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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

DATE: January 27, 2016   

TO: Council  

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Industry Funded Monitoring (IFM) Joint Omnibus Amendment 
 

Development of the IFM Amendment is being led by NMFS.  The Discussion Document follows this 
memo and NMFS staff will provide an overview presentation at the Council meeting.  Several 
supporting documents are also on the meeting materials website, http://www.mafmc.org/council-
events/feb16-council-meeting including: 
 
-Discussion Document Appendices 1-3 (Background Q&A, Cost Estimates, Provider Requirements) 
-Recent technical meeting summaries (results have been incorporated into the Discussion Document) 
-December 17, 2015 NEFMC Observer Committee Summary 
-Draft (September 2015) Environmental Assessment 
-Action Plan – Has current timeline including selecting preferred Omnibus elements in February, 

selecting preferred mackerel elements in April, public hearings/comment in May, and final 
Council action in June (with implementation by the end of the year). 

 
The Omnibus elements of the action, which are the focus for the February meeting, are largely 
administrative in nature, so the impacts are all low/negligible.  The alternatives for specific coverages 
for the mackerel fishery (and associated impacts) will be the focus of the April meeting. 
 
The following are the decision points for the February meeting.  The New England Fishery Management 
Council (NEFMC) met in January and has adopted motions related to these questions.  The motions they 
passed (draft format) are included at the end of each question/decision point. 
 

1. Does the Council want to implement an Omnibus Amendment to specify default cost 
responsibilities and standards for NEW FMP-specific IFM programs? (SBRM and existing 
scallop/groundfish programs would not be affected.)  This is Omnibus Alternative 2, and not 
selecting this alternative would effectively end this action (all of the other alternatives relate to 
this big picture question).  Council staff recommends identifying Alternative 2 as preferred.       
 
NEFMC motion (draft): …that the Council select Alternative 2 (standardized structure for IFM 
programs) as the preliminary preferred alternative for the IFM Amendment. 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/feb16-council-meeting
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/feb16-council-meeting


  
 

Page | 2  

 
2. Does the Council want to adopt the “Guiding Principles” for IFM programs recommended by 

NEFMC’s Observer Policy Committee and adopted by the NEMFC?  If so, these principles 
would be integrated into the IFM Amendment’s Environmental Assessment. 
 

NEFMC motion (draft): …that the Council adopts the following guiding principles for industry 
funded monitoring programs implemented by GARFO.  Data collection programs for the estimation 
of fishery catch should: 

• Be fit for purpose- the reason, or clear need, for data collection should be identified to ensure
 objective design criteria. 

• Be affordable- the cost of data collection programs should not diminish net benefits to the 
nation, nor threaten the continued existence of our fisheries. However, essential data collection is 
needed to assure conservation and sustainability, and is reason to seek less data intensive ways to 
assess and manage fisheries on the economic margins.  

• Should apply modern technology- data collection should prioritize the utilization of 
modern technology to the extent possible to meet our data collections needs, while recognizing 
an affordable robust program is likely to need a mix of data collection by people and technology. 

• Incentivize reliable self-reporting. 

 
 

3. Does the Council want to remove, as a standard for potential new IFM programs (like mackerel), 
a service provider requirement to not deploy the same observer on the same vessel for more than 
2 consecutive multi-day trips or for more than twice in a given month?  This would allow 
potential cost savings, though there is some concern about losing some randomness of 
vessel/observer pairing if this requirements is removed.  Each IFM program can modify some 
service provider requirements (such as this one) on an FMP-specific basis – this only identifies 
the standard/default requirement. 

NEFMC motion (draft): …that the Council recommends the removal of the IFM service provider 
requirement to not deploy the same observer on the same vessel for more than 2 consecutive multi-
day trips or for more than twice in a given month. 
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4. Does the Council want to identify as preferred that future frameworks could implement a 

monitoring set-aside that could help fund IFM programs?  Council staff recommends this as 
preferred – while it may not be useful in all fisheries, it does add a “tool in the toolbox.” 

NEFMC motion (draft): … that the Council select Alternative 2.6 (monitoring set aside) as the 
preliminary preferred alternative for the IFM amendment. 

 
 

5. Does the Council want to identify a preferred prioritization alternative (2.1-2.5)?  New IFM 
programs will only run if NMFS has extra money to fund NMFS’ costs (beyond SBRM).  If 
there is no money, then no new IFM programs would operate.  In April the Council will consider 
whether to allow a waiver or to sideline a fleet if NMFS cannot fund a fleet’s IFM program.  If 
NMFS has some money but there is a shortfall, 2.1-2.5 would specify how IFM programs get 
funded relative to each other.  

2.1 – NMFS decides (with Council consultation), using a priority weighting system. 
2.2 – Councils lead a process to recommend priority programs to NMFS.   
2.3 – Shortfalls automatically affect all programs proportionate to the shortfall. 
2.4-2.5 – Shortfalls automatically affect programs depending on the ratio (high or low) of 
extra needed days relative to fishing activity (days fished).  Because prioritization would 
vary based on both parts of the ratio, the result may not reflect Council management 
priorities. 

NEFMC motion (draft): … that the Council select Alternative 2.2 (Council-led) as a preferred 
Alternative for the IFM Amendment. 

NEFMC added that the prioritization process implemented via the IFM Amendment could be 
modified via a Framework Adjustment – MAFMC Council staff recommends adding this to 
whatever motion the Council uses to select a preferred prioritization process (if any).  Council staff 
also recommends Alternative 2.2 as preferred, since the Council could then adopt any of the other 
processes from the other alternatives. 

The flow chart on the following page (created by NEFMC staff), provides another way of working 
through the prioritization process alternatives. 
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1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

The purpose of this action is to consider measures that would allow the Councils to implement 
new industry-funded monitoring coverage in New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Plans (FMPs) in an organized fashion.  This amendment would allow industry 
funding to be used in conjunction with available Federal funding to pay for additional 
monitoring to meet FMP-specific coverage targets.  This amendment also considers (1) 
standard cost responsibilities associated with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the 
fishing industry, (2) a process for FMP-specific industry-funded monitoring to be implemented 
via a future framework adjustment action, (3) standard administrative requirements for 
industry-funded monitoring service providers, (4) a process to prioritize available Federal 
funding for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs, and (5) a process for monitoring set-aside 
programs to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action.  This action is needed 
to allow Councils to implement industry-funded monitoring programs for the Greater Atlantic 
Region, and prioritize the allocation of Federal funding across those programs when available 
funding falls short of the total need.  This omnibus amendment would ensure consistency for 
industry-funded monitoring programs across New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs. 

Additionally, this amendment has a second purpose, to consider specific industry-funded 
monitoring options for the Atlantic Herring FMP and the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish 
(MSB) FMP.  Additional monitoring is necessary to generally improve the accuracy of catch 
estimated (landings and discards) and to better estimate the catch of incidental species for 
which catch caps apply (i.e., the river herring/shad and haddock catch caps).  The effectiveness 
and affordability of the industry-funded monitoring program are of primary importance when 
considering monitoring coverage targets for these fisheries.  This action is needed to allow the 
Councils to monitor catch in these fisheries at their desired levels.   

Detailed background information for this amendment is described in Appendix 1 - Background 
Information. 

 

1.2 OVERVIEW OF OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVES 
 
Omnibus Alternative 1 – No standardized structure for industry-funded monitoring programs 
(No Action) 

 No standard definition of cost responsibilities between industry and NMFS; 

 No standardized framework adjustment process to implement future industry-funded 
monitoring programs in other FMPs; 

 No standardized observer service provider requirements; 

 No process for prioritizing available Federal funding across industry-funded monitoring 
programs; and 

 No standardized framework adjustment process to implement future monitoring set-
aside programs. 
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Omnibus Alternative 2 – Standardized structure for industry-funded monitoring programs and 
option for monitoring set-aside provision. 

 Standard definition for cost responsibilities between industry and NMFS; 

 Standard framework adjustment process to implement future industry-funded 
monitoring programs in other FMPs; 

 Standard observer service provider requirements;  

 Process for prioritizing available Federal funding across industry-funded monitoring 
programs; and 

 Option for standard monitoring set-aside provision. 
 
Omnibus Alternatives 2.1 – 2.5 are variations on the prioritization process in Omnibus 
Alternative 2, and consider specific options for what to do when Federal funding is not 
sufficient to cover NMFS’s costs to support the Council’s desired coverage level for a given FMP. 

1. Omnibus Alternative 2.1– NMFS-led prioritization process. NMFS prepare analysis 
and prioritization in consultation with the Councils. 

2. Omnibus Alternative 2.2 – Council-led prioritization process.  Council prepares 
analysis and recommended priorities to NMFS. 

3. Omnibus Alternative 2.3 – Proportional prioritization process.  Shortfalls in Federal 
funding to support industry-funded monitoring would be distributed proportionally 
among all industry-funded monitoring programs. 

4. Omnibus Alternatives 2.4 – Coverage ratio-based prioritization process.  The amount 
of funding would be allocated to each FMP related to the extra coverage needed 
and total fleet activity.  Alternative 2.4 would favor coverage for the FMPs that don’t 
need much additional coverage to meet targets and the most active FMPs with IFM 
programs.   

5. Omnibus Alternatives 2.5 – Coverage ratio-based prioritization process.  The amount 
of funding would be allocated to each FMP related to the extra coverage needed 
and total fleet activity.  Alternative 2.5 would favor coverage for the FMPs that need 
more coverage to meet targets and the least active FMPs with IFM programs. 

 
Omnibus Alternative 2.6 – Monitoring Set-Aside 
This alternative would provide a structure to develop future monitoring set-aside programs 
which would generally consist of reserving a portion of the annual catch limit for a fishery to 
assist in funding vessel/non-governmental costs for additional monitoring coverage beyond the 
Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM) requirements.  No monitoring set-aside 
programs would be directly established by this action. 
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1.3 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
 

The current alternatives include the following: 

 Standard cost responsibilities associated with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and 
the fishing industry; (Omnibus) 

 A process by which industry-funded monitoring programs (e.g., at-sea monitoring, 
dockside monitoring, electronic monitoring) can be implemented via framework 
adjustment in each FMP; (Omnibus) 

 Standards for industry-funded monitoring service providers (e.g., for dockside 
monitoring, at-sea monitoring, and electronic monitoring); (Omnibus) 

 A process by which NMFS and/or the Councils would prioritize available Federal funding 
for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs, when Federal funding is not sufficient to 
meet all coverage targets; (Omnibus) 

 A process by which monitoring set-aside programs can be implemented via framework 
adjustment in each FMP for those FMPs with industry-funded monitoring programs; 
(Omnibus) and 

 Monitoring coverage targets or requirements for certain permit categories and/or gear 
types for the herring and mackerel fisheries. (Herring and Mackerel specific) 

 

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVES  
 
The following omnibus alternatives consider provisions that would apply to all New England and 
Mid-Atlantic FMPs, including (1) standard cost responsibilities associated with industry-funded 
monitoring for NMFS and the fishing industry, (2) a process for FMP-specific industry-funded 
monitoring to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action, (3) standard 
administrative requirements for industry-funded monitoring service providers, (4) a process to 
prioritize available Federal funding for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs, and (5) a 
process to develop monitoring set-aside programs via a future framework adjustment action. 

1.4.1 Omnibus Alternative 1:  No Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs 
 
Under Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), there would be no standardized structure developed 
for Greater Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs.  There would be no standard 
definition of costs and cost responsibility for industry-funded monitoring in the New England 
and Mid-Atlantic fisheries.  Cost definitions and the determination of who pays for them would 
be considered individually by each FMP as industry-funded monitoring programs are 
developed.  Under Omnibus Alternative 1, there would be no process to prioritize available 
Federal funding to meet Council desired monitoring coverage target above and beyond SBRM 
coverage and no standard administrative requirements for industry-funded monitoring service 
providers.  The allocation of available Federal funding to increase monitoring to meet Council 
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desired coverage levels and observer service provider requirements for industry-funded 
monitoring would be evaluated on an case-by-case, FMP-by-FMP basis.  Additionally, under 
Omnibus Alternative 1, there would be no framework adjustment process to implement FMP-
specific industry-funded monitoring or therefore, no framework adjustment process to 
implement FMP-specific monitoring set-aside program.  Rather, industry-funded monitoring 
programs and monitoring set-aside programs would be developed and established in FMP-
specific amendments. 
 
Timing for the Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action) 

The following table outlines the existing timeline for sea day allocation related to SBRM, Sector 
At-Sea monitoring, and the scallop fishery (compensation rate determination).  The SBRM year 
runs from April to March, the NE Multispecies fishing year runs from May to April, and the 
scallop fishing year runs from March to February.  The schedule below would remain 
unchanged under the status quo alternative. 
 
TABLE 1.  STATUS QUO TIMING OF GREATER ATLANTIC REGION SBRM, SECTOR AND SCALLOP 

MONITORING ALLOCATION AND ANALYSIS 

Year Month SBRM schedule Sector ASM Schedule Scallop Compensation 
Rate Determination 

Schedule 

Year 1 January to 
April 

   

April/May    

May to 
October 

   

October  Observer data July 
Year 0 – June Year 
1 available 

 Begin analysis for 
SBRM 

Work on analysis for 
sector ASM using most 
recent complete 
fishing year (May Year 
0 – April Year 1) 

 

November Work on discard 
estimation analysis for 
SBRM from November 
through early 
February 

December 

Year 2 January Receive Year 2 budget Sector ASM coverage 
rates published in 
proposed rule 

Determine 
compensation rate  

February Collect public 
comment 

March If funding shortfall, Sector ASM coverage Begin Year 2 
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run SBRM 
prioritization process 

rates published in final 
rule 

April Determine and begin 
Year 2 sea day 
schedule 

Determine sea day 
schedule 

Determine and begin 
sea day schedule 

May  Begin Sector ASM Year 
2 

 

 

1.4.2 Omnibus Alternative 2:   Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs 
 
Under Omnibus Alternative 2, there would be an established, standardized structure for new 
industry-funded monitoring programs that would apply to all New England and Mid-Atlantic 
FMPs that choose to use industry funding to increase monitoring via new programs (the 
existing scallop and groundfish programs would not be affected by this action).  This industry-
funded monitoring program structure would include the following components:  (1) standard 
cost responsibilities associated with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the fishing 
industry, (2) a process for FMP-specific industry-funded monitoring to be implemented via a 
future framework adjustment action, (3) standard administrative requirements for industry-
funded monitoring service providers, and (4) a process for FMP-specific monitoring set-aside 
program to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action.  Additionally, Omnibus 
Alternative 2 would include a range of options for the process to prioritize available Federal 
funding for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs.  No individual FMP would be subject to 
an industry-funded monitoring program as a result of implementation of the Omnibus 
alternatives proposed in this action.  Rather, any FMP that wishes to develop an industry-
funded monitoring program, and optionally, a monitoring set-aside program, would need to 
develop the program that meets the specifications of this action in a separate framework.  
Other parts of this action discussed later do consider specific programs for the Atlantic herring 
and Atlantic mackerel fisheries. 
 
Current Monitoring Types in the Greater Atlantic Region 
 
The existing types of monitoring programs include:  

1. At-sea monitoring, which focuses on data collection at sea, recording the type and 
quantity of retained and/or discarded catch.  

2. Dockside monitoring, which focuses on data collection at the dock, accounting for 
landings of target species and incidental catch.  If all fish caught are retained and 
landed, dockside monitoring can also record type and quantity of total catch.   

3. Electronic monitoring (EM), which uses video cameras and other sensors to monitor 
discards at sea or to monitor compliance with full retention requirements or other at-
sea requirements.  

