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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

DATE: September 24, 2015   

TO: Council  

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Joint Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Amendment 

 

In this tab please find summaries/portions of the full draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the IFM 

Amendment.  The Council is scheduled to approve the draft EA for public hearings and if appropriate to 

identify any preferred alternatives.  The full document is posted at the Council briefing materials page at: 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/october-2015.   

 

The IFM Amendment considers ways to increase monitoring through industry funding of various 

programs.  It provides for an overall way to prioritize such programs as well as specific measures that 

could increase monitoring of the Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic herring fisheries.  Much of the discussion 

in the draft EA has been presented before, so the only materials included here are summaries of the 

Alternatives (Omnibus and mackerel-specific), and the updated human community impacts for the 

mackerel alternatives. 

 

This Amendment is a joint amendment, and the New England Council is scheduled to review and 

potentially approve a draft EA on September 29.  New England’s Observer Policy Committee has been 

evaluating the alternatives in the IFM like the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council has, and 

affordability continues to be a critical issue related to this amendment - at the August 2015 meeting the 

Mid-Atlantic Council passed the following motion: That the problem statement for the herring and 

mackerel components of this action is as follows: “The public questions the accuracy of catch (landings 

and discards) estimates in the fishery; and there is a need to accurately estimate catch of incidental species 

for which catch caps apply. There is a need to develop a program that addresses an effective and affordable 

monitoring program for the fishery.”  The human community impact section for Atlantic mackerel was 

updated to help the Council evaluate the practicability of the potential measures.  NMFS staff is also 

working to examine if Electronic Monitoring costs can be further reduced related to reduced recording 

windows (e.g. recording during haul back only) and if potential cost savings can be achieved with lower 

levels of portside sampling.  

 

Results from the New England Council meeting will be forwarded to the Mid-Atlantic Council as soon as 

possible.   

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/october-2015


 

Summary of Omnibus Alternatives 
 

The purpose of this action is to consider measures that would allow the Councils to implement industry-

funded monitoring coverage in New England and Mid-Atlantic fishery management plans.  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.  The concept of a monitoring 

coverage target, as opposed to a mandatory monitoring coverage level, allows NMFS to approve new 

monitoring programs without committing to support coverage levels above appropriated funding or 

before funding is determined to be available.  The realized coverage in a given year would be 

determined by the amount of Federal funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a given 

year.  Fishery management plans interested in coverage above SBRM would set coverage targets in an 

individual fishery management plan action (i.e., a framework adjustment or amendment).  The realized 

coverage for the fishery in a given year would fall somewhere between no additional coverage above 

SBRM and the specified coverage target.    

To streamline the development and evaluation of future industry-funded monitoring programs, this 

amendment 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, and (4) a process to prioritize available Federal funding 

for industry-funded monitoring across FMPs.  The scope of the amendment 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.  This amendment is being done as an 

omnibus to ensure consistency for industry-funded monitoring programs across New England and Mid-

Atlantic FMPs.  No individual FMP would be subject to an industry-funded monitoring program 

as a result of implementation of the omnibus portions of this action (other portions of this action 

affect herring and mackerel specifically, and could implement industry funded programs for these 

fisheries).  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. 

Standardized cost responsibilities.  The action alternative would include standard cost responsibilities 

between NMFS and the industry for supporting monitoring programs targeting coverage above and 

beyond SBRM.  Because there are legal requirements that dictate cost responsibilities, certain costs must 

be borne by NMFS.  NMFS cost responsibilities would be codified into regulation for industry-funded 

monitoring programs developed under New England and Mid-Atlantic fishery management plans.  The 

proposed responsibilities are already in operation in the Atlantic Sea Scallop and NE Multispecies 

FMPs, although the cost responsibilities are not explicitly defined in those plans.     

