priorities within the agency was also important, so that research 
can be more aligned with these priorities.  
 
Foster collaboration by changing agency attitudes 
Respondents (4) mentioned that attitudes within the agency related to cooperative research 
should change. It was mentioned that the agency should embrace “equal involvement among 
parties” and a “cooperative spirit,” and increase the role of stakeholders in cooperative 
research activities.  Similarly, another interviewee suggested that cooperative research partners 
should be engaged in analyses, not just data collection.  Another individual mentioned that 
partners should be involved in “… science beyond just bycatch reduction, such as surveys and 
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assessments.”  Two additional interviewees also suggested that the agency should embrace the 
use of fishery-dependent data.  
 
Assess where cooperative research would be beneficial and what contributes to success 
Eleven interviewees suggested that some assessment of past and current cooperative research 
projects was necessary to better understand what worked and what did not. One respondent 
suggested these should be regional assessments, while others suggested these assessments 
could be conducted through workshops with past participants.  Assessments could aid in: 
1) identifying the capabilities of cooperative research;  
2) identifying where this research can fill gaps; 
3) identifying opportunities for cooperative research within the agency’s “science framework”; 
and 
4) assessing the feasibility of multi-year or periodic projects toward developing a time series.  
 
Funding: increase, re-allocate, or consider non-federal sources 
Comments about funding from 38 interviewees were divided into the following five 
subcategories: 
 
1. Increase funding of cooperative research efforts. Eighteen interviewees suggested that more 
funding would help to advance cooperative research programs. For example, it was noted by 
one interviewee that part of the reason the agency is not more proactive in its interactions with 
tribal governments on groundfish and marine mammals comes down to funding.  
 
Some of these interviewees expressed their views on specific funding problem areas. Regarding 
the Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program, money should not be awarded to agency principal 
investigators as they have been in the past. However, it was unclear from this interview why 
this was a problem. Several interviewees mentioned increasing the flexibility of funding.  Also, 
NOAA Grants Management was noted as an area where improvements in timeliness could be 
focused, particularly when they are involved in moving funds from the agency to cooperative 
institutions like academic institutions. 
 
2. Funding that is stable and multi-year. Five interviewees suggested that “stable” or multi-year 
funding was key to advancing cooperative research programs. This would provide for more 
predictability in whether funds are available each year (which “facilitates an ongoing dialog on 
cooperative research”) and flexibility in how cooperative research funds can be used and 
invested over time (which “would allow broader research programs,” making it “easier to 
attract and retain people to do the research when funding is assured over multiple years”). 
Similarly, one interviewee suggested developing “long term programs for continued data 
collection in perpetuity.” 
 
Eleven interviewees suggested that lack of additional funding was not an issue. Instead, a re-
allocation or re-prioritization of existing funding was needed. For example, one individual 
stated that “… just having the agency’s leadership be on board is the important thing, it sounds 
like the end result of this [working group] will be a report to leadership and I hope they take it 
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to heart and basically provide guidance and free up their staff to think about this more, both on 
the science side and management side.” If cooperative research projects are a priority, this 
direction needs to be given and weighed against other agency priorities.  
 
Several interviewees identified needs for more funding: 

• Staff should be increased so as to facilitate, assist with, and evaluate cooperative 
research efforts, such as Research Set-Aside (RSA) programs and Exempted Fishing 
Permits (EFPs). EFPs in particular can help the Agency evaluate new fishing 
opportunities by allowing new gear to be tested that may more efficiently target desired 
species and reduce bycatch of protected species.   

• Science Centers should emphasize and prioritize cooperative research projects. 
• There should be better coordination between the agency and cooperative partners, 

such as the Councils, so that they can provide input on research needs, there is a clear 
process of data collection, and research results are shared. 
 

These interviewees recognized that prioritizing agency resources toward cooperative research 
would require the Agency to “… give up some core research/monitoring work to process” if 
additional funding is not available and that this would need to be evaluated carefully to 
determine whether this is the best resource allocation.  
 
3. Allocate resources to non-fish cooperative research. Four interviewees suggested that more 
cooperative research funds (either new or existing) could be focused on non-fishery species 
such as marine mammals or protected species. There was a perception by some of these 
interviewees that existing cooperative research funding was “directed toward fish-centric 
research” when it could, instead, be more inclusive of “ecosystem components, not just 
harvested species.” One interviewee suggested, “[f]or example, providing research to protected 
species like turtles so that you can have an idea of how many turtles can be [taken] before the 
fishery is affected. The effective number of turtles that can be caught before the fishery is 
closed is dependent not just on the number of turtles caught but also on the size of the turtle 
population. If you do not have information on the protected species (i.e., there are no funds 
available to research them), the fishery may be shut down prematurely or even unnecessarily.” 
Another interviewee mentioned that in the past there was a “Species of Concern” list toward 
which “pro-active conservation efforts” were supported by a grant program. However, the 
“[c]urrent ESA listing workload has impacted the ability to” pursue this type of research. 
 