 
The following section provides further detail on these monitoring types, and their current uses 
in the Greater Atlantic Region.   
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At-Sea Monitoring 
 
At-sea monitoring (ASM) is used to refer to the collection of data at sea aboard fishing vessels 
by human observers.  The Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) Fisheries Sampling 
Branch currently manages the collection and processing of data and biological samples 
obtained during commercial fishing trips through the Northeast Fisheries Observer Program 
(NEFOP) and groundfish ASM programs.   
 
The Fisheries Sampling Branch oversees observer training, translates data requirements from 
the NEFSC research programs into a detailed schedule of fisheries to be sampled and at what 
frequency, manages data collected by observers, and provides qualified researchers with 
audited data files and summaries.  Observers collect operational fishing data, biological data, 
and economic data while on board fishing vessels.  Additionally, in support of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA), observers monitor 
interactions with protected and endangered species.  Summaries of fishery observer data are 
provided to scientists and analysts of the Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO), 
NEFSC, and the Regional Fishery Management Councils to support quantitative and qualitative 
evaluations of various management actions.  
 
This document uses the terms “observer” and “at-sea monitor” interchangeably.  However, the 
reader should note the following: 

 The term “NEFOP-level observer” is used to refer to observers that collect an advanced 
and diverse set of information on fishing trips; and 

 This document refers to FMP-specific at-sea monitoring programs by prefacing the 
terms “at-sea monitor” or “ASM” with a fishery name (e.g., the groundfish ASM 
program, groundfish at-sea monitors, the herring/mackerel ASM program, etc.).  
Fishery-specific at-sea monitors collect a more limited set of information on fishing trips 
than NEFOP-level observers, in direct support of FMP-specific goals.  

 
NEFOP-level observers collect a wide array of information on a subset of the trips in all Greater 
Atlantic Region fisheries.  The information they collect includes: 

 Fishing gear information (i.e., size of nets and dredges, mesh sizes, and gear 
configurations); 

 Tow-specific information (i.e., depth, water temperature, wave height, and location and 
time when fishing begins and ends); 

 All kept and discarded catch (fish, sharks, crustaceans, invertebrates, and debris) on 
observed hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Kept catch on unobserved hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Actual catch weights whenever possible, or alternatively, weight estimates derived by 
sub-sampling methodologies; 

 Whole specimens, photos, and biological samples (i.e., scales, ear bones, and/or 
vertebrae from fish, invertebrates, and incidental takes); 
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 Information on interactions with protected species, such as sea turtles, porpoise, 
dolphins, whales, and birds; and  

 Vessel trip costs (i.e., operational costs for trip including food, fuel, oil, and ice). 
 
In recent years, NEFOP-level observer coverage has largely been allocated as part of the SBRM.  
The SBRM is the combination of sampling design, data collection procedures, and analyses used 
to estimate bycatch in multiple fisheries.  The SBRM provides a structured approach for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the allocation of fisheries observer effort across multiple 
fisheries to monitor a large number of species.  Although management measures are typically 
developed and implemented on an FMP-by-FMP basis, from the perspective of developing a 
bycatch reporting system, there is overlap among the FMPs and the fisheries that occur in New 
England and the Mid-Atlantic that could result in redundant and wasteful requirements if each 
FMP is addressed independently.   
 
For example, New England vessels using extra-large mesh gillnets catch monkfish, skates, and 
Northeast multispecies, often on the same fishing trip, and, therefore, most participants in this 
fishery must operate according to the regulations implemented under three different FMPs.  To 
distinguish between the management units identified in individual FMPs and the fisheries that 
operate under one or more FMPs, the SBRM is designed around “fishing modes” defined by the 
type of fishing gear used and the area from which the vessels depart.   
 
There are 56 fishing modes defined in the SBRM, some of which further subdivide a fishery by 
the mesh size of the gear used (for gillnets and otter trawls), or by the type of permit and 
access area program (for sea scallop dredges).  Although there are differences among the 
modes, the participants in these fishing modes fish throughout the Gulf of Maine, Georges 
Bank, and the Mid-Atlantic Bight, and land their catch across a large number of fishing ports 
from the Outer Banks of North Carolina to Downeast Maine.  The SBRM is limited to those 
fisheries that are prosecuted in the Federal waters of the Greater Atlantic Region and managed 
through an FMP developed by either the Mid-Atlantic or New England Council.   
 
The Atlantic Sea Scallop observer program, described in further detail in Appendix 1, is the only 
existing industry-funded monitoring program in the region that uses NEFOP-level observer 
coverage. 
 
While NEFOP-level observers are used to cover all fisheries, including sector trips, groundfish 
at-sea monitors are deployed on vessels participating in the groundfish sector program.  
Groundfish at-sea monitors follow a rigorous sampling protocol to collect weights of fish catch 
(kept and discarded), to measure the lengths of groundfish species, and document interactions 
with protected species.  Groundfish at-sea monitors also collect information on trip costs, gear 
type, and tow locations.  In contrast to NEFOP-level observers, groundfish at-sea monitors 
collect a reduced set of data, thereby reducing training time, gear requirements, and internal 
support resources necessary to administer this program. 
 
Dockside (Portside) Monitoring 
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Dockside monitoring programs deploy trained monitors to vessel landing locations to monitor 
the weights and species composition of landed catch.  Landings sampling protocols for dockside 
monitoring differ between programs depending on the program goals.  Monitors typically 
monitor offloads directly to dealers, but roving monitoring programs can be established in 
cases where landings are offloaded to a truck for later delivery to a dealer.  The reader should 
note that the terms “dockside monitor” and “portside sampler” are used interchangeably in this 
document. 
 
There are not any Federal dockside monitoring programs currently administered in the Greater 
Atlantic Region.  However, there was previously an industry-funded dockside monitoring 
requirement for groundfish sectors.  Sectors were required to implement a dockside monitoring 
program to validate dealer-reported landings, with 50-percent coverage of sector trips in the 
2010 groundfish fishing year, and 20-percent coverage each year thereafter.  In 2010, NMFS 
reimbursed sectors for the costs of dockside monitoring.  Shortly after the implementation of 
Amendment 16 to the NE Multispecies FMP, the Council became concerned that the industry 
would not be able to support full responsibility for the costs of monitoring programs, beginning 
with dockside monitoring in 2011 and at-sea monitoring in 2012.  Through Framework 45 to the 
Northeast Multispecies FMP, the Council suspended the dockside monitoring requirements 
until FY 2013 and required dockside monitoring only to the extent that NMFS could fund it.  In 
2011, NMFS made the determination that dockside intercepts by enforcement personnel were 
sufficient to monitor sector landings and reprioritized financial support for dockside monitoring 
to alleviate general sector operating costs.  The dockside monitoring program was ultimately 
eliminated in Framework 48 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP in advance of the 2013 
groundfish fishing year. 
 
A number of states in this region administer dockside monitoring programs related to state-
managed species; a number of Federal permit holders are sampled through the state dockside 
monitoring programs.   The Massachusetts Department of Marine Fisheries and Maine 
Department of Marine Resources portside monitoring programs for Atlantic herring are 
described under the herring coverage target alternatives. 
 
Electronic Monitoring 
 
The use of electronic monitoring systems on fishing vessels, namely electronic systems that 
incorporate video cameras, sensors, and electronic reporting systems into a vessel’s fishing 
operations, has been a relatively recent development in fisheries around the world.  Electronic 
monitoring can be used to augment or replace onboard human observers in some data 
collection tasks.   
 
The technology supporting electronic monitoring has advanced significantly in a short time span 
and issues of image quality that were once prevalent are virtually nonexistent when the 
cameras are properly placed.  There have been regional and national workshops to explore the 
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technology and capabilities of EM, examine how EM can meet scientific and management 
needs, and understand the legal requirements, data integration, and costs of implementing EM.   
The majority of applications using electronic monitoring have been developed to monitor gear 
interactions with protected species and birds, to detect presence or absence of specific fish 
species occurring as bycatch, or to validate vessel landing and logbook information.  There are 
two primary approaches for electronic monitoring: 1) the audit approach, and 2) the optimized 
or full retention approach. 

 Under the audit approach, EM technology is used to account for catch, and catch 
estimation is substantiated through a data validation source, such as vessel trip reports.  
This model is associated with increased captain responsibility and places a greater 
emphasis on industry-reported data.  Electronic monitoring applications have been 
deployed successfully in fixed gear fisheries (i.e., longline, pot/trap, mechanical jig) and 
in trawl fisheries with relatively homogeneous catch composition.   

 Under optimized or full retention approach, electronic monitoring is used to monitor for 
discards.  In this case, electronic monitoring must be paired with dockside monitoring to 
gather information about landed species composition.   

In the Greater Atlantic Region, the at-sea observer programs are very complex in their sampling 
schemes and in regards to the data collected.  Electronic monitoring technology is currently not 
capable of performing most of the detailed data collection tasks performed by human 
observers.  However, depending on the monitoring needs for a given fishery, electronic 
monitoring could provide a cost-effective alternative to human observers.  Electronic 
monitoring is being developed for the groundfish fishery, as described below.  In addition, this 
amendment contains alternatives that would implement electronic monitoring for the Greater 
Atlantic Region midwater trawl fleet, which includes vessels permitted in the herring and 
mackerel fisheries. 

The need to balance the financial viability of sectors with the expectation to have the fishing 
industry fund groundfish ASM precipitated several efforts to explore electronic monitoring as 
an alternative to ASM.  EM may be a suitable replacement to ASM, provided EM has the ability 
to identify species, and verify weights and counts of discards in the groundfish fishery.  
Balancing management data needs with the costs of a comprehensive EM system that satisfies 
monitoring requirements remains an ongoing endeavor.   

From 2004-2006, the Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s Alliance (CCCFA) and Archipelago 
Marine Research Ltd. (AMR) tested EM systems on longline and gillnet vessels targeting 
groundfish and compared EM and observer data.  Beginning in 2010, NMFS and Archipelago 
conducted a more comprehensive study in three phases.  Phase one identified baseline metrics 
for detecting fishing events, counting fish, and identifying species.  Phase two addressed issues 
such as weight estimation and expanded species identification methods through catch han-
dling.  The third phase tested catch handling methods to simulate an operational EM program.  
Currently, the Gulf of Maine Research Institute (GMRI), the Maine Coast Community Sector 
(MCCS), The Nature Conservancy (TNC), and Ecotrust Canada (EC), have collaborated to 
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operationalize an EM program using open-source software.  Funding for this pilot project has 
come from grants through foundations.  Their model uses EM to validate captain-reported data 
on vessel trip reports and has introduced a new EM provider to the fishery.  The first year 
(2013) was designed to be a training period for captains.  For 2014 and 2015, the project’s goal 
is to complete the necessary data collection and analysis to demonstrate the ability that EM can 
replace ASM for sectors in the New England groundfish fishery.   
 
In concert with the release of the Plan, GARFO and NEFSC partnered with GMRI, MCCS, TNC, 
and EC as they continue their project to address these final issues and fully develop an EM 
model for groundfish sectors.  This pre-implementation group has worked from an agreed set 
of questions and tasks, which has facilitated a fully transparent and coordinated process.  The 
group holds monthly face-to-face meetings to discuss data collection, retrieval, review, and 
storage, the roles and responsibilities in a functional program, and the process for approving 
and implementing EM for 2016.  These partnerships have provided GARFO and NEFSC with an 
understanding of how reasonable certain program requirements may be for a fisherman or an 
EM provider, and have also provided insight to non-NMFS partners on the existing gaps 
between the pilot projects and fully implementing EM.  The intention is that this group will 
continue to meet moving forward, adding additional partners such as CCCFA and AMR, to 
develop the final data and provider standards, EM monitoring plans, and regulatory framework 
for implementing EM for a portion of the groundfish fishery.  If adopted by the Councils, NMFS 
intends to use elements of this pre-implementation approach when developing implementation 
details for the EM program for the herring and mackerel midwater trawl fleet. 

Since these pilot projects, EM proponents have supported implementation of EM in the 
groundfish fishery.  However, given legal, analytical, and logistical obstacles that remain, EM 
has not yet been approved for implementation as an alternative to ASM.   
 
In January 2015, NMFS’ Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office and the NEFSC released a 
Regional Electronic Technologies Implementation Plan that articulated the remaining aspects of 
a comprehensive EM program that need to be addressed.  Some outstanding questions include:   

 What are the detailed roles and responsibilities of the various parties involved?   

 Who will have responsibility to store the data and for how long?   

 Who will have access to the data and for what purpose?   

 How much will it cost the government and the industry?  
 

Currently, GARFO and NEFSC are building the database infrastructure and processing tools for 
data collected from EM video footage, conducting comparative analysis to the existing catch 
monitoring systems in the groundfish fishery, and addressing the final legal and logistical 
hurdles.  Because EM would replace ASM for some vessels and/or sectors, GARFO is evaluating 
how best to implement EM in each sector’s operations plan and ensure that the plans are 
enforceable and adequate for reporting and monitoring sector catch.  Pending the results of the 
pre-implementation work, GARFO intends to propose approval of EM standards and monitoring 
plans prior to next groundfish fishing year, set to begin May 1, 2016.  GARFO expects that grant 
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funding, through the partner organizations noted above, will be used to fund industry costs for 
the groundfish sector participants that use EM in 2016. 

Standard Cost Responsibilities  
  
Omnibus Alternative 2 would include standard cost responsibilities between NMFS and the 
industry for supporting monitoring programs targeting coverage above and beyond SBRM.  As 
described in the Introduction, legal requirements dictate that certain cost responsibilities must 
be borne by NMFS.  Because legal requirements dictate the cost responsibilities for NMFS, the 
cost responsibilities described below cannot be modified through this action (for more 
information see Appendix 1).  These cost responsibilities would be codified into regulation for 
industry-funded monitoring in New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs.  If Omnibus Alternative 2 
was not selected by the Councils, cost responsibilities for industry-funded monitoring would be 
codified on an FMP-by-FMP basis.    
 
The cost responsibilities described below would be considered by the Councils when developing 
any industry-funded monitoring program for New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs in future 
actions.  The cost responsibilities described below are already in operation in the Atlantic Sea 
Scallop and NE Multispecies FMPs, although the cost responsibilities are not explicitly defined in 
those FMPs.  Selection of the Omnibus Alternative 2 would codify NMFS cost responsibilities for 
industry-funded monitoring into regulation for all New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs, but it 
would not change NMFS cost responsibilities for the industry-funded monitoring programs 
currently established in the scallop or multispecies fisheries.   
 
NMFS Cost Responsibilities 
 
NMFS would be responsible for funding the costs to set standards for, monitor performance of, 
and support industry-funded monitoring programs.  These program elements would include: 

 The labor and facilities costs associated training and debriefing of monitors 
 NMFS-issued gear (e.g., electronic reporting aids used by human monitors to record trip 

information) 
 Certification of monitoring providers and individual monitors; performance monitoring 

to maintain certificates 
 Developing and executing vessel selection 
 Data processing (including electronic monitoring video audit, but excluding electronic 

video review) 
 Costs associated with liaison activities between service providers, and NMFS, Coast 

Guard, Councils, sector managers and other partners 
 
NMFS cost responsibilities for all types of existing monitoring, including NEFOP-level observer 
coverage, fishery-specific at-sea monitoring programs, dockside monitoring, and electronic 
monitoring, including details on how NMFS cost responsibilities were derived, are included in 
the text below.  
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Industry Cost Responsibilities 
 
The industry would be responsible for funding all other costs of the monitoring program.  These 
program elements and activities would include, but are not limited to: 

 Costs to the provider for deployments and sampling (e.g., travel and salary for observer 
deployments and debriefing)  

 Equipment, as specified by NMFS, to the extent not provided by NMFS (e.g., electronic 
monitoring system) 

 Costs to the provider for observer time and travel to a scheduled deployment that 
doesn't sail and was not canceled by the vessel prior to the sail time 

 Costs to the provider for installation and maintenance of electronic monitoring systems 
 Provider overhead and project management costs (e.g., provider office space, 

administrative and management staff, recruitment costs, salary and per diem for 
trainees) 

 Other costs of the provider to meet performance standards laid out by a fishery 
management plan 

 
NMFS costs to support industry-funded monitoring would be fully funded with Federal 
funds.  For more information on cost sharing, including external funding, see Appendix 1.  The 
industry would be responsible for its cost responsibilities; unless it was determined that 
appropriately-designated Federal funds were also available to offset industry cost 
responsibilities.  If NMFS has funds to cover its administrative cost responsibilities with 
additional funds remaining, then NMFS may be able to help cover some of the industry’s cost 
responsibilities.  The administrative mechanism by which industry cost responsibilities could be 
offset using available Federal funding is being developed by NMFS separately and can be used 
in conjunction with Omnibus Alternative 2. 
 