 

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., observer or at-sea monitor computers or tablets for recording 

information on observed hauls) 

 Certification of monitoring providers and individual monitors; performance monitoring to 

maintain certificates 
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 Developing and executing vessel selection 

 Data processing 

 Costs associated with liaison activities between service providers, and NMFS, Coast Guard, 

Councils, sector managers and other partners 

 

Framework Adjustment Process.  The action alternative would include the ability for Councils to 

implement industry-funded monitoring programs, including at-sea monitoring, dockside monitoring, or 

electronic monitoring, through framework adjustments or amendments to the relevant fishery 

management plan.  The details necessary for the consideration of these types of industry-funded 

monitoring program 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) process for payment of industry cost responsibilities, (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 it required a framework adjustment or full amendment. 

 

Monitoring Service Providers.  The action alternative would include standard administrative 

requirements for industry-funded monitoring service providers, including at-sea monitoring, electronic 

monitoring, and dockside monitoring.  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 fishery management plans.  However, the SBRM Amendment does not 

address service provider requirements for other types of industry-funded monitoring programs.  The 

action alternative 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 all monitoring 

service providers for all New England and Mid-Atlantic FMPs.    

Prioritization Process.  The action alternative includes a prioritization process to allocate available 

Federal funding across FMPs to cover NMFS cost responsibilities for coverage targets above and 

beyond SBRM requirements.   When industry-funded monitoring programs and coverage levels exist for 

multiple fishery management plans (e.g., if industry-funded monitoring programs are established in both 

the herring and mackerel plans), and when Federal funding is not sufficient to cover NMFS cost 

responsibilities to achieve coverage levels across the plans, the Councils and NMFS must decide how to 

allocate available Federal funding.  Available Federal funding refers to any funds in excess of those 

allocated to meet SBRM or other existing monitoring requirements.  The prioritization processes options 

outlined in the action alternative 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.   

There are five options considered to prioritize available Federal funding across established industry-

funded monitoring programs.  Two of the alternatives (Omnibus Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2), termed the 

“discretionary alternatives,” require NMFS or the Council to evaluate the design of the established 

industry-funded monitoring programs when deciding how to allocate funding.  These prioritization 

processes provide the Councils and NMFS with more discretion to make trade-offs between industry-

funded monitoring programs designed to meet different goals, but also require more recurring analysis 

and resources.  The primary difference between these two alternatives is who (NMFS or Councils) 
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would lead the prioritization process and analysis.  Three of the alternatives (Omnibus Alternatives 2.3, 

2.4, and 2.5), termed the “formulaic alternatives,” use formulaic approaches, eliminating much of the 

discretion and analytical burden of the discretionary alternatives.  However, the formulaic approaches 

may reduce the effectiveness of the resulting outcome.   

 

Summary of Mackerel Alternatives 
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The previous analysis of economic impacts of mackerel coverage target alternatives on the 
mackerel industry was based on trip cost data collected by NEFOP and showed the 
economic impact of the alternatives on vessel net revenues (gross revenues less trip costs).  
Because NEFOP only collects a limited amount of cost data, industry participants expressed 
concern that an analysis of net revenues underestimated vessel costs.  In response, Jason 
Didden, staff of the Mid-Atlantic Council, offered to survey mackerel and mackerel vessels 
to collect more detailed cost information.   

The survey requested information from vessel owners on total trip costs in 2014.  The cost 
survey collected information on variable costs; payments to crew; the cost of repairs, 
maintenance, upgrades; and fixed costs.  These data were used to update the impact 
analyses.  To profile vessels, data were averaged across vessel types, by vessel 
characteristics, and primary species caught.  The cost profiles of vessels, as adjusted by the 
estimated industry cost responsibilities of each herring coverage target alternative, were 
used to describe the economic impact on herring vessels.  Economic impacts are described 
at an annual level.  Surveys were sent to approximately 18 vessel owners (representing 
about 26 vessels) in the herring and/or mackerel fisheries.  Surveys were sent in May and 
information was submitted for 16 of the 26 vessels.  A copy of the survey is included in the 
Appendix.       