4. Funding from non-federal sources. Four interviewees mentioned that cooperative research 
programs would benefit by allowing the agency to accept non-federal funding (e.g., private 
gifts, donations). One interviewee mentioned that the fishing industry funds research in New 
Zealand. Another suggested that the agency could “identify funding mechanisms for 
cooperative research associations or conglomerates” as a way to do this. Others suggested that 
allowing the agency to receive non-federal funding “may require legislative authorization.” 
Similarly, one interviewee stated “… if they [the fishing industry] want a newer, broader, more 
extensive survey, it takes time and resources… If they see it as beneficial to them, then how do 
we set it up so they can give us [NOAA Fisheries] money to do that?” 
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Improve or change the current cooperative research process 
Twenty-seven interviewees suggested ways that the current cooperative research proposal or 
process could be improved or changed. These ideas include: 1) improve proposal development 
process, 2) examine who receives funding, 3) streamline the current processes, 4)  allow regions 
more discretion, and 5) align cooperative research goals with management priorities 
 
Provide incentives for researchers to use the cooperative research model. One interviewee 
suggested that requests for proposals (RFPs) be “incentive-based… e.g., if you conduct this 
research through [a] cooperative research model, then we [NOAA Fisheries] can provide 75% of 
the funding, or some other incentive.” 
 
Examine who receives cooperative research funds. Respondents provided varying views as to 
whether cooperative research projects were best led by NOAA Fisheries scientists or those 
outside of the agency. Respondents suggested examining what strengths each might bring in 
conducting the research  
 
Streamline current processes. Three interviewees mentioned the need to streamline existing 
processes: a reduction in “regulation and bureaucracy of formal agreements” and “[p]rocedural 
issues such as permitting and ESA Section 7 reviews” was necessary to prevent delays to 
research. Also, one acknowledged that cooperative research is confusing for non-NOAA 
Fisheries partners because “… there are multiple grant programs with different timeframes and 
varying priorities… some program priorities overlap and others don’t.” 
 
Allow regions more discretion. One interviewee recommended that regions should have more 
discretion to set priorities for their regional cooperative research programs and to choose 
which cooperative research projects are funded. 
 
Align cooperative research goals with management priorities. Four interviewees mentioned 
that science priorities and management needs could be better aligned to ensure resources are 
spent wisely. 
 
Identify and acknowledge how cooperative research data are used and communicate this. 
One interviewee noted that most cooperative research data go into “benchmark assessments” 
rather than a “stock assessment update.” Benchmark assessments occur less frequently and so 
these data may not be used immediately. This needs to be communicated to stakeholders. 
  
Acknowledge existing cooperative efforts. One interviewee noted that there are “… a lot of 
agency efforts/mechanisms that operate in a ‘cooperative-mode,’ but aren’t formally 
designated as ‘cooperative research’ or funded through cooperative research dollars. A good 
example is the Fishery Information Networks (FINs). These are regional cooperative state-
federal programs to design, implement, and conduct marine fisheries statistics data collection 
programs and to integrate those data into a single data management system that will meet the 
needs of fishery managers, scientists, and fishermen.” 
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Identify impediments to cooperative research. Four interviewees identified the following 
impediments to engaging in more cooperative research:  

• Insurance requirements related to worker safety and having non-federal staff on 
government vessels or federal staff on non-government vessels can impede research.  

• Data confidentiality restrictions and the “… the ability to utilize the data collected for 
agency priorities” can be a problem. 

• Logistical difficulties with contracts and cooperative agreements. 
• Institutional impediments such as whether quota or research set-asides are used for 

cooperative research projects.  
 
Increase leadership toward promoting cooperative research. Respondents gave varying 
feedback on how cooperative research could be better promoted. One said current programs 
were sufficient, while others suggested that NOAA Fisheries should enhance its leadership of 
and promotion of cooperative research. For example, one individual suggested that a “clear 
national-level leader and strategic plan,” similar to the recreational fishing initiative, was a way 
to promote cooperative research programs. Another interviewee similarly stated that the 
agency’s leadership “…needs to make it known to those out there in the management and 
science realm that this is important… So it’s just making it a priority.”  