Factors that Affect Industry Costs for Monitoring 

The following section discusses the factors that affect industry costs for at-sea, dockside, and 
electronic monitoring programs.  There are several factors that can significantly affect sea day 
costs in any industry-funded monitoring program.  Industry costs would be largely determined 
by the contracts with the service providers.  For example, the $640/day paid to providers may 
cover such things as:  Labor and overtime, data editing, project management and 
administration, benefits (vacation and sick leave), health insurance, and workers 
compensation.  Additionally, service providers may have individual requirements for training 
and debriefing, such as annual observer training or semi-annual safety training.    

Cost for industry-funded monitoring programs is a very important consideration.  The 
requirement to pay for an observer increases operating costs for fishing vessels, which in turn 
reduces net revenues (as described later in Section 1.5.3: Impacts to Human 
Communities).  While the total cost for each sea day can vary between service providers, 
various individual components (i.e., costs for deployment and sampling, costs for equipment) 
are necessary to successfully execute a monitoring program.  Because each of these 



P a g e  | 15 

 

IFM Amendment Omnibus Alternative Discussion Document January 27, 2016 

components is essential, in most cases, it is not appropriate to reduce industry’s cost 
responsibilities by removing or adjusting components of the sea day cost.  Since vessels would 
be contracting directly with observer providers they may be able to negotiate prices, but due to 
the requirements for observers and observer providers, the ability to negotiate lower prices 
may be limited.  Also, since vessels are contracting with the providers for much smaller 
amounts of monitoring coverage than NMFS does, project management costs for service 
providers may increase, which could actually increase the costs that providers charge for 
contracts directly with vessels. 

There are two, more viable ways to limit the costs of an industry-funded monitoring program 
for industry.  Both of these approaches limit the total cost of the observer program rather than 
adjusting the industry cost responsibilities.  The first way to limit costs to industry is to set 
coverage levels at the lowest level necessary to gather information to meet program goals.  For 
example, it may be possible to sufficiently increase precision around discard estimates for a 
certain species by setting a coverage target of 50 percent, rather than a coverage target of 100 
percent.  The second way to limit costs to industry is to select the appropriate type of coverage 
to meet program goals.  For example, it may be more cost effective to use electronic 
monitoring rather than at-sea observers to confirm compliance with slippage prohibitions on 
herring and mackerel vessels. 

Factors that Affect Industry Costs for At-Sea and Portside Monitoring 

Representatives from the NEFOP, service provider companies in the northeast U.S., and 
representatives from U.S. west coast service provider companies identified the following 
factors that most commonly increase sea day costs.  The cost drivers for at-sea and portside 
monitoring programs are similar, so are discussed together here. 

 Requirements for New Data Collection/New Equipment.  New or different sampling 
protocols require modifications to observer training, which could increase training 
costs for both the government and service providers.  If new or different sampling 
equipment is required to meet the monitoring program needs, the expense of the 
additional equipment will be incurred by the service provider.  In addition, re-
designing existing observer databases to incorporate new data introduces a 
significant administrative expense. 

 SCA and FLSA Requirements.  Requirements associated with the Service Contract Act 
(SCA) and Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) apply to any contracts in which the 
Federal government is involved.  There may be some reduction in sea day cost 
associated with eliminating any legal requirements that apply specifically to 
contracts involving the Federal government.  However, service provider companies 
would still be subject to FLSA requirements and other applicable labor laws. 

 Ability to Predict the Fishery.  Sea day costs will likely be higher if service providers 
cannot predict how the fishery will operate (numbers of vessels/trips, length of trips, 
seasonality and spatial distribution of trips) in order to accurately estimate costs 
(administrative, overhead, communications, logistics) associated with deploying 
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observers to meet the needs of the monitoring program.  Predictability increases 
efficiency and therefore reduces costs.  With limited information to predict the 
fishery, service providers are more likely to over-estimate costs associated with 
travel and observer deployment to ensure that they cover their costs. 

 Complicated Logistics (Vessel Selection and Observer Deployment).  The more 
infrastructure necessary to efficiently deploy observers to meet the needs of the 
monitoring program (field offices, coordinators, communications networks), then 
the higher the sea day costs will be.  If pre-trip notification systems need to be 
expanded to determine observer/monitor deployment, this would likely increase 
costs. 

Cost Estimates for Monitoring 

Developing cost estimates for new monitoring programs is challenging.  The cost of monitoring 
is affected by many factors, such as the type of monitoring program, scale of monitoring 
program, and availability of service providers, and can vary from year to year.  Monitoring cost 
estimates developed for this amendment were generated using many different sources and 
used information from many different programs.  The details of how cost estimates were 
developed are described in Appendix 2 – Cost Estimates.    

The table below shows the monitoring cost estimates used in the economic analysis of the 
herring and mackerel coverage target alternatives.  Cost estimates from the NEFOP-level 
observers and at-sea monitors were generated from existing programs in the Greater Atlantic 
Region.  Cost estimates for electronic monitoring and portside sampling were generated from 
programs in other regions of the country as well as programs in the Greater Atlantic Region.  

The cost estimates shown below are only estimates.  The actual costs to NMFS and the industry 
of an industry-funded monitoring program may be higher or lower than the cost estimates 
analyzed in this amendment.  

 

TABLE 2.  MONITORING COST ESTIMATES 

Types of Monitoring NMFS Cost Industry Cost 

NEFOP-Level Observer $479 per sea day $818 per sea day 

At-Sea Monitor $530 per sea day $710 per sea day 

Electronic Monitoring 

Year 1:  $36,000 startup 
plus $97 per sea day 

 
Year 2:  $97 per sea day 

Year 1:  $15,000 startup 
plus $3251 or $1872 per sea day 

 
Year 2:  $3251 or $1872 per sea 

day 

Portside Sampling $479-$530 per sea day $5.121 or $3.842 per mt 
1 – Initial cost assumptions based on video collected for the duration of a trip, 100% video review, 100% of 
trips sampled portside, and including portside administration costs. 
2 – Revised cost assumptions based on video collected only around haulback, 50% video review, 50% of trips 
sampled portside, and not including portside administration costs.   
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Framework Adjustment Process 

Omnibus Alternative 2 would include the ability for Councils to implement industry-funded 
monitoring programs, including at-sea monitoring, dockside monitoring, or electronic 
monitoring, through framework adjustments to the relevant FMP.  Omnibus Alternative 2 
would provide the option to implement new industry-funded monitoring programs via a 
framework adjustment, but it would not require any particular new industry-funded monitoring 
programs.  Under Omnibus Alternative 2, Councils would retain the ability to implement new 
industry-funded monitoring program via the amendment process.  If Omnibus Alternative 2 was 
not selected by the Councils, a full FMP amendment would be required to implement industry-
funded monitoring programs for any New England and Mid-Atlantic fisheries, excluding existing 
industry funded monitoring programs in the Scallop and Multispecies FMP, and any program 
developed in this action for the Herring or MSB FMPs. 
 
Under Omnibus Alternative 2, the details of any industry-funded monitoring program, including 
at-sea, dockside, or electronic monitoring, would be specified and/or modified in a subsequent 
framework adjustment to the relevant FMP.  These details may include, but are not limited to: 
(1) Level and type of coverage target, (2) rationale for level and type of coverage, (3) minimum 
level of coverage necessary to meet coverage goals, (4) consideration of coverage waivers if 
coverage target cannot be met, (5) process for vessel notification and selection, (6) fee 
collection and administration, (7) standards for monitoring service providers, and (8) any other 
measures necessary to implement the industry-funded monitoring program.  Additional 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis would be required for any action 
implementing and/or modifying industry-funded monitoring programs regardless if a 
framework adjustment or full amendment was used to consider modifications of new 
programs. 
 
Omnibus Alternative 2 contains a framework adjustment component for the known types of 
monitoring that are available for Greater Atlantic Region fisheries.  The existing types of 
monitoring include at-sea monitoring (data collection at sea); dockside monitoring (data 
collection at the dock); and electronic monitoring (using video cameras and other sensors to 
monitor fishing activity at sea).  Depending on the information needs for a given fishery, a 
dockside and/or electronic monitoring program could be used in addition to at-sea monitoring 
to provide more complete catch monitoring, or to reduce the overall monitoring costs for a 
given fishery (if dockside or electronic monitoring can be administered at a lower cost).  If an 
additional industry-funded monitoring program is established through a future framework 
adjustment, it would become subject to prioritization for funding under one of the alternatives 
for the prioritization process described later in this document.   
 
Cost for industry-funded monitoring programs is a very important consideration.  The 
requirement to pay for an observer substantially increases operating costs for fishing vessels, 
which in turn reduces revenues.  The best ways to limit the financial burden of an industry-
funded monitoring program is to carefully design the program to minimize total program 
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costs.  As described in the cost responsibility discussion above, this can be accomplished by 
setting coverage levels at the lowest level necessary to gather information to meet program 
goals (i.e., not setting the coverage target at 100 percent if only 50 percent is necessary), or by 
selecting the appropriate type of coverage to meet program goals (i.e., choosing a less 
expensive type of monitoring, like dockside or electronic monitoring).    

Monitoring Service Providers 

Omnibus Alternative 2 would include standard administrative requirements for industry-funded 
monitoring service providers, including at-sea monitoring, dockside monitoring and electronic 
monitoring.   These service provider requirements would serve as the default service provider 
requirements for any future industry-funded monitoring programs developed through future 
framework actions (see Appendix 3: Service Provider Requirements).  If Omnibus Alternative 2 
is not selected by the Councils, service provider requirements for industry-funded monitoring 
programs would be developed and implemented in individual FMPs. 

Monitoring Service Provider Regulations for At-Sea and Dockside Monitoring Programs 
 
The SBRM Omnibus Amendment modified the scallop industry-funded observer service 
provider requirements (at 50 CFR 648.11(h) and (i)) to apply to all New England and Mid-
Atlantic FMPs.  Specifically, the SBRM Amendment authorized observer service provider 
approval and certification for all applicable fisheries, should a Council develop and implement a 
requirement or option for an industry-funded observer program to support SBRM in other 
fisheries beside scallops.  However, the SBRM Amendment did not address service provider 
requirements for other types of industry-funded monitoring programs.   
 
Omnibus Alternative 2 would modify the SBRM observer service provider approval and 
certification process to be a monitoring service provider approval and certification process that 
would apply to observer and dockside service providers for all New England and Mid-Atlantic 
FMPs.  The selection of Omnibus Alternative 2 would not implement any new at-sea observer 
or dockside monitoring programs, but would only implement a process and standards to 
approve and certify monitoring service providers.  In the future, if the Councils implement any 
industry-funded at-sea or dockside monitoring programs through a future action, the process to 
develop those monitoring programs would be streamlined.   
 
The Appendix 3 – Service Provider Requirements describes the monitoring service provider 
regulations based on SBRM Amendment regulations.  Omnibus Alternative 2 would revise these 
regulations so that they would apply to both at-sea and dockside observers.  Additionally, 
regulations may be revised as part of this amendment to better address requirements 
associated with Omnibus Alternative 2.  
 
The requirements for groundfish sector at-sea monitor service providers are very similar to the 
service provider requirements described above, with a few exceptions such as education 
requirements.  The service provider requirements for groundfish sector at-sea monitor and 
electronic monitoring service providers are in Appendix 3 – Service Provider Requirements. 
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Monitoring Service Provider Regulations for Electronic Monitoring Programs 

Monitoring service provider regulations for electronic monitoring programs will be based on 
regulations for existing regional and national electronic monitoring programs.  Electronic 
monitoring service provider regulations are currently in place for the NE multispecies fishery.  
These requirements are included in Appendix 3 – Service Provider Requirements.  In addition, 
the NMFS West Coast Region is currently working to develop regulations for the industry-
funded electronic monitoring program for the At-Sea and Shoreside Hake West Coast Whiting 
fishery.  The Greater Atlantic and West Coast Regions will be working together to develop 
consistent electronic monitoring service provider regulations. 

Special Considerations for Service Provider Requirements 

During development of this section of the Amendment, the Councils explored options to reduce 
the cost of industry-funded monitoring programs by adjusting the service provider 
requirements or modifying the monitor certification requirements.  After analyzing the possible 
adjustments to the service provider regulations, the PDT/FMAT concluded that the best ways to 
limit the financial burden of an industry-funded monitoring program is to carefully design the 
program to minimize total program costs.  This can be accomplished by setting coverage levels 
at the lowest level necessary to gather information to meet program goals (i.e., not setting the 
coverage target at 100 percent if only 50 percent is necessary), or by selecting the appropriate 
type of coverage to meet program goals (i.e., choosing a less expensive type of monitoring, like 
dockside or electronic monitoring).   

Given this, the overarching service provider requirements for all industry-funded programs, 
including at-sea, dockside, and electronic monitoring programs, are proposed to be the same 
for all FMPs.  This means that the overarching industry-funded monitoring service provider 
regulations will be standardized for all FMPs, whether industry funding is necessary to support 
statutory monitoring requirements (Magnuson-Stevens Act, MMPA, ESA), or monitoring 
coverage above statutory requirements.  However, the Amendment would allow individual 
FMPs to deviate from the overarching monitoring service provider requirements on an FMP-by-
FMP basis.  For example, the groundfish at-sea monitor service provider requirements only 
require a monitor to have a high school diploma, while the overarching industry-funded 
monitoring service provider regulations require a college degree.  The herring and mackerel at-
sea monitoring programs also have deviations from the overarching monitoring service 
provider regulations, these include training requirements for NEFOP-level observers, education 
requirement for at-sea monitors, and lifting restrictions on re-deploying NEFOP-level observers 
and/or at-sea monitors on the same vessel more than two consecutive multi-day trips or for 
more than twice in a given month.  

The following is a description of some of the provisions in the overarching industry-funded 
monitoring service provider regulations that the Councils discussed adjusting during the 
development of this amendment.   

Education Requirements for Observers 
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The National Minimum Eligibility Standards for Marine Fisheries Observers were published in 
2007 (04-109-01).  The development of the national standards grew out of concern from the 
Office of Inspector General, NOAA Science Board, National Observer Program Advisory Team, 
observer provider companies, professional observer associations, and the fishing industry that 
observers were not appropriately trained to observe fishing trips, that high levels of attrition 
were resource inefficient, and that the lack of standards was confusing and deterring interested 
and qualified observer candidates nationally.  All observer programs in the United States 
(Greater Atlantic Region, Southeast, Alaska, Northwest, Southwest, and Pacific Islands) 
currently follow the National Minimum Eligibility Standards.  The standards are also adopted 
and supported as best practices by the International Fisheries Observer and Monitoring 
Conference.   

The most controversial standard is the requirement that observer candidates must have a 
bachelor’s degree with a major in the natural sciences.  However, Regional Administrators and 
Science Directors may waive the education and experience requirements if a candidate has 
acquired the required skills to be considered eligible for observer training through a NMFS-
approved alternative training program that includes activities such as: 

a) Participating in or/and observing ocean fishing activities consistent with those that 
would be required during observer work performance;  

b) Participating in fisheries research cruises;  
c) Recording data on marine mammal sightings and fishing activities;  
d) Tallying incidental take of marine mammals, sea turtles, and sea birds from fishing 

platforms;  
e) Collecting biological samples and specimens from postmortem animals;  
f) Entering data into a database using computers; and  
g) Completion of a biological training program, equivalent to that received as part of a 

bachelor’s degree, conducted by or approved by NMFS with the specific objective of 
preparing potential candidates for observer training.   

 

The Council expressed interest in removing the bachelor’s degree requirement from the 
overarching industry-funded monitoring service provider regulations for observers in order to 
save costs, with the rationale that monitors with bachelor’s degrees may command a higher 
hourly wage than those without bachelor’s degrees.  While it is consistent with regional policy 
to require a lower education requirement for fishery specific at-sea monitoring programs, for 
the overarching industry-funded monitoring service provider requirement for observers a 
bachelor’s degree is obligatory to comply with national standards and for the reasons detailed 
below.  Through future development of FMP-specific industry-funded monitoring programs, the 
minimum education requirement for an observer can be reconsidered. 

Contrary to the intent of negating the national education standard for becoming a fisheries 
observer, requiring only a high school diploma will likely not lower the cost of observer 
coverage.   Nationally, there was no increase in sea day costs with the adoption of the 
educational standard national policy in 2007.  Instead, national observer programs found that 



P a g e  | 21 

 

IFM Amendment Omnibus Alternative Discussion Document January 27, 2016 

the education standard resulted in recruitment of higher quality observer candidates and better 
observer retention.  There is not currently a shortage of interested and qualified applicants with 
bachelor’s degrees, and many candidates have fishing and sea-going experience in addition to 
their bachelor’s degrees.  Observers often hold multiple certifications in a variety of observing 
programs, which helps with observer availability to meet coverage targets and improves 
retention of certified observers.   

The information observers collect is necessary for assessing the nation’s managed biological 
resources, and for evaluating the social and economic impacts of catch allocations, entitlements 
and fishing regulations on fishermen and their communities.  Thus reducing education 
standards has a direct impact on the information used to support critical NMFS goals.  Studies 
comparing observer candidates without a college degree to those with college degrees show 
that candidates without degrees had: 

 Higher drop-out and failure occurrences during observer training, despite additional 
resources invested to support the candidates;  

 Lower compliance in following detailed program requirements and meeting data loading 
deadlines; 

 Lower accuracy with species identification and catch estimation;  

 Lower data quality scores and overall performance; and 

 Lower retention rates. 
 

In addition, there was concern that codifying the requirement in the overarching service 
provider regulations would prevent fisherman from participating as observers.  However, we 
reiterate that the current education standard policy includes a waiver if the observer candidate 
has fishing experience.  There are a number of current observers who were fishermen, though 
the policy does outline potential conflicts of interest that may prohibit some fishermen who are 
still financially vested in the industry from participating as observers.  In order to encourage and 
support employment of former fishermen, NEFOP developed an optional alternative training 
program for fishermen with interest in becoming observers.  

The Fair Labor Standards Act and Service Contract Act Requirements  
 
The Services Contract Act (SCA) applies to every contract entered into by the United States 
(government) or the District of Columbia.  Contractors and subcontractors performing on these 
Federal contracts must observe minimum wage standards (based on the prevailing wage for a 
locality, as determined by the Department of Labor) as well as safety and health standards, and 
they must maintain certain records.  The SCA requires that every employee working under the 
contract must be paid not less than the monetary wages, and must be furnished fringe benefits, 
which are determined based on locality.  Fringe benefits include paid holiday leave, vacation 
time, and minimum requirements for health and welfare (80/20 compensation for health 
insurance).  Because contracts for industry-funded monitoring program will be between service 
providers and participants in the fishing industry, it will not be necessary for these contracts to 
meet the requirements of the SCA. 
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However, even without the SCA requirements, service provider companies will still be required 
to pay employees not less than the federal minimum wage provided in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act (FLSA).  The FLSA establishes minimum wage, overtime pay, recordkeeping, and youth 
employment standards affecting employees in the private sector as well as in Federal, State, 
and local governments.  Covered non-exempt workers are entitled to a minimum wage of not 
less than $7.25 per hour effective July 24, 2009.  Overtime pay at a rate not less than one and 
one-half times the regular rate of pay is required after 40 hours of work in a workweek. 

According to a report published by MRAG Americas (June 2012), Northern Economics (2011) 
estimated that the SCA and FLSA requirements are likely to add $50-$100 to the sea day cost 
for an industry-funded monitoring program.  However, eliminating SCA requirements by 
privatizing contracts in this region is not likely to decrease sea day costs by as much as $100 for 
two reasons:  (1) FLSA requirements for minimum wage and overtime would still apply to 
vessel/provider contracts; and (2) employees working for companies currently providing 
observer coverage and at-sea monitoring services in this region have been working (some for 
many years) under government contracts, which are consistent with SCA requirements for 
wages and fringe benefits.  It may be very difficult for service providers in this region to change 
the wage and benefit structure they offer to their employees, many of whom have been 
working in observer and ASM programs in this region for several years.  Therefore, the 
reduction in sea day cost that can be expected from the privatization of contracts cannot be 
estimated with certainty but is likely to be on the lower end of the range predicted in the MRAG 
Report. 

Streamlining the Application Process for Observer Service Providers   

The Councils discussed a number of options to simplify the application process for service 
providers, including “grandfathering in” states as service providers, allowing the service 
provider approval from one NMFS region to extend to other regions, or developing a 
standardized national application for service providers.  The rationale for these provisions is 
that limiting the application process for service providers could translate into reductions in 
program administration costs, which could ultimately reduce sea day costs for industry.  While 
there are potential cost savings with these approaches, many have national implications and 
will need to be investigated outside of this amendment.  Ultimately, because the information 
collected through our monitoring programs support our mission to conserve and manage 
fisheries and other marine resources, we are obligated to assure the quality of data collected 
through these programs.  This means that any process used to evaluate service providers 
ensures that the providers are able to comply with regional requirements.  NMFS is 
investigating these ideas at a national level, and any results from this effort will not be available 
for informing this amendment.  

Prioritization Process 
 
Omnibus Alternative 2 includes a prioritization process to allocate available Federal funding 
across FMPs to cover NMFS cost responsibilities for coverage targets above and beyond SBRM 
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and independent from ESA and MMPA requirements.  Again, due to legal and budgetary 
constraints described in Appendix 1, NMFS cannot approve and implement monitoring 
requirements for which it does not have the Federal funding to cover NMFS cost 
responsibilities.  NMFS can, however, approve coverage targets associated with industry-
funded monitoring programs for FMPs with the understanding that annual funding available to 
cover NMFS cost responsibilities will dictate realized coverage levels.  

When industry-funded monitoring programs and coverage levels exist for multiple FMPs (e.g., 
the herring and mackerel FMPs), and when Federal funding is not sufficient to cover all 
associated NMFS cost responsibilities, the Councils and/or NMFS must decide how to allocate 
available Federal funding across the relevant FMPs.  Available Federal funding refers to any 
funds in excess of those allocated to meet SBRM or other existing monitoring 
requirements.  The prioritization processes outlined in Omnibus Alternative 2 would guide the 
allocation of available Federal funding to cover NMFS cost responsibilities, and would 
determine which industry-funded monitoring programs would operate for a given year and 
which would not.  At this time, the prioritization process would not apply to the existing scallop 
and groundfish industry-funded monitoring programs.  The prioritization process alternatives in 
the IFM Omnibus Amendment could apply to groundfish sectors and/or the scallop fishery if, in 
a future action, the Council desires coverage above the levels currently set by these FMPs 
and/or if the Council wants Federal funding prioritized for NMFS administrative costs associated 
with these programs. 
 
When there is no Federal funding available to cover NFMS’ cost responsibilities above and 
beyond SBRM coverage, then no industry-funded monitoring program could operate.  In the 
event that no Federal funding is available, and the IFM program does not allow for vessels to be 
issued waivers to exempt them from industry-funded monitoring requirements, then fishing 
effort will be reduced to match available monitoring.  In the event that no Federal funding is 
available, and the IFM program does allow for vessels to be issued waivers to exempt them 
from industry-funded monitoring requirements, then there would be no additional monitoring. 
 
Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 provide the Councils and NMFS with more discretion to make trade-
offs between FMPs, but also require more recurring analysis and resources.  The primary 
difference between these two alternatives is who (NMFS or Councils) would lead the 
prioritization process and analysis.  Alternatives 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 use formulaic approaches, 
eliminating much of the discretion and analytical burden of Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2.  However, 
the formulaic approaches in Alternatives 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 may reduce the effectiveness of the 
resulting outcome relative to Council priorities.  Under all of the options described below, the 
industry would be responsible for covering its cost responsibilities, unless it was determined 
that Federal funds were also available to be used to offset industry cost responsibilities.  If 
Omnibus Alternative 2 was not selected by the Councils, available Federal funding would be 
allocated toward industry-funded monitoring on an FMP-by-FMP basis.   
 
The following tables summarize the discretionary and formulaic prioritization alternatives to 
facilitate comparisons. 
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TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF PRIORITIZATION ALTERNATIVES 

 Alternative Summary 

D
is

cr
et

io
n

ar
y 2.1 NMFS-led NMFS staff would use a weighting approach (described below 

pages 26-33), in consultation with the Councils, to determine 
how NMFS funding is allocated among IFM programs.  

2.2 Council-led Both Councils would work together using a weighting approach 
to determine how NMFS funding is allocated among IFM 
programs. 

Fo
rm

u
la

ic
 

2.3 Proportional Each IFM program would be reduced by the same percentage as 
the funding shortfall (i.e. if NMFS funding is short by 20%, each 
IFM program would receive only 80% of the Federal funded need 
for that program). 

2.4 Lowest Coverage 
Ratio-based 

The amount of funding would be allocated to each FMP by 
prioritizing coverage in fisheries that have the lowest coverage 
needs relative to fleet activity.  This alternative would favor 
coverage for the FMPs that don’t need much additional coverage 
to meet targets and the most active FMPs with IFM programs.  

2.5 Highest Coverage 
Ratio-based 

The amount of funding would be allocated to each FMP by 
prioritizing coverage in fisheries that have the highest coverage 
needs relative to fleet activity.  This alternative would favor 
coverage for the FMPs that need more coverage to meet targets 
and the least active FMPs with IFM programs. 

 
TABLE 4. PROS AND CONS OF DISCRETIONARY VERSUS FORMULAIC PRIORITIZATION ALTERNATIVES 

 Pros Cons 

Discretionary Alternatives: 
Alternative 2.1 and 2.2 
 

More discretion over funding 
priorities 

Complex, and requires 
additional workload to 
prioritize 

Takes objectives and context 
into account 

Timeline > 1 year 

Could result in funding of 
most important programs first 

May require rulemaking 

Formulaic Alternatives: 
Alternatives 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 

Shorter timeline No discretion 

Adaptive to budget changes 
and timing 

Blunt instrument 

 
Only one of the prioritization process alternatives will be selected.  It is important to consider 
the advantages and disadvantages that each alternative will provide to the management of 
future IFM programs.  For example, the discretionary alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 would allow 
NMFS and/or the Councils the opportunity to determine priority among FMPs/IFM programs, 
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but would be more complex, take longer, and involve more staff resources.  Comparing the 
discretionary alternatives to each other, the only difference is which entity, either NMFS or the 
Councils, will be conducting the prioritization.  The formulaic alternatives 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 have 
the advantage of taking less time and staff resources to develop, but do not allow discretion of 
priority among FMPs/IFM programs.  When comparing the formulaic alternatives the 
proportional alternative 2.3 would equally consider FMPs/IFM programs needs such that 
Federal budgetary shortfalls in any particular year would equally impact IFM programs.  While 
the coverage ratio-based alternatives 2.4 and 2.5 would be formulaically-biased between 
FMPs/IFM programs based on the needed coverage to meet targets and the total activity in the 
relevant fleets.    

1.4.2.1 Omnibus Alternative 2.1:  NMFS-led Prioritization Process for Industry-Funded 
Monitoring Programs  

 

Under Omnibus Alternative 2.1, the Regional Administrator and Science and Research Director 
would use the weighting approach below to determine, in consultation with the Councils, how 
to allocate NMFS available resources to support NMFS cost responsibilities required to achieve 
coverage targets for industry-funded monitoring coverage.  After those costs are funded, NMFS 
would also determine, in consultation with the Councils, the allocation of any remaining 
funding available to offset industry costs established in this amendment for the Herring and 
MSB FMPs and other FMP actions.  The costs would be defined as described by Omnibus 
Alternative 2.  Funding for SBRM, ESA, and MMPA observer coverage would not be changed by 
this measure.  Any funding for industry-funded monitoring programs would be allocated 
separately from any funding for SBRM or other statutory requirements and any coverage would 
be above and beyond coverage for SBRM or other statutory requirements.  
 
The prioritization process would have the following steps: 
 

1. NMFS would apply the weighting approach (described below) to develop a proposed 
allocation of Federal resources across FMPs with industry-funded monitoring 
programs.  If available funding in a given year is sufficient, this distribution would be 
based on the allocation necessary to fully implement the industry-funded monitoring 
coverage targets specified in each FMP.  If available funding is not sufficient to fully fund 
all industry-funded monitoring programs, then NMFS would recommend an allocation of 
resources across FMPs that would include: 

 The total amount of funding and sea days necessary to meet the coverage 
targets specified by each FMP if each FMP were fully funded, including each 
FMP’s share of the total; 

 The coverage level for each FMP if each FMP maintains its percentage share of 
the total funding (e.g., a fishery with a bigger proportion of the total funding 
would absorb a bigger proportion of the shortfall); 

 The coverage levels that incorporate the weighting approach; and 
 The rationale for the recommended prioritization. 
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2. At a joint New England/Mid-Atlantic committee meeting, NMFS and the Councils would 

review NMFS’s proposed allocation of funding and recommend any modifications to the 
prioritization.  

 
3. NMFS would provide the Councils, at the earliest practicable opportunity:  (1) The 

estimated industry-funded monitoring coverage levels that incorporate the 
recommended prioritization, based on available funding; and (2) the rationale for the 
recommended prioritization, including the reason for any deviation from the joint 
committee or joint Council’s recommendations.  The Councils may recommend revisions 
and additional considerations to be made by the Regional Administrator and Science 
and Research Director.  

 
Step 3 allows the Councils and NMFS to discuss any final revisions to the distribution, which 
might be necessary if the final budget is not known at the time of initial prioritization and is less 
than expected. 
 
Timing for this process is described in Table 7. 

1.4.2.2 Omnibus Alternative 2.2:  Council-led Prioritization Process for Industry-Funded 
Monitoring Programs  

 
Under Omnibus Alternative 2.2, the Regional Administrator and Science and Research Director 
would inform the Councils of NMFS’s available funding to achieve coverage targets for industry-
funded monitoring coverage, including supporting NMFS’s infrastructure costs and/or any 
offset of industry costs established in this amendment for the Herring and MSB FMPs and other 
FMP actions.  If available funding in a given year was sufficient, this distribution would be based 
on the allocation necessary to fully implement the industry-funded monitoring coverage targets 
specified in each FMP.  If available funding was not sufficient, the Councils would apply a 
weighting approach (example weighting approach detailed below) to determine the best 
allocation of available funding across FMPs with industry-funded monitoring programs to meet 
regional priorities and make recommendations to NMFS.  NMFS and industry’s costs would be 
defined as described by Omnibus Alternative 2.  Funding for SBRM, ESA, and MMPA observer 
coverage would not be changed by this measure.   
 