External interviews 
 
This analysis includes results from nine “external” (non-NOAA Fisheries) interviews and 
feedback from the attendees at the “roundtable.” These interviews identified themes or topics 
that related to improving or changing the current cooperative research process to increase or 
enhance cooperative research within the agency. These themes were divided into five 
categories:   
• Foster collaboration/be more inclusive by engaging communities early. 
• Define/communicate research goals. 
• Increase leadership.  
• Streamline the EFP and grants processes. 
• Increase or better utilize funding. 
 
Foster Collaboration 
Two interviewees mentioned the importance of engaging both commercial and recreational 
fishermen in research projects. Engagement referred to making an effort to let fishermen know 
about cooperative research opportunities as well as education and training about the research 
process (from data collection to analysis to interpreting results to use in management). Another 
interviewee stated that the agency should, “[f]igure out how to involve anglers. Start with 
simple data collection.  A good example is the research… to determine what kind of toxins were 
involved in the fish kills. Constituents were actively involved in bringing in carcasses to 
collection centers—getting [that] kind of constituent involvement yields tremendous results 
and saves money.” 
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Two additional interviewees reflected on cooperative research between NOAA Fisheries and 
tribal scientists. One mentioned that despite all the work done on tribal consultation (under 
Executive Order 13175 that requires consultation and coordination with tribal governments), 
this requirement to consult with tribes “… hasn’t done much of anything” to improve the status 
quo. Another interviewee suggested that if additional resources were available, it may be 
beneficial to create a “full-time well-defined position focused on cooperative research and 
cooperative management” who would serve as a liaison between each tribe and the agency. 
This interviewee suggested that creating such positions would go “a long way” in improving 
research collaboration and relationships. In lieu of additional funding, this interviewee 
suggested having organized, well-defined “summit meetings” on a periodic basis to discuss 
cooperative research priorities, projects, and progress. It was suggested that better structured 
meetings at Council meetings that agency and tribal representatives already attend could 
facilitate cooperative research. 
 
Define and communicate research goals 
Respondents indicated that all the relevant stakeholders should work together to define 
research goals collaboratively. Further, the research outcomes should be clearly identified and 
it should be understood how they will fit into existing or future management needs. For pilot 
studies, such as EFPs, it may be necessary to emphasize that the outcomes of such a study may 
or may not be applicable to a particular management need, so expectations of how the results 
will be use are tempered. Likewise, additional barriers to engaging partners in cooperative 
research (e.g., data-sharing) should be identified.  
 
Increase leadership 
One interviewee noted the importance of good leadership. “We need to have good leaders, not 
just people who go to meetings. We need to have people who will check back with the people 
they represent and bring a good product to them.” Within the context of this interview, the call 
for “good leaders” applied to all cooperative research partners (i.e., not just agency 
representatives) and suggests that a good leader is one who communicates progress on and 
outcomes of research projects to all partners and the groups they represent.  
 
Streamline the EFP and grants processes 
Two interviewees mentioned the importance of having more cooperative research 
opportunities to conduct pilot studies or the issuance of experimental or exempted fishing 
permits (EFPs). The agency should work to “streamline” and increase the “timeliness” of the 
EFP process, and communicate why EFPs are not always issued. This comment ties back to the 
importance of communicating research (and management) priorities and goals to partners, to 
help temper expectations.  Streamlining the cooperative research grants process was also 
mentioned. An additional interviewee mentioned that this streamlining included the interaction 
between the federal and state permitting processes.  
 
Increase or better utilize funding 
Six of the nine external interviewees mentioned that to advance cooperative research, funding 
should either be increased or better utilized. Suggestions included that NOAA Fisheries look at 
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the National Science Foundation’s process of cooperative research, and also suggested that the 
NOAA Fisheries Science Centers should consider changing policies on how they conduct 
fisheries research.  
 
One interviewee suggested that cooperative research programs and projects would be 
improved if existing funds were re-allocated:  update the proportion of funds that are allocated 
to each region. This interviewee stated that the Northeast and Southeast received the majority 
of funds, and the other regions had to compete for the remaining funds. This interviewee said 
that, if regions were allocated and allowed to administer their own cooperative research funds, 
then competition for funding could (and should) occur regionally, rather than nationally.  
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Recommendations to Leadership on Cooperative Management and Cooperative Research 
 
Note:  These recommendations will be tracked by the NOAA Leadership Council. 
  