The prioritization process would have the following steps: 
 

1. If available funding is not sufficient to fully fund all industry-funded monitoring 
programs, the Councils could work together to develop criteria to evaluate industry-
funded monitoring programs (example weighting approach detailed below) in order to 
allocate NMFS resources across FMPs with industry-funded monitoring programs that 
would include: 
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 The total amount of funding and sea days necessary to meet the coverage 
targets specified by each FMP if each FMP were fully funded, including each 
FMP’s share of the total; 

 The coverage level for each FMP if each FMP maintains its percentage share of 
the total funding (e.g.,  a fishery with a bigger proportion of the total funding 
would absorb a bigger proportion of the shortfall); 

 The coverage levels that incorporate the weighting approach; and 
 The rationale for the recommended prioritization. 

 
2. At a joint New England/Mid-Atlantic committee meeting, NMFS and the Councils would 

review the results of the Councils’ proposed allocation of funding for NMFS’s 
infrastructure costs and offsets for industry costs.  The joint committee or Councils 
would make any modifications and recommend a prioritization to NMFS.  This would be 
the opportunity to resolve any differences in prioritization between the two Councils. 

 
3. NMFS would provide the Councils, at the earliest practicable opportunity:  (1) The 

estimated industry-funded monitoring coverage levels that incorporate the 
recommended prioritization, based on available funding; and (2) the rationale for the 
recommended prioritization, including the reason for any deviation from the Councils’ 
recommendations.  The Councils may recommend revisions and additional 
considerations to be made by the Regional Administrator and Science and Research 
Director.   

 
Timing for this process is discussed in Table 7. 

Weighting Approach 
 
The weighting approach is generally based on the draft processes developed by the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council Scientific and Statistical Committee to prioritize research 
proposals.  The weighting approach could give NMFS or the Council a transparent, deliberative 
framework to decide how to allocate NMFS’s available resources to support NMFS cost 
responsibilities required to achieve coverage targets for industry-funded monitoring.    
 
If Alternative 2.1 (NMFS-led Prioritization) is selected, NMFS will use the approach outlined 
below to prioritize NMFS funding for industry-funded programs.  If Alternative 2.2 (Council-led 
Prioritization) is selected, the Councils have the option to use this approach, or develop their 
own joint process for prioritization, provided that criteria used to evaluate industry-funded 
monitoring programs, as well as the rationale for the recommended prioritization approach, are 
made available to the public in advance. 
 
The proposed weighting approach has 2 steps outlined in more detail in the following pages: 
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Step 1: Compare Industry-Funded Monitoring Criteria to Each Other to Create a Criteria 
Weighting 
 

The weighting approach first requires NMFS or the Councils to determine the relative 
importance of criteria that will be used to evaluate the industry-funded monitoring 
programs.  The list of eight criteria proposed below would be used by NMFS, and could be used 
by the Councils, for the first prioritization cycle, and every cycle thereafter, unless the Councils 
change the criteria in a framework adjustment.    
 

1. The industry-funded monitoring program relates to stocks that are overfished or subject 
to overfishing. 

 
Overfished stocks have biomass levels depleted to a degree that the stock’s capacity to 
produce maximum sustainable yield (MSY) is jeopardized.  Stocks subject to overfishing 
have a mortality rate that is higher than the rate that produces MSY.  Under this 
criterion, preference would be given to stocks that are in poor condition because those 
stocks may benefit from additional monitoring support. 

 
2. The species has high commercial or recreational value. 
 

This criterion prioritizes industry-funded monitoring programs related to species with 
high dollar value in the case of a commercial fishery, or a high number of annual 
landings or gross weight in the case of a recreational fishery. 

 
3. The industry’s daily revenue is high relative to the cost of industry costs for monitoring. 
 

This criterion evaluates industry’s ability to fund its cost responsibilities related to 
industry-funded monitoring programs requirements established by the 
Councils.  Preference will be given to industry-funded monitoring programs with high 
daily revenue relative to the daily costs of the industry funded monitoring.   

 
4. The species has special importance to the ecosystem.  
 

Step 1

• Compare industry-funded monitoring criteria to each other to create a criteria 
weighting

Step 2

• Evaluate how each industry-funded monitoring program meets each criterion 
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An industry-funded monitoring program may be important because of the biological 
relationship of the target species to the ecosystem.  For example, the species could be a 
choke species, a forage fish, or have positive or negative impacts on other species.  This 
criterion evaluates the need to prioritize industry-funded monitoring programs species 
with special ecosystem importance. 

 
5. Industry-funded monitoring program has clear objectives, and a strong statistical basis 

for the FMP coverage target, including evaluation of the basis for the coverage target.  
 

Monitoring should have clear objectives and a statistical design for sampling that 
achieves those objectives.  Monitoring programs should also have a clear link to current 
or future FMP needs.  The basis for coverage rates, and/or target coefficient of variation 
(CV) or variance should be justified.  As an example, an industry funded monitoring 
program with a 100 percent coverage target should have statistical analysis supporting 
this need (e.g., identification/quantification of significant bias). 

 
6. Fleets monitored under the program are compatible with existing SBRM fleet 

definitions. 
 

There are a number of reasons why it is beneficial to design monitoring programs to be 
compatible with SBRM fleet definitions.  

 
First, NMFS must be able to identify trips a priori in order to deploy coverage 
effectively.  The SBRM fleet definitions (gear, mesh size, area) are robust to this 
requirement.  Some other definitions (e.g., by target species or permit category) have 
proven difficult to implement coverage for, leading to inefficient use of resources.  One 
example is the design of the coverage requirements for the longfin squid fishery related 
to the butterfish cap.  Vessels intending to land over 2,500 lb longfin squid must notify 
the observer program 48 hours prior to departure in order to facilitate observer 
placement.  Many vessels fishing with small mesh gear wished to have the option to 
land large quantities of longfin squid, should they encounter it.  However, in that case, 
requiring vessels to notify the observer program about intent to target squid could lead 
to coverage on trips that do not ultimately target squid.    

 
Second, vessel trip reports typically include information on gear and statistical area 
associated with a trip, but do not include other identifiers to link the landed catch (e.g., 
several sector exempted fisheries).  If a vessel trip report does not include details on a 
specific type of gear (e.g., Ruhle Trawl) or indicate that the trip is part of an exempted 
fishery or in an access area, then one cannot properly use the information to obtain 
expanded discard totals for the fleet.    

 
Finally, increasing coverage for a specific target species or certain permit types can bias 
discard estimates for a given SBRM fleet.   
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Overall, industry-funded monitoring programs designed to allocate observer coverage 
according to SBRM fleets should have priority over those that allocate observers using 
other criteria because monitors can be deployed effectively, and can provide 
information to be included in SBRM discard analyses, which makes them more cost-
efficient.   

 
7. Uncertainty surrounding catch estimates 
 

This criterion prioritizes industry-funded monitoring programs related to target and 
non-target species with high uncertainty regarding catch estimates.  This means that 
species with higher CVs related to discards or landings would be rated higher and 
receive higher priority for funding.   

 
8. Risk to management based on fishery performance  
 

A stock for which the quota is consistently under-harvested is unlikely to face the same 
management risk as one with a constraining quota.  Industry-funded monitoring 
programs related to fisheries for stocks with constraining quotas should have priority 
over those for under-harvested stocks. 

 
Some of the information above would be defined or analyzed in the original FMP action that 
created the industry-funded monitoring program.  NMFS or the Council would first look to the 
original FMP action for information and update or supplement this information as necessary. 
 
The eight criteria may not have equal importance, so NMFS or the Councils can assign weights 
to the relative importance of these criteria.  The end result of this process is just a simple 
percentage weight for each criterion.  For example, one criterion might count for 15% of the 
decision.  The proposed method described below (Table 5) allows an explicit evaluation of each 
criterion against all the other criteria so that the final weights are consistent with the values 
decision makers actually place on the criteria.  While it seems intricate, it is a systematic way to 
arrive at weights for the criteria based on what decision makers really think is important. 
 

 The comparison table is built by entering each criterion to be prioritized into a table, 
with criteria repeated along both the horizontal and vertical axis.   

 The NMFS or the Councils would then compare the criterion to each other to determine 
importance.  For example, first “stock status” is compared to “ecosystem importance”, 
then “stock status” is compared to “SBRM compatibility,” and so on, until all of the 
criteria have been compared to each other.  Place an “x” in the boxes where the same 
two criteria are being compared. 

 Each time a weight is recorded in a row cell, its reciprocal value must be recorded in the 
corresponding column. 

 Comparison values: 
 1 = criteria are equally important 
 5 = criterion is more important 
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 10 = criterion is much more important 
 0.2 = criterion is less important 
 0.1 = criterion is much less important 

 After completing the comparisons, total each horizontal row.   
 The row totals should then be added to create a grand total. 
 Then each row should be divided by the grand total to get a relative weighting 

value.  This value is termed the “IFM Criterion Weighting.” 
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TABLE 5. EXAMPLE IFM CRITERIA COMPARISON TABLE 

IFM Evaluation 
Criteria 
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 C
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P
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Stock status x 10 0.1 5 1 10 1 0.2 27.3 0.15 15% 

Com/Rec 
Value 

0.1 x 5 1 10 0.1 0.2 10 26.4 0.14 14% 

Ability to pay 10 0.2 x 1 5 0.2 10 5 31.4 0.17 17% 

Ecosystem 
importance 

0.2 1 1 x 0.2 1 10 1 14.4 0.08 8% 

Strong 
statistical 

basis 
1 0.1 0.2 5 x 0.2 0.1 0.1 6.7 0.04 4% 

SBRM 
compatibility 

0.1 10 5 1 5 x 10 0.2 31.3 0.17 17% 

Catch estimate 
uncertainty 

1 5 0.1 0.1 10 0.1 x 10 26.3 0.14 14% 

Risk to 
management 

5 0.1 0.2 1 10 5 0.1 X 21.4 0.12 12% 

  
       

Grand 
total 

185.2 
  

 

In the above example, industry’s ability to pay and SBRM compatibility are the most important 
criteria, and will each contribute 17% to the weight of the score of the industry-funded 
monitoring programs.  The statistical basis for the program is the least important criterion, and 
will only contribute 4% to the weight of the score.   

In practice, a very simple survey of Council members can be used to implement this exercise, 
and the New England Council’s Observer Policy Committee has already successfully participated 
in a trial of such a survey. 

Once the relative importance of each evaluation criteria is determined, the next step is to 
compare how the industry-funded monitoring programs measure up against the criteria.   
 
Step 2: Evaluate How Each Industry-Funded Monitoring Program Rates Relative to Each 
Criterion 

Rate each industry funded monitoring program: 
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 For criteria, reading across the vertical axis, assign a number based on how much each 
industry funded monitoring program meets the criterion.  These are the ratings in the 
table below: 

 0 = doesn’t meet criterion at all 
 1 = slightly meets criterion 
 2 = somewhat meets criterion 
 3 = mostly meets criterion 
 4 = fully meets criterion 

 After completing the comparisons, multiply the rating assigned to each criterion by the 
IFM Criterion Weighting in Step 1. 

 Total the columns.  Now the industry-funded monitoring programs can be ranked.  
 
TABLE 6. EXAMPLE FMP RANKING USING IFM EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 

IFM 
Evaluation 

Criteria 

IFM 
Criteria 

Weightin
g 

FMP 1 
Rankin

g 

IFM 
Criteria 

Weightin
g x FMP 1 
Ranking 

FMP 2 
Rankin

g 

IFM 
Criteria 

Weightin
g x FMP 2 
Ranking 

FMP 3 
Rankin

g 

IFM 
Criteria 

Weightin
g x FMP 3 
Ranking 

Stock status 0.15 4 0.59 0 0.00 2 0.00 

Com/Rec 
Value 

0.14 1 0.14 3 0.43 1 0.43 

Ability to 
Pay 

0.17 2 0.34 1 0.34 0 0.00 

Ecosystem 
importance 

0.08 0 0.00 2 0.00 4 0.00 

Strong 
objective 

0.04 3 0.11 3 0.33 1 0.33 

SBRM 
compatibilit

y 
0.17 1 0.17 3 0.51 4 2.03 

Catch 
estimate 

uncertainty 
0.14 0 0.00 4 0.00 4 0.00 

Risk to 
managemen

t 
0.12 1 0.12 1 0.12 4 0.46 

IFM Program  
Overall Ranking 

  1.46   1.71   3.24 

 

In the example, FMP 3 ranks the highest, followed by FMP 2, then FMP 1.   
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After the process is complete, NMFS and the Councils may now use the rankings to prioritize 
the allocation of available funding to the FMPs to cover NMFS’s costs.  One possible way to do 
this would be to fully fund the highest ranked program, and then work through the ranking list 
sequentially until funding to cover NFMS’s cost was completely allocated.  Funding would not 
be allocated to a program if the available allocation would fund less than ¼ of the necessary 
funding. 
  
Timing of Discretionary Alternatives (Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2) 
 
The discretionary prioritization alternatives (Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2) require a more time-
intensive evaluation and ranking of industry funded monitoring programs, and would require 
rulemaking to solicit public comment on NMFS or the Council’s recommended allocation of 
available funding.  The status quo timing outlined under the status quo alternative would still 
apply, and this new process would apply alongside the existing timeline. 
 
There are two options for this process so that it could be matched with annual funding levels 
and the SBRM cycle: 

1. The Council could choose to have the entire process occur on an as-needed basis (i.e., 
whenever new IFM programs are approved, or whenever existing IFM programs are 
adjusted or terminated), with the adjusted prioritization implemented in time for the 
next SBRM cycle.  This path would mean that, once the prioritization was developed it 
could be in place indefinitely, until the next industry-funded monitoring program was 
finalized.  Readjusting the weighting approach on an as-needed basis would mean that, 
after going through the entire timeline, the process outlined in Year 2 below would 
repeat each year until new programs were added/old programs were adjusted or 
terminated, at which point the timeline would start over as outlined for Year 1. 

2. Alternatively, the Councils could elect to do the process every 3 years unless new IFM 
programs are approved, or whenever existing IFM programs are adjusted or terminated. 
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TABLE 7.  TIMING OF DISCRETIONARY ALTERNATIVES (ALTERNATIVES 2.1 AND 2.2) 

Year Month 
SBRM/ASM/Scallop Schedule (status 
quo) 

Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 

Year 1 

January to 
April 

SBRM analyses are completed late 
January/early February 

 NMFS (2.1)  prepares and analyze 
weighting approach for Year 2 –OR 

 Joint Committee or Council meeting 
to conduct weighting approach (2.2) 

April to 
May 

 
Council and NFMS meet to 
review/finalize ranking of existing IFM 
programs (2.1 and 2.2) 

May to 
October 

 

NMFS conducts proposed and final 
rulemaking to finalize rankings for IFM 
programs for Years 2-4 (or for indefinite 
period). 

October to 
December 
 

 Observer data July Year 0 – June 
Year 1 available 

 Begin analysis for SBRM 

 Work on discard estimation 
analysis for SBRM from 
November through early 
February 

 Work on analysis for sector ASM 
using most recent complete 
fishing year (May Year 0 – April 
Year 1) 

Begin analysis to determine necessary 
IFM sea days 

Year 2 

January to 
February 

 Receive Year 2 budget 

 Sector ASM coverage rates 
published in proposed 
rule/collect public comment 

 Determine scallop compensation 
rate  

 

March 
 If funding shortfall, run SBRM 

prioritization process 

 Start of scallop Year 2 

If funding shortfall, issue funding based 
on finalized weighting approach  

April 
 Begin Year 2 sea day schedule 

 Sector ASM coverage rates 
published in final rule 

Implement Year 2 IFM coverage levels 

May Begin Sector ASM Year 2  

June  
NMFS briefs Councils on final year 2 
IFM sea day allocation 
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1.4.2.3 Omnibus Alternative 2.3:  Proportional Prioritization Process for Industry-Funded 
Monitoring Programs 

 
Under Omnibus Alternative 2.3, the amount of Federal funding available to support industry-
funded monitoring in each FMP would be reduced by the same percentage as the funding 
shortfall.  If the available Federal funding falls short, the amount of the shortfall would be 
deducted from the total amount of funding to be allocated to each FMP, proportional to that 
FMP’s share of the total funding need.  For example, an FMP that represents 20% of the total 
funding need would absorb 20% of the total funding shortfall.   
 
There could be a scenario where the available Federal funding for a given FMP would produce a 
coverage level below the coverage target defined by the FMP as providing sufficient 
information to meet an FMP’s objectives for monitoring.  For example, an additional 10 
observed trips may provide additional data, but not sufficient data to provide a robust estimate 
of bycatch of the species of interest.  In this case, that FMP would not receive additional 
coverage and the funding for that FMP would be re-allocated proportionally to other FMPs.   
 
NMFS would determine and provide the Councils with:  (1) The estimated industry-funded 
monitoring coverage levels that incorporates the proportional adjustments, based on available 
funding; and (2) the rationale for the recommended prioritization, including how it deviates 
from the fully funded coverage levels across all FMPs.  This could be done on an annual basis or 
the allocation of resources could remain as specified unless revised.   
 
Example   FMP 1 needs $3 million, FMP 2 needs $5 million, and FMP 3 needs $2 million to 

fully implement their coverage targets.  The total funding need is $10 million.  If 
there is only $8 million in Federal funds for the coming year, then there is a $2 
million shortfall, or a 20% shortfall.  Using the proportional prioritization process, 
NMFS would allocate the $8 million such that each FMP has a 20% shortfall, i.e., 
they would all be funded at 80%.  FMP 1 would get 80% of $3 million, or $2.4 
million, FMP 2 would get 80% of $5 million, or $4 million, and FMP 3 would get 
80% of $2 million, or $1.6 million.  These would be the total funds available to 
the FMPs to fund NMFS’s costs for coverage days above SBRM.     

 

1.4.2.4 Omnibus Alternative 2.4:  Lowest Coverage Ratio-based Prioritization Process for 
Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs 

 

Under Omnibus Alternative 2.4, the amount of funding would be allocated to each FMP by 
prioritizing coverage in fisheries that have the lowest coverage needs (based on projections for 
the coming year) relative to effort (based on vessel trip reports from the previous year).  In 
practice, this would mean that fisheries with the highest ratio of coverage to effort would be 
sequentially eliminated until the available Federal funding is sufficient to meet the coverage 
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targets of the remaining FMPs.  This alternative would favor fleets with low additional needed 
coverage days and/or high overall activity.     
 
NMFS would determine and provide the Councils with:  (1) the estimated industry-funded 
monitoring coverage levels that incorporate the prioritization, based on available funding; and 
(2) the rationale for the recommended prioritization, including how it deviates from the fully 
funded coverage levels across all FMPs.  This could be done on an annual basis or the allocation 
of resources could remain as specified unless revised.   
 
Example FMP 1 needs $3 million, FMP 2 needs $5 million, and FMP 3 needs $2 million to 

fully implement their coverage targets.  The total funding needed is $10 million, 
but there is only $8 million in Federal funds for the coming year, so there is a $2 
million shortfall.  Under the coverage ratio-based prioritization approach, NMFS 
would calculate the following ratio for each FMP: 

 

Coverage Ratio =
Projected coverage days needed in the coming year

Level of effort in the previous year
 

  
 

If FMP 1 had a ratio of 0.1, FMP 2 a ratio of 0.08, and FMP 3 a ratio of 0.2, FMP 3 
would be eliminated from coverage first.  Because the total funding need of the 
remaining programs, $8 million, can be met by the available Federal funding, $8 
million, coverage for FMP 1 and FMP 2 would be fully funded.  FMP 3 would 
receive no additional coverage in the coming year.  The key here is that fewer 
needed coverage days and/or higher levels of effort in the previous year will 
both lead to a higher prioritization, and it is the interplay of these two factors 
that would determine the prioritization. 

 
This alternative is based on an approach selected by the Councils in the SBRM 
amendment.  SBRM sets “minimum pilot coverage” levels for each fishing mode to ensure that 
a fleet is not allocated too few observer sea days to generate meaningful discard estimations.  If 
the total of agency funded sea days is greater than the total minimum pilot coverage, then the 
Penultimate Cell approach would be applied.  If the funded days exactly equals the total 
minimum pilot coverage sea days then the sea days would be assigned to fishing modes 
according to the minimum pilot coverage.  However, it is theoretically possible that the 
available funding for SBRM observers in a given year could be so restricted that the minimum 
pilot coverage for each fleet could not be achieved.  In such a case, it would be necessary to 
determine which fleets would get enough observer coverage to reach the minimum pilot 
coverage and which would not.  The Councils’ preferred alternative for adjusting coverage 
levels below minimum pilot coverage would eliminate the funding shortfall by sequentially 
removing coverage in fleets that had the highest ratio of minimum pilot coverage to days 
absent from port based on VTR reports in the previous year.  Because the number of days 
absent from port is typically much larger than the minimum pilot coverage for a fishing mode, 
this alternative would maintain at-sea observer coverage on the most active fishing modes.   
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1.4.2.5 Omnibus Alternative 2.5:  Highest Coverage Ratio-based Prioritization Process for 
Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs  

 

Under Omnibus Alternative 2.5, the amount of funding would be allocated to each FMP by 
prioritizing coverage in fisheries that have the highest coverage needs (based on projections for 
the coming year) relative to effort (based on vessel trip reports from the previous year).  In 
practice, this would mean that fisheries with the lowest ratio of coverage to effort would be 
sequentially eliminated until the available Federal funding is sufficient to meet the coverage 
targets of the remaining FMPs.  This alternative would favor fleets with high additional needed 
coverage days and/or low overall activity.    

NMFS would determine and provide the Councils with:  (1) the estimated industry-funded 
monitoring coverage levels that incorporate the prioritization, based on available funding; and 
(2) the rationale for the recommended prioritization, including how it deviates from the fully 
funded coverage levels across all FMPs.  This could be done on an annual basis or the allocation 
of resources could remain as specified unless revised.   

Example FMP 1 needs $3 million, FMP 2 needs $5 million, and FMP 3 needs $2 
million to fully implement their coverage targets.  The total funding 
needed is $10 million, but there is only $8 million in Federal funds for the 
coming year, so there is a $2 million shortfall.  Under the coverage ratio-
based prioritization approach, NMFS would calculate the following ratio 
for each FMP: 

Coverage Ratio =
Projected coverage days needed in the coming year

Level of effort in the previous year
 

 

If FMP 1 had a ratio of 0.1, FMP 2 a ratio of 0.08, and FMP 3 a ratio of 0.2, 
FMP 2 would be eliminated from coverage first.  Because the total 
funding need of the remaining programs, $5 million, can be met by the 
available Federal funding, $8 million, coverage for FMPs 1 and 3.  FMP 2 
would receive no additional coverage in the coming year.  The key here is 
that greater needed coverage days and/or lower levels of effort in the 
previous year will both lead to a higher prioritization, and it is the 
interplay of these two factors that would determine the prioritization. 

Timing for Formulaic Alternatives (Alternatives 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5) 
 
The formulaic alternatives (Alternatives 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5) could be implemented annually in 
concert with the existing SBRM cycle.  Rulemaking would not be required, and the process 
outlined in Year 2 below would occur on an annual basis for all subsequent years. 
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TABLE 8. TIMING FOR DISCRETIONARY ALTERNATIVES (ALTERNATIVES 2.3, 2.4, AND 2.5) 

Year Month SBRM/ASM/Scallop Schedule 
(status quo) 

Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4 

Year 1 January to 
April 

  

April/May   

May to 
October 

  

October  Observer data July Year 0 – 
June Year 1 available 

 Begin analysis for SBRM 

 Work on discard estimation 
analysis for SBRM from 
November through early 
February 

 Work on analysis for sector 
ASM using most recent 
complete fishing year (May 
Year 0 – April Year 1) 

Begin analysis for required IFM 
coverage rates November 

December 

Year 2 January  Receive Year 2 budget 

 Sector ASM coverage rates 
published in proposed 
rule/collect public comment 

 Determine compensation rate  

 

February 

March  If funding shortfall, run SBRM 
prioritization process 

 Start of scallop Year 2 

If funding shortfall exists, run IFM 
prioritization 

April  Begin Year 2 sea day schedule 

 Sector ASM coverage rates 
published in final rule 

Implement Year 2 IFM coverage 
levels 

May Begin Sector ASM Year 2  

June  NMFS briefs Councils on final year 
2 IFM sea day allocation 

 

1.4.2.6 Omnibus Alternative 2.6:  Monitoring Set-Aside 
 

Omnibus Alternative 2.6 would include general language in the regulations of each FMP that 
would allow monitoring set-aside provisions to be implemented via a framework adjustment.  A 
monitoring set-aside program would devote a portion of the annual catch limit (ACL) from a 
fishery to offset the industry cost responsibilities for at-sea, electronic, or dockside monitoring.  
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However, there are many possible ways to structure a monitoring set-aside program, and the 
details of each program would need to be developed on an FMP-by-FMP basis.  All potential 
monitoring set-aside programs should be considered as an alternative to off-set monitoring 
cost, and should not be expected to fully cover monitoring costs.  Most fisheries will not have 
enough value, capacity, or abundance/availability (i.e., stock size, distribution, etc.) to fully 
cover the costs of intense monitoring goals. 

One monitoring set-aside model for a fishery that uses possession limits could consist of 
reserving some percentage of the ACL (e.g., up to 3 percent) to be allocated to certain vessels 
to help off-set the additional monitoring costs.  In this example, if a vessel in that fishery is 
selected to carry an at-sea observer, that vessel would be granted a certain amount of pounds 
from the monitoring set-aside allocation to land above the possession limit.  The revenue 
obtained from the sale of the additional landings would help offset the vessel’s costs of carrying 
an at-sea observer.  This example is very similar to the monitoring set-aside program that 
currently operates in the scallop fishery.  Preliminary analysis suggests that set-asides for 
monitoring will work best in profitable fisheries and when only a modest increase in monitoring 
is desired (like scallops). 

Absent this measure, a full FMP amendment would be required for all fisheries to implement a 
monitoring set-aside to defray industry costs for monitoring programs.  Adopting this measure 
would not implement a monitoring set-aside for any individual FMP.  Rather, it would 
expedite the development of monitoring set-aside provisions for FMPs in future framework 
adjustments. 

Under Omnibus Alternative 2.6, the details and impacts analysis of any monitoring set-aside 
program would be specified and/or modified in a subsequent framework adjustment to the 
relevant FMP.  These details may include, but are not limited to:  (1) the basis for the 
monitoring set-aside; (2) the amount of the set-aside (e.g., quota, DAS, etc.); (3) how the set-
aside is allocated to vessels required to pay for monitoring (e.g., an increased trip limit, 
differential DAS counting, additional trips, an allocation of the quota, etc.); (4) the process for 
vessel notification; (5) how funds are collected and administered from the industry to cover the 
costs of monitoring coverage; and (6) any other measures necessary to develop and implement 
a monitoring set-aside.  Additional NEPA analysis would be required for any action 
implementing and/or modifying monitoring set-aside provisions, regardless if it required a 
framework adjustment or full amendment. 

Considerations for Monitoring Set-Asides 

The text below outlines some of the concepts for the Councils and NMFS to consider when 
determining whether developing a future monitoring set-aside program for a given fishery 
could be successful. 

Value of the Resource 

It is important to determine if the value of a monitoring set-aside program would be 
significantly beneficial for the goals of off-setting additional monitoring costs. 
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For example, in 2010, the stock wide Atlantic herring ACL was 201 million lb and the herring ex-
vessel price was approximately $0.13/lb.  Landings that year were approximately 145 million lb 
(approximately 72% of the ACL).  If 3 percent of the ACL was set-aside for monitoring (6.03 
million lb), that would equate to approximately $784,140 to cover monitoring costs in the 
Atlantic herring fishery.  However, the fishery may only catch a portion of the monitoring set-
aside.  For example, if only approximately 72 percent of the monitoring set-aside was 
harvested, then only approximately $564,581 (72% of $784,140) would be available to cover 
monitoring costs for the entire fishery (all gear types and permit categories).  There are also 
costs associated with fishing, and only the extra profits, not the full ex-vessel value, are a 
benefit to the fishermen. 

Depending on the monitoring program in place, a set-aside would only partially cover 
monitoring costs.  The high ex-vessel value of scallops and modest level of additional sampling 
currently allows for the scallop monitoring set-aside program to fully off-set the monitoring 
costs in the scallop fishery, but if ex-vessel value of scallops falls to a low enough level, it may 
not allow full funding in the future.   

Management Measures and Fishery Operations 

When developing a monitoring set-aside program managers need to consider the operation of 
the fishery as well as the comprehensive management measures within a fishery to create a 
successful monitoring set-aside program.  It is also important to consider fishery management 
partners when developing exemptions or measures for a monitoring set-aside program.  Finally, 
and perhaps most importantly, there needs to be incentive and benefit to the vessels 
associated with the ability to harvest additional pounds to off-set additional monitoring costs. 

In the scallop monitoring set-aside program, vessels can harvest additional scallops above the 
possession limit, or fish at a reduced days-at-sea accrual rate, when they carry an observer.  
This provides vessels additional revenue from that trip to off-set the costs of the observer.  
However, in a fishery like Atlantic herring, some limited access vessels do not have a regulated 
possession limit and often fish to the maximum capacity of the vessel.  Since some vessels in 
this fishery do not have a possession limit, harvesting additional fish on a trip may not be an 
effective option.  However, there could be other management measure incentives such as 
allowing fishing during a closed season, in a closed area, or following a seasonal closure.  
However, benefits from such exemptions would only occur in some fisheries and may not offer 
an immediate return of funds to offset observer costs. 

In the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries, in addition to Federal possession 
limits, states often implement possession limits for these species.  If vessels participating in 
these fisheries were provided exemptions to the Federal possession limits for a monitoring set-
aside program, they would also need to be exempt from a state possession limit in order to 
land over the possession limit in that state.  This type of monitoring set-aside program would 
require coordination with the states and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, and 
may create additional administrative burden for states. 
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ACL Allocation Within a Fishery  

FMPs use a wide range of structures to apportion ACLs to different fishery participants (e.g., 
commercial and recreational allocations).  Monitoring set-aside program managers must 
consider how the ACL is distributed within the fishery when deciding how to structure the set-
aside program.  For example, in the Bluefish FMP, there is only one ACL from which a 
commercial and a recreational ACT are derived.  If 3 percent of the ACL is allocated for a 
monitoring set-aside program, both the commercial and recreational ACTs would be reduced 
proportionally.  However, it is most likely that only the commercial sector would have 
additional monitoring requirements, therefore the commercial fishery would benefit from the 
additional monitoring set-aside pounds to cover monitoring costs, but the recreational fishery 
would simply have a reduced quota.   

On the other hand, Amendment 16 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP allows the Council to set 
sub-ACLs for groundfish stocks through framework adjustments.  This vehicle could be used to 
create a monitoring set-aside program by designating sub-ACLs for some, or all, of the 
groundfish stocks.  The landings allocated to those sub-ACLs could then be used to cover 
additional monitoring costs in that fishery.  It is important to consider how quotas are allocated 
within the fishery and how to most appropriately distribute the monitoring set-aside pounds.  
As an aside, it is worth exploring whether the sub-ACL approach may be an alternative 
approach for establishing monitoring set-asides for the groundfish fishery. 