Communication 
 
1) The Headquarters Communications Office, Regional Offices and Science Centers should 

review the specific communication mechanisms and platforms being used to assist 
agency partners and stakeholders interested in learning more about participating in 
cooperative management (e.g., regional points of contact, information on how to obtain 
an EFP, grants, etc.). As part of this, the Regions and Science Centers—through their 
Regional Communications Council lead—should:  

a.  Identify and evaluate the cooperative management information currently 
available on their own websites and via other communications tools used by the 
agency (e.g., brochures, workshops, etc.); and 

b. Identify and evaluate their related Regional Fishery Management Council websites 
to determine what cooperative management information exists there.  

c. The Fisheries Office of Communications will lead a similar evaluation of the 
headquarters program websites, including SF, PR, S&T, and others. In addition to 
reporting on the headquarters evaluation, the Communications Office will work 
with the Regional Communication Council to collect and report Regional and 
Science Center information. 

d. Consider using other government agencies to publicize opportunities (e.g., Marine 
Mammal Commission). 

2) The headquarters programs, Regional Offices, and Science Centers should create or 
facilitate more opportunities to engage possible cooperative research/cooperative 
management partners. This could range from encouraging NOAA Fisheries staff to work 
with outside partners including regular, regional town halls, roundtable discussions, or 
other meetings to engage stakeholders in addition to the existing Council process, 
consistent with the recently adopted Engagement Principals (11/2014).  

 
Cooperative Management Policy 
 
1) Provide the guidance below to NOAA Fisheries Employees, partners, and stakeholders 

on the range of cooperative management tools that NOAA Fisheries has available. 

Given the various definitions and understandings of “co-management,” this White Paper 
recommends that use of the term “co-management” be reserved for when there is shared 
management with similar authorities between NOAA Fisheries and states or tribes.  The 
working group recommends that a common definition of the term “cooperative 
management” be used to differentiate between “cooperative management” and “co-
management” as well as “cooperative research.”   
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 It may be helpful to explicitly establish a common understanding of what “cooperative 
management” means to NOAA, as the working group noted internal and external differences in 
views regarding such arrangements.  We recommend:  
 
“Cooperative management” refers to when stakeholders, after coordinating with NOAA, carry 
out certain conservation and management responsibilities.  This may require those stakeholders 
to incur the burden of investing additional human and financial resources. As a general rule, 
cooperative management should be pursued when NOAA and the stakeholders gain mutual 
benefits and when legal authority permits. 
 
As reflected in Figure 3, cooperative management has an analog in cooperative research: 
stakeholders work together with NOAA to develop the research design and collect data, 
consistent with standards that ensure that the data can be used for scientific and management 
purposes.

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Levels of cooperative management, modified from Berkes.21 
 
It is important to note that, under existing authorities related to cooperative management 
between NOAA and most user groups, final decision-making and enforcement authority would 
rest with NOAA.  This is different in the case of co-management, i.e., government-to-
government arrangements in which statutory and other legal principles and authorities 
prescribe the jurisdiction and authority of federal, state, tribal, and local governments. 
 

                                                           
21 Ibid. 1, p. 19. 
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2) The NOAA Fisheries Policy Office should evaluate our partnership with Sea Grant, 
particularly regarding research, outreach, and education, to determine if there are 
additional ways to engage the academic and stakeholder communities. 

3) The NOAA Office of Communications and Office of Policy should facilitate in-reach by 
training all appropriate NOAA Fisheries staff on the common understanding of co-
management, cooperative management, and cooperative research and the suite of 
tools available to NOAA Fisheries under the MMPA, ESA, and MSA.  Facilitation and/or 
customer service training may be appropriate for specific staff to improve interactions 
between NOAA Fisheries staff and constituents. Training could take place through 
webinars, field training, training videos, and publicized information on the NOAA 
Fisheries intranet.  This recommendation may initially require additional funding 
resources but may be offset by gains in management efficiency.  

4) NOAA Fisheries Leadership and their staff should develop and maintain good working 
relationships with cooperative management partners and be accountable for the 
success of those relationships.    

5) NOAA Fisheries Leadership and NOAA Fisheries Management and Budget should 
continue to push for statutory language needed to accept private donations and 
determine the proper guidelines regarding the use of private funds. 

6)  Employees and cooperative management partners should establish clear objectives and 
expectations of their respective roles, as well as regularly review whether there are 
challenges that need to be addressed.  Dialog is needed in both directions. 

7) Regional Offices and Science Centers should explore whether NEPA review/analysis for 
EFPs and grants can be streamlined. 

 
Cooperative Research 
 
1) The Science Board should review how Cooperative Research feeds into management 

priorities and, if necessary, engage the Regulatory Board. 
2)    The Cooperative Research Program should ensure that cooperative research projects 

are aligned with management priorities and focus on science gaps (e.g., habitat science 
and its integration into stock assessments). 