Shared Burden and Benefit 

It is important to consider whether the reallocation of quota for a monitoring set-aside program 
will be equally beneficial and/or burdensome to all fishery participants, and how monitoring 
set-aside programs could affect different permit categories or different gear types within a 
fishery.  For example, in the Atlantic herring fishery, hypothetically a monitoring set-aside 
program would allocate 3 percent of the ACL to off-set monitoring costs.  However, the 
monitoring alternatives under consideration for the herring fishery apply coverage to a subset 
of the herring fishery participants.  For example, in some alternatives, the mid-water trawl 
vessels may be the only gear type that has industry-funded monitoring requirements.  If a 
monitoring set-aside were established to offset the costs of this program, the mid-water trawl 
vessels would receive the benefits of additional pounds for monitoring costs, but the purse 
seine vessels would have a smaller annual quota to harvest, and may therefore endure 
increased hardship despite not having additional monitoring requirements. 

In contrast, in the groundfish fishery, the burden of monitoring costs may be more evenly 
dispersed with the establishment of a monitoring set-aside program.  Currently, not all vessels 
participating in sectors are active in the fishery.  Those inactive vessels lease their allocation to 
the active vessels, but the active vessels would be responsible for additional monitoring costs.  
If the monitoring set-aside program reserved 3 percent of the overall ACL, then the allocation 
to each vessel would be equally reduced, therefore sharing the burden more evenly among all 
participants in the fishery as opposed to just the active vessels. 
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Availability and Prevalence of the Resource 

The health and availability of a fishery will dictate whether the fishery can sustain a monitoring 
set-aside program.  For example, the Atlantic mackerel fishery has continually been 
underperforming and annual landings have been declining for approximately the past 10 years.  
At this time it is unclear if the mackerel stock is declining or if the fish are behaving differently 
in terms of migration or schooling.  Providing mackerel vessels with additional pounds of fish to 
land to off-set additional monitoring cost would not be beneficial because the fish are 
predominately unavailable or unattainable and the quota has not been limiting.   

Additionally, it is important to consider whether the monitoring set-aside program would affect 
fishing pressure on a sub-component of a stock.  For example, if monitoring is only required for 
vessels fishing in certain areas, those vessels would be provided the additional monitoring set-
aside pounds, and therefore could increase fishing effort in those areas.  In this example, there 
may be disproportionate fishing pressure on a sub-component of the stock that exists in the 
area where additional monitoring is required.  Managers need to consider the current health of 
the stock, the recent performance of the fishery, whether the current management measures 
appropriately address the potential for the effects of catch on different components of the 
stock, and how to create a dynamic monitoring set-aside program for changes in stock status 
and performance to develop a successful program.  

Enforcement Issues 

Fishery managers should also consider methods to enforce a monitoring set-aside program to 
prevent abuse to the system.  The Mid-Atlantic Research Set-Aside (RSA) program was recently 
suspended, in part due to issues revolving around enforcement and abuse of the program that 
resulted in overexploitation of some fisheries.  Some monitoring set-aside models could be 
structured similarly to the Mid-Atlantic RSA program where vessels receive exemptions from 
certain regulations (i.e., possession limits or closed seasons/areas) to harvest monitoring set-
aside pounds.  Similar enforcement, monitoring, and reporting issues would need to be 
addressed when developing a monitoring set-aside program to prevent abuse and over-
exploitation of a fishery resource.    

Estimated Potential Revenue for Certain FMPs 

An estimate of the amount of revenue that could be generated from a set aside is shown in the 
table below.  This table is generated using the lowest and highest average ex-vessel price of 
herring and mackerel from the 2010-2014 fishing years.  Inability to locate either the herring or 
mackerel resources, reductions in ABCs, or lower prices would reduce expected revenues from 
a monitoring set-aside.  In addition, changes to the management program (i.e., changes to the 
current unlimited possession limits for Category A herring and Tier 1 mackerel permits) may be 
necessary, depending on the structure of the set aside.  For the herring fishery, using 1 to 5 
percent of the 2015 annual catch limit could fund 357 to 2,020 NEFOP-level monitoring days at 
$818 per sea day, and 411 to 2,327 at-sea monitoring days at $710 per sea day.  For the 
mackerel fishery, using 1 to 5 percent of the 2015 annual catch limit could fund 110 to 1,131 
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NEFOP-level monitoring days at $818 per sea day, and 127 to 1,303 at-sea monitoring days at 
$710 per sea day. 
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TABLE 9.  POTENTIAL FUNDING TO OFFSET MONITORING COSTS FROM MONITORING SET-ASIDES FOR THE ATLANTIC HERRING 

AND MACKEREL FISHERIES

 2015 Total 
ACL 

Available set-aside 
Price per 

mt* 

Potential funding available to offset monitoring costs 

5% of the ACL 3% of the ACL 1% of the ACL 

Stock 5% 3% 1% 
Lo
w 

Hig
h 

Low High Low High Low High 

Atlantic 
herring 

104,566 
5,22

8 
3,13

7 
1,04

6 
279 316 

$ 
1,458,696 

$1,652,14
3 

$875,21
7 

$991,28
6 

$291,73
9 

$330,42
9 

 
Sea days at $818/sea day 1,783 2,020 1,070 1,212 357 404 

Sea days at $710/sea day 2,055 2,327 1,233 1,396 411 465 

Atlantic 
mackerel 

25,039 
1,25

2 
751 250 360 739 $450,702 $ 925,191 

$270,42
1 

$555,11
5 

$ 90,140 
$185,03

8 

 

Sea days at $818/sea day 551 1,131 331 679 110 226 

Sea days at $710/sea day 635 1303 381 782 127 261 

  * Per metric ton prices are the average high and low prices during 2010-2014. 
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1.4.3 Considered But Rejected Omnibus Alternatives 
 
The January 2014 version of the Discussion Document contained a Vessel Cancellation Charge 
Option.  That option included discussion of a fee to be paid by the vessel to the at-sea observer 
service provider when vessels are a “no show” or when they cancel trips less than 12 hours 
before the scheduled departure time.  That option also discussed that payment of fees would 
be a vessel permit requirement and that outstanding fees would result in non-renewal of vessel 
permits. 
  
As the PDT/FMAT further developed this option, the Department of Commerce Office 
of General Counsel advised that the government may not dictate the terms of a private 
transaction such as this fee.  As a result, the Vessel Cancellation Charge Option is likely not 
legal because it involves the terms of a private business contract between a vessel and an 
observer service provider.  While an observer service provider or a vessel could 
specify a cancellation fee as part of a contract, thereby eliminating the necessity of increasing 
the base rate that all vessels pay, it is unlikely that NMFS could legally require or specify the 
amount of such a fee.   
 
The August 2014 version of the Discussion Document contained a Cost-based Prioritization 
Process for Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs Option.  Under that option, the Federal 
funding would be assigned to each FMP by sequentially eliminating coverage in FMPs that have 
the highest funding need until the available funding is sufficient to meet the funding needs of 
the FMPs remaining.  That process would have prioritized fisheries with the least expensive 
programs first.  NMFS would have determined and provided the Councils with:  (1) The 
estimated industry-funded monitoring coverage levels that incorporates the prioritization, 
based on available funding; and (2) the rationale for the recommended prioritization, including 
how it deviates from the fully-funded coverage target across all FMPs.  This option could be 
done on an annual basis or the allocation of resources could remain as specified unless revised.  

At its August 19, 2014, meeting the New England’s Observer Policy Committee recommended 
that this option be considered but rejected because cost-based prioritization option lacked 
rationale and eliminating FMPs with the highest funding needs would not likely meet the 
goals/objectives of the industry-funded monitoring programs established by the New England 
Council.  

  



P a g e  | 47 

 

IFM Amendment Omnibus Alternative Discussion Document  January 27, 2016 

1.5 IMPACTS OF OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVES  
 

General Discussion of Omnibus Alternative Impacts 

The omnibus alternatives (Omnibus Alternatives 1, 2, and 2.1-2.6) in this amendment are 
procedural in nature—focused on the definition of cost responsibilities between NMFS and 
industry, the process that will be used to prioritize the allocation funding for NMFS cost 
responsibilities related to industry-funded monitoring programs established for Greater Atlantic 
Region fisheries, industry-funded monitoring program service provider standards, and the 
establishment of future industry-funded monitoring programs.  Subsequently, there are no 
expected direct physical or biological impacts associated with the alternatives under 
consideration for the omnibus portions of the action.  Due to the nature of the omnibus 
alternatives evaluated in this amendment, there very few functional differences (as far as 
environmental effects are concerned) between the status quo alternatives and the other 
alternatives under consideration.  

The expected direct effects are generally well-defined for most fishery management actions, 
but indirect effects are often less so.  During the development of this amendment, there have 
been occasions when discussions began to diverge from how bycatch data may best be 
collected into discussions about the likely management implications of an “improved” data 
collection program.  These discussions generally focused on the potential for improvements in 
stock assessments and on the types of management measures that may be necessary to 
address bycatch concerns where they may exist.   

There are three reasons why these types of potential downstream effects (e.g., subsequent 
management measures to address bycatch issues) of this action are considered too remote and 
speculative to be appropriate for consideration in this amendment.  First, while this 
amendment is focused on potentially expanding observer coverage above the level required 
under SBRM, implementation of this amendment does not, by itself, automatically allow for 
higher observer coverage in Greater Atlantic Region fisheries or coverage above status quo.  
While increases in target observer coverage levels for some fisheries may be expected to 
improve data quality, realization of an improvement in data quality is contingent upon 
sufficient funding to expand coverage beyond SBRM.     

The second reason these types of potential effects are too remote and speculative to be 
appropriate for consideration in this amendment is that there is no way to predict the effect 
that an improvement in data quality would have for managing the affected fisheries.  
Improvements in data quality would give assessment scientists and fishery managers more 
confidence in the data.  However, there is no way to predict the type of new information that 
would arise from future catch estimations (e.g., higher or lower discard estimates).  Because 
any change in direction of catch estimation cannot be predicted at this time, there is no way to 
predict whether changes in management would be required to address any potential issues 
that may arise.   
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The third reason is that the management measures that might be implemented, should action 
be determined to be necessary to address a bycatch concern, also cannot be predicted.  
Depending on the specific fishery, resource species, time, area, and manner of interaction 
leading to the concern, different types of management measures would be appropriate.  Some 
types of concerns may best be addressed with a bycatch quota, others may best be addressed 
with an area or seasonal closure, and yet others may best be addressed through changes to the 
fishing gear used.  As the actual environmental impacts of these potential management 
changes would vary with and depend upon the type of measure proposed, the management 
system to be changed, and the time, area, and species fished, there is no way to speculate as to 
what the most likely environmental impacts may be.   

Therefore, because these types of potential management actions, which may eventually stem 
from implementation of the industry-funded monitoring amendment, are too remote and 
speculative to be adequately or meaningfully addressed in this amendment, this analysis 
focuses solely on the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects expected to be 
immediately associated with the proposed action and primary alternatives.  Any future 
management actions that may result from the information collected through industry-funded 
monitoring programs would be subject to all the requirements of NEPA at the appropriate time. 

The discussion of environmental effects that follows is organized to present the relevant 
biological, physical, and socio-economic considerations for each of the omnibus alternatives.  
Thus, the effects on biological resources of the each of the omnibus alternatives are discussed, 
followed by the effects on the physical environment (habitat) of each of the omnibus 
alternatives, and finally followed by the socio-economic effects of each of the omnibus 
alternatives.  In this way, the effects of each of the alternatives on each portion of the affected 
environment can be appropriately compared.  

Due to the administrative nature of much of this action (i.e., the action is focused on 
establishing a process) in many cases there are no environmental impacts associated with the 
omnibus alternative under consideration.  In these cases, an explanation for this conclusion is 
presented, but no separate discussion of the alternatives is provided.  Separate discussion of 
the likely impacts of alternatives is only provided where there are measurable differences in 
impacts between the alternatives. 

This section considers the potential impacts of omnibus alternatives considered by the NEFMC 
and MAFMC to establish a common structure for industry-funded monitoring programs that 
would apply to all Greater Atlantic Region FMPs.   

Alternatives under consideration include the following: 

 Alternative 1:  Case-by-case Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs (No Action); and 
 Alternative 2: Standardized Industry-Funded Monitoring Programs. 

The standardized industry-funded monitoring program under consideration includes (1) 
standard cost responsibilities associated with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the 
fishing industry, (2) a process for FMP-specific industry-funded monitoring to be implemented 
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via a future framework adjustment action, (3) standard administrative requirements for 
industry-funded monitoring service providers, and (4) a process to prioritize available Federal 
funding for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs, and (5) a process for monitoring set-aside 
programs to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action.   

There are five alternative processes for prioritizing available Federal funding for industry-
funded monitoring programs across FMP, including: 

 Alternative 2.1: NMFS-led prioritization process;  
 Alternative 2.2: Council-led prioritization process; 
 Alternative 2.3: Proportional prioritization process; 
 Alternative 2.4: Lowest coverage ratio prioritization process; and 
 Alternative 2.5: Highest coverage ratio prioritization process.   
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TABLE 10. SUMMARY OF THE INDIRECT IMPACTS OF OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVES COMPARED TO 

EACH OTHER 

 

Alternatives Target Species 
Non-Target Species 
Protected Species 

Human Communities 

Alternative 1: 
No Industry-Funded 

Monitoring Programs 
(No Action) 

Potential low negative impact related to 
allocating funding to industry-funded 

monitoring programs on a first come, first 
served basis (rather than aligning to Council 

priorities) 

 
Potential low negative impact related to 

continued uncertainty about true discard rates 
(could lead to overly cautious management) 

 
 

Alternative 2: Industry-
Funded Monitoring 

Programs 
(Action Alternative) 

 
Negligible impact related to standardized cost 

responsibilities and process for future 
industry-funded programs implemented via 

framework 
 

Potential low positive impact related to 
standardized service provider requirements 

and process to prioritize additional monitoring 

Negligible impact related to standardized cost 
responsibilities and process for future 

industry-funded programs implemented via 
framework 

 
Potential low positive impact related to  

establishing service provider requirements, 
and process to prioritize additional monitoring 

 
Alternative 2.1:  NMFS-

Led  
Prioritization Process 
 

 
Potential low positive impact because all 

industry-funded programs are considered; 
compared to other prioritization processes 

allows an evaluation of program need/design 
when assigning priority 

 

 
Potential low positive impact because all 

industry-funded programs are considered; 
compared to other prioritization processes 

allows an evaluation of program need/design 
when assigning priority 

 

 
Alternative 2.2: 

Council-Led 
Prioritization Process 

 

 
Alternative 2.3: 

Proportional 
Prioritization Process 

 

Potential low positive impact related to 
information collection because process 
considers all industry-funded programs 

 
Does not allow for prioritization based on 

program need/design 

Potential low positive impact related to 
information collection because process 
considers all industry-funded programs 

 
Does not allow for prioritization based on 

program need/design 

 
Alternative 2.4 and 2.5: 
Coverage Ratio-Based 
Prioritization Process 

 

Alternative 2.6 
Monitoring Set-Aside 

 
Negligible impact related to standardized 

process for monitoring set-asides implemented 
via framework 

 

Negligible impact related to standardized 
process for monitoring set-asides implemented 

via framework 

Impacts to physical environment were not discussed in this table because they are negligible.  These alternatives 
will not alter fishing behavior, or directly impact fishing regulations (gears used or areas fished). 
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1.5.1 OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOUCES 
 
Under Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), there would be no standardized structure developed 
for Greater Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs, meaning that there would be 
no standard definition of cost responsibilities for industry-funded monitoring in the New 
England and Mid-Atlantic fisheries, no standard administrative requirements for industry-
funded monitoring service providers, no framework adjustment process to implement FMP-
specific industry-funded monitoring, and no process to prioritize available Federal funding to 
meet Council desired monitoring coverage target above and beyond SBRM coverage.  If there 
was Federal funding available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, additional 
monitoring for Greater Atlantic Region FMPs would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  If no 
Federal funding were available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, then none of the 
established industry-funded monitoring programs would operate and there would be no 
additional observer coverage above SBRM levels.   
 
In contrast, Omnibus Alternative 2 would establish a standardized structure for industry-funded 
monitoring programs that would apply to all New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs that choose 
to use industry funding to increase monitoring.  This industry-funded monitoring program 
structure would include the following components:  (1) standard cost responsibilities associated 
with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the fishing industry, (2) process for FMP-specific 
industry-funded monitoring to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action, and 
(3) standard administrative requirements for industry-funded monitoring service 
providers.   Under Omnibus Alternative 2, if enough Federal funding available after SBRM 
coverage requirements were met to cover NMFS costs for all of the established industry-funded 
monitoring programs, they would all operate at the target coverage levels established through 
each individual FMP.  If there is some Federal funding available after SBRM coverage 
requirements are met, but not enough to cover all of the industry-funded monitoring programs, 
one of five possible prioritization processes would be used to decide how to allocate available 
Federal funding to the various industry-funded monitoring program.  If no Federal funding were 
available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, then, similar to the No Action 
alternative, none of the established industry-funded monitoring programs would operate and 
there would be no additional observer coverage above SBRM levels.   
 
In general, there are no direct impacts on biological resources (target, non-target, and 
protected species) related to either Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), or the various 
permutations of Omnibus Alternative 2.  Again, these alternatives are entirely focused on the 
process of developing industry-funded monitoring programs, and thus do not directly affect the 
level of fishing activity, fishing operations, the species targeted, or areas fished in the Greater 
Atlantic Region.  The indirect impacts of the various aspects of the Omnibus Alternatives on 
biological resources is discussed below.  
 
Compared to the No Action alternative, the establishment of standardized cost responsibilities 
and the framework adjustment process to allow for the future establishment of industry-
funded monitoring programs in individual FMPs under Omnibus Alternative 2 has a negligible 
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impact on biological resources when compared with the No Action alternative.  These aspects 
of Omnibus Alternative 2 are entirely focused on the process of developing industry-funded 
monitoring programs, and thus do not directly affect the level of fishing activity, fishing 
operations, the species targeted, or areas fished in the Greater Atlantic Region.  As there are no 
biological impacts associated with the cost responsibility and framework adjustment aspects of 
the Omnibus Alternative 2 and the No Action alternative, there are no differences among them. 
 
There is a low positive indirect impact on biological resources related to establishment of 
standardized industry-funded monitoring service provider requirements.  Standardized service 
provider requirements may lead to greater consistency in the information collected about 
target, non-target, and protected species through industry-funded monitoring programs, 
provided that individual FMPs do not drastically alter the service provider requirements when 
establishing monitoring programs.   Improved catch information that results from greater 
consistency in information collection may lead to better management of biological 
resources.  In contrast, under the No Action alternative, industry-funded monitoring service 
provider requirements would need to be established separately for each FMP.   
 
The magnitude of the potential indirect impacts of the prioritization process on biological 
resources varies depending on the selected prioritization process.  The impacts discussed in this 
paragraph apply at times when there is some Federal funding available after SBRM coverage 
requirements are met, but not enough to cover all of the established industry-funded 
monitoring programs.  Under the Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), the absence of a process 
to prioritize between established industry-funded monitoring programs means that Federal 
funding available after SBRM coverage requirements are met is allocated to industry-funded 
monitoring programs on a first-come, first-served basis.  There is a potential low negative 
impact to biological resources under the No Action alternative if industry-funded monitoring 
programs necessary to gather important catch information go unfunded because they are 
developed after other programs.  In general, the establishment of a prioritization process under 
Omnibus Alternative 2 provides a low positive impact on biological resources compared to the 
No Action alternative because all established industry-funded monitoring programs will be 
considered when deciding how to allocate available Federal funding, and funding will either be 
allocated proportionally to all industry-funded monitoring programs (under Alternative 2.3), or 
will be distributed among industry-funded programs based on a method selected by the 
Councils (under Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5).   
 
The discretionary prioritization processes (Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2) have the greatest potential 
for positive impacts to biological resources compared to the No Action and formulaic 
alternatives (Alternatives 2.3-2.5) because they allow for the evaluation of program need and 
design when assigning priority.  This means that, in years where there is Federal funding 
available to prioritize, the discretionary prioritization alternatives allow the potential to direct 
funding towards monitoring programs that improve information about specific target, non-
target, and protected species.   
 
The formulaic prioritization alternatives (Alternative 2.3-2.5) all provide a low positive impact 
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on biological resources compared to No Action because they consider all established Greater 
Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs when deciding how to allocate available 
Federal funds, rather than considering funding allocation on a case-by-case basis under the No 
Action alternative.  In the case of the proportional prioritization process (Alternative 2.3), 
available Federal funding would be allocated proportionally to all established industry funded 
monitoring programs, rather than on a first-come, first-served basis under the No Action 
alternative.  This means that, in years where there is Federal funding available to prioritize, all 
industry-funded monitoring programs would result in some additional monitoring, which may 
have low positive impacts on biological resources in terms of information collection.   The 
lowest coverage ratio based alternative (Alternative 2.4) would favor coverage for the FMPs 
that don’t need much additional coverage to meet targets and the most active fisheries.  The 
highest coverage ratio based alternative (Alternative 2.5) would favor coverage for the FMPs 
that need more coverage to meet targets and the least active fisheries.  While both of these 
alternatives could result in certain industry-funded monitoring programs receiving no funding, 
there is still some benefit to biological resources that results from evaluating the allocation of 
available Federal funding across all Greater Atlantic Regional industry-funded monitoring 
programs in a structured way, rather than on a case-by-case basis.  

Due to the nature of Alternative 2.6 (Monitoring Set-Aside), which is limited to a decision 
regarding creating the mechanism needed to develop and implement monitoring set-aside 
programs, rather than actually implementing such programs, there are no direct or indirect 
effects on any biological resources (fishery resources, protected resources, or other non-fishery 
resources) anticipated for this alternative.  Any impacts that may be associated with actually 
implementing a monitoring set-aside program through a framework adjustment to an FMP 
would be fully analyzed in the documents supporting the action. 

 

1.5.2 OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS TO PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT  
 

Because neither the status quo omnibus alternative nor the other omnibus alternatives (2.1-
2.5) would directly impose or likely result in any changes in fishing effort or behavior, fishing 
gears used, or areas fished, there are no potential impacts to the physical environment 
(including Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)) associated with the omnibus alternatives under 
consideration for this item.  There are also no differences among the various omnibus 
alternatives. 

Due to the nature of this Alternative 2.6 (Monitoring Set-Aside), which is limited to decisions 
regarding creating the mechanisms needed to develop and implement monitoring set-aside 
programs, there are no direct or indirect effects on any physical environment (including EFH) 
anticipated for this alternative.  Any impacts that may be associated with actually implementing 
a monitoring set-aside program through a framework adjustment to an FMP would be fully 
analyzed in the documents supporting the action. 
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1.5.3 OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS TO HUMAN COMMUNITIES  
 

Under Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), there would be no standardized structure developed 
for Greater Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs, meaning that there would be 
no standard definition of cost responsibilities for industry-funded monitoring in the New 
England and Mid-Atlantic fisheries, no standard administrative requirements for industry-
funded monitoring service providers, no framework adjustment process to implement FMP-
specific industry-funded monitoring, and no process to prioritize available Federal funding to 
meet Council desired monitoring coverage target above and beyond SBRM coverage.  If there 
was Federal funding available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, additional 
monitoring for Greater Atlantic Region FMPs would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  If no 
Federal funding were available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, then none of the 
established industry-funded monitoring programs would operate and there would be no 
additional observer coverage above SBRM levels.   
 
In contrast, Omnibus Alternative 2 would establish a standardized structure for industry-funded 
monitoring programs that would apply to all New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs that choose 
to use industry funding to increase monitoring.  This industry-funded monitoring program 
structure would include the following components:  (1) standard cost responsibilities associated 
with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the fishing industry, (2) process for FMP-specific 
industry-funded monitoring to be implemented via a future framework adjustment action, and 
(3) standard administrative requirements for industry-funded monitoring service 
providers.   Under Omnibus Alternative 2, if enough Federal funding available after SBRM 
coverage requirements were met to cover NMFS costs for all of the established industry-funded 
monitoring programs, they would all operate at the target coverage levels established through 
each individual FMP.  If there is some Federal funding available after SBRM coverage 
requirements are met, but not enough to cover all of the industry-funded monitoring programs, 
one of five possible prioritization processes would be used to decide how to allocate available 
Federal funding to the various industry-funded monitoring program.  If no Federal funding were 
available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, then, similar to the No Action 
alternative, none of the established industry-funded monitoring programs would operate and 
there would be no additional observer coverage above SBRM levels.  No individual FMP would 
be subject to an industry-funded monitoring program as a result of implementation of this 
action.  Rather, any FMP that wishes to develop an industry-funded monitoring program would 
need to develop the program that meets the specifications of this action in a separate 
framework or amendment. 
 
Overall, there will be negative economic impacts to fishing vessels as a result of selecting 
Omnibus Alternative 2 if both of the following occur: 1) There is an established industry-funded 
monitoring program for the FMP; and 2) There is Federal funding available to cover all, or a 
portion, of the costs of industry-funded monitoring programs after SBRM coverage 
requirements are met.  The estimated vessel contribution is between $106 and $818 per sea 
day.  If no Federal funding were available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, then, 
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similar to the No Action alternative, none of the established industry-funded monitoring 
programs would operate and there would be no additional observer coverage above SBRM 
levels.  It is important to reiterate that the economic impacts associated with coverage targets 
for industry-funded monitoring programs must be evaluated on an FMP-by-FMP basis at the 
time each program is established (e.g., the economic analysis of coverage target impacts is 
provided for the Atlantic herring and Atlantic mackerel fisheries in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the 
IFM Amendment Environmental Assessment document).  The indirect impacts of the various 
aspects of the Omnibus Alternatives on human communities are discussed below, but should 
be interpreted within the context of the economic impacts being overall negative.  
 
Compared to the No Action alternative, the establishment of the framework adjustment 
process to allow for the future establishment of industry-funded monitoring programs in 
individual FMPs under Omnibus Alternative 2 has a negligible impact on human communities 
when compared with the No Action alternative.  This aspect of Omnibus Alternative 2 is entirely 
focused on the process of developing industry-funded monitoring programs, and thus does not 
directly affect fishing vessels, fleets, or ports.  As there is no direct impact to human 
communities associated with the framework adjustment aspects of the Omnibus Alternative 2 
and the No Action alternative, there are no differences between the alternatives. 
 
There is a potential low positive indirect impact on human communities associated with the 
establishment of standardized industry-funded monitoring service provider requirements.  The 
service provider requirements match the existing service provider requirements codified for 
other industry-funded monitoring programs in the Greater Atlantic Region.  Standardized 
service provider requirements may allow for efficiencies in the administration of industry-
funded monitoring programs (e.g., initial applications to be approved as service providers, 
training for monitors, etc.) compared to the No Action alternative, which could ultimately 
reduce industry’s contribution to monitoring costs.  In addition, standardized service provider 
requirements could lead to greater consistency in the information collected about through 
industry-funded monitoring programs, provided that individual FMPs do not drastically alter the 
service provider requirements when establishing monitoring programs.  Improved catch 
information that results from greater consistency in information collection may lead to better 
management of biological resources, which could eventually lead to greater fisheries yields.  In 
contrast, under the No Action alternative, industry-funded monitoring service provider 
requirements would need to be established separately for each FMP.   
 
The establishment of standardized cost responsibility definitions could have low positive 
impacts compared to No Action.  While industry cost responsibilities are not codified in this 
action, the categorization and characterization of cost responsibilities in this action could 
provide industry members information necessary to negotiate contracts with industry-funded 
monitoring service providers, which may ultimately reduce industry cost responsibilities.  
 
The magnitude of the potential indirect impacts of the prioritization process on human 
communities varies depending on the selected prioritization process.  The impacts discussed in 
this paragraph apply at times when there is some Federal funding available after SBRM 
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coverage requirements are met, but not enough to cover all of the established industry-funded 
monitoring programs.  Under the Omnibus Alternative 1 (No Action), the absence of a process 
to prioritize between established industry-funded monitoring programs means that Federal 
funding available after SBRM coverage requirements are met is allocated to industry-funded 
monitoring programs on a first-come, first-served basis.  There is a potential low negative 
impact to human communities under the No Action alternative if industry-funded monitoring 
programs necessary to gather important information catch information go unfunded because 
they are developed after other programs.   In general, the establishment of a prioritization 
process under Omnibus Alternative 2 provides a low positive impact on human communities 
compared to the No Action alternative because all established industry-funded monitoring 
programs will be considered when deciding how to allocate available Federal funding, and 
funding will either be allocated proportionally to all industry-funded monitoring programs 
(under Alternative 2.3), or will be distributed among industry-funded programs based on a 
method selected by the Councils (under Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5).   
 
The discretionary prioritization processes (Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2) both provide a low positive 
impact on human communities compared to No Action because they consider all established 
Greater Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs when deciding how to allocate 
available Federal funds, rather than considering funding allocation on a case-by-case basis 
under the No Action alternative.  These alternatives have the greatest potential for positive 
impacts to human communities compared to the No Action and formulaic alternatives 
(Alternatives 2.3-2.5) because they allow for the evaluation of program need and design when 
assigning priority.  This means that, in years where there is Federal funding available to 
prioritize, the discretionary prioritization alternatives allow the potential to direct funding 
towards monitoring programs with specific characteristics.   These alternatives could allow the 
Council or NMFS to preferentially support industry-funded monitoring programs for species 
with economic value, programs where industry is most able to bear the cost of additional 
monitoring, or programs that gather information about species with special ecosystem 
importance (e.g., choke species or forage species).   Improved catch information that results 
from the opportunity to focus funding on the most important industry-funded monitoring 
programs may lead to better management of biological resources, which could eventually lead 
to greater fisheries yields.   
 
The formulaic prioritization alternatives (Alternative 2.3-2.5) all provide a low positive impact 
on human communities compared to No Action because they consider all established Greater 
Atlantic Region industry-funded monitoring programs when deciding how to allocate available 
Federal funds, rather than considering funding allocation on a case-by-case basis under the No 
Action alternative.  In the case of the proportional prioritization process (Alternative 2.3), 
available Federal funding would be allocated proportionally to all established industry funded 
monitoring programs, rather than on a first-come, first-served basis under the No Action 
alternative.  This means that, in years where there is Federal funding available to prioritize, all 
industry-funded monitoring programs would result in some additional monitoring, which may 
have low positive impacts on human communities in terms of information collection.   The 
lowest coverage ratio based alternative (Alternative 2.4) would prioritize industry-funded 
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monitoring programs associated with the most active fisheries.  The highest coverage ratio 
based alternative (Alternative 2.5) would prioritize industry-funded monitoring programs 
associated with the least active fisheries.  While both of these alternatives could result in 
certain industry-funded monitoring programs receiving no funding, there is still some benefit to 
human communities that results from evaluating the allocation of available Federal funding 
across all Greater Atlantic Regional industry-funded monitoring programs in a structured way, 
rather than on a case-by-case basis. 
 
The monitoring set-aside (Alternative 2.6) concept has the potential cost of removing harvest 
from a fishery, but the potential benefit of allowing parts of the fishery to defray costs for 
additional monitoring, essentially spreading the cost among more fishery participants.  
However, due to the nature of this alternative, which is limited to decisions regarding creating 
the mechanisms needed to develop and implement monitoring set-aside programs, there are 
no direct or indirect socio-economic effects on fishing vessels, fleets, or ports anticipated for 
this alternative.  Any impacts that may be associated with actually implementing a monitoring 
set-aside program through a framework adjustment to an FMP would be fully analyzed in the 
documents supporting the action. 
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