3)    The Cooperative Research Program and other cooperative research activities (i.e., 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Grants and BREP) should ensure that both stakeholders and NOAA 
Fisheries are involved from start to finish to set goals and objectives and to ensure 
results have the best chance to be used for science and management purposes.  
Likewise, it is important to have the appropriate suite of expertise engaged in a given 
cooperative research project to ensure that the resulting data can best be used toward 
practical applications for science and management purposes.  For example, if a project 
addresses a social science concern, it is vital that social scientists be included in the 
design, implementation, and analysis of that project.  

4) NOAA Fisheries Leadership should ensure cooperative research is visible in Science 
Center planning and program reviews, engage their staff, and be accountable for good 
working relationships with cooperative research partners. 
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5)  NOAA Fisheries should encourage peer review products as a preferred outcome of the 
research activities. Peer reviewed products can provide maximum impact in support of 
NOAA Fisheries science (e.g., stock assessments) and management priorities.  If 
possible, NOAA Fisheries should also aid authors in publishing so as not to extend the 
publication periods. 

6) The Cooperative Research Program should review existing long-term/multi-year 
cooperative research projects and develop recommendations for how to maintain and 
transition funding for these projects to other sources (internal or external). 

7)  Working with the NOAA Office of General Counsel, develop a way to help program 
offices to quickly identify which legal authorities and types of agreements might be 
relevant to cooperative research activities with external partners (academics, industry, 
NGOs, etc.). 

8)  NOAA Fisheries should conduct cooperative research, such as testing new fishing gear, 
within MSA-established fishing mortality limits and consistent with other applicable law, 
such as the ESA and MMPA.  A variety of mechanisms has been developed and should 
be applied to allow such cooperative research to move forward, not impeding 
partnerships. 

 
Metrics 
 
1) NOAA Fisheries’ Office of Science and Technology should survey external partners on 

their perceptions of NOAA’s cooperative management and cooperative research 
programs and re-survey them in 2 to 3 years to see if perceptions have changed. The 
survey should be re-evaluated as needed. 

2)  NOAA Fisheries’ Office of Science and Technology should review 2014 cooperative 
research program projects and determine how many, and which, projects better 
informed, facilitated, or supported improved management decisions or enriched 
scientific products.    

3)  In FY16 develop reporting tool that tracks how each Cooperative Research Program 
project fits into the Agency’s science based management of living marine resources. 

 
Process for sharing White Paper 
 
1) This white paper was shared for review and comment on the recommendations with the 

following advisory groups: 
 Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee  
 Council Coordination Committee 
 Marine Mammal Commission 
2) Share the final white paper with all internal and external interviewees.  
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Conclusion 
 
The November 25, 2013, letter recommended that NOAA support cooperative management 
and cooperative research as a means to bring new resources to fisheries management, enhance 
NOAA’s capabilities, and improve stakeholder relationships.  Through this review, NOAA has 
examined its current activities and engagements, identified areas that could benefit from 
improvement and new resources, and considered ways to better draw upon the strengths that 
state, tribal, and local governments and stakeholders bring to fishery conservation and 
management efforts.  While NOAA Fisheries does a lot of cooperative management and 
cooperative research, more can be done to promote these activities.  The working group 
believes that the recommendations provided here offer a path forward. 
 
It is important to acknowledge the role of the Regional Fishery Management Councils as part of 
the spectrum of cooperative management.  The Councils are responsible for the fisheries that 
require conservation and management in their regions and are composed of both voting and 
non-voting members representing the commercial and recreational fishing sectors in addition 
to environmental, academic, and federal and state government interests.  The Council process 
itself is on the spectrum of cooperative management.  In addition, there are several examples 
of cooperative management approaches the Councils have developed over the years, ranging 
from the AFA Pollock cooperatives and other examples described in this paper to the 
development of the Sector program in the Northeast to charter/headboat cooperative 
management being piloted in the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
“Cooperative management” refers to when stakeholders, after coordinating with NOAA, carry 
out certain conservation and management responsibilities.  This may require those 
stakeholders to incur the burden of investing additional human and financial resources. As a 
general rule, cooperative management should be pursued when NOAA and the stakeholders 
gain mutual benefits and when legal authority permits. 
 
“Cooperative research” allow stakeholders to contribute to the overall base of knowledge, 
enabling NOAA to make informed decisions. In general, NOAA should support stakeholder 
research and advise the stakeholder on how to best structure their research efforts. Also, NOAA 
may choose to confer with stakeholders where multiple overlapping research initiatives exist, in 
an effort to determine whether one or more of the research projects could be modified to 
increase the overall knowledge.  NOAA should consider how best to be a partner and facilitator 
to create a positive environment for cooperative research projects. 
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