Analysis of the economic impact of industry-funded monitoring mackerel coverage target 
alternatives on fishery-related businesses compared industry cost responsibilities to 2014 
herring vessel returns-to owner (RTO).  RTO is calculated by subtracting fixed and 
operational costs from gross revenue (Table 118) and was used rather than net revenues to 
more accurately reflect income from fishing trips. 

4.3.5 ATLANTIC MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS ON HUMAN 

COMMUNITIES 
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Table 118 summarizes total trip costs in 2014 obtained from the cost survey.  
 

TABLE 118.  SUMMARY OF TOTAL TRIP COSTS FOR HERRING AND MACKEREL VESSELS IN 2014. 

 

Cost Category Description 

Average 
Percent of 

2014 
Gross 

Revenue 
for 

Herring 
and 

Mackerel 
Vessels 

Average 
Percent of 

2014 
Gross 

Revenue 
for Squid 
Vessels 

Variable Costs 
Annual fuel, oil, food, water, ice, carrier 
vessel, communication, fishing supplies, 
crew supplies, and catch handling costs 

25% 35% 

Crew Share Total annual payments to crew 28% 26% 

Repair, 
Maintenance, 

Upgrades, Haulout 
(RMUH) 

Annual cost of repairs to engines, deck 
equipment, machinery, hull, fishing gear, 

electronics, processing equipment, 
refrigeration, safety equipment, upgrades 

and haulout 
Because these costs vary considerably 

from year to year and are typically spread 
out over several years, only a portion of 

these costs were applied to 2014 revenue 

13% 11% 

Fixed Costs 

Annual mooring, dockage, permits and 
licenses, insurance, quota and DAS lease, 

crew benefits, vessel monitoring, 
workshop and storage, office, vehicle, 

travel, association, professional, interest, 
taxes, and non-crew labor costs 

Note: principal payments on business 
loans are not included in fixed costs. 

19% 21% 

Return to Owner 
(RTO) 

Gross revenue less variable, crew share, 
RMUH, and fixed costs 15% 7% 

 
Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, vessel owners, operators, and/or 
representatives would be required contact NMFS and request monitoring coverage.  If an 
SBRM observer was not selected to cover that trip, NMFS would notify the vessel owner, 
operator, and/or representative of the vessel whether monitoring coverage must be 
procured through an industry-funded monitoring service provider.  For the purposes of 
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this analysis, however, it is assumed that there would be no SBRM coverage of trips.  
Therefore, the economic impact of industry-funded monitoring cost alternatives described 
in this section may be an overestimate of actual costs. 
 
The Mid-Atlantic Council is considering four types of industry-funded monitoring for the 
mackerel fishery, including NEFOP-level observer, at-sea monitor, EM, and portside 
sampling coverage.  NEFOP-level and at-sea monitoring coverage would function 
independently, but EM and portside are intended to be used together.   
 

TABLE 119.  MONITORING COSTS TO INDUSTRY 

Types of Monitoring NEFOP-Level 
Observer 

At-Sea 
Monitor 

Electronic 
Monitoring 

Portside 
Sampling 

Industry Cost 
Responsibility $818 per seaday $710 per 

seaday 

Year 1:  $420 
per seaday 

Year 2:  $325 
per seaday 

$0.002 per 
lb 

 
The following tables provide summarized economic data for each of the mackerel coverage 
target alternatives.  RTO is used in the following tables, rather than net revenues, to more 
accurately reflect income from fishing trips.  The economic impact on vessels associated 
with paying for monitoring coverage is described as a percentage of RTO for each mackerel 
coverage target alternative in the following tables.  Additionally, fleet level effort and 
revenue information for each mackerel coverage target alternative is also provided. 

TABLE 120. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.1 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER VESSEL 

Vessel 
Level 

Paired 
MWT 

> 20,000 
LB 

Paired 
MWT 

> 25MT 

Single 
MWT & 
SMBT 

> 20,000 
LB 

Single MWT 
& SMBT 
> 25MT 

Total 
Revenue $1.7M $2.2M $2.6M 

Return to 
Owner $204,514 213,005 $245,704 $304,352 

Cost of 
NEFOP $10,200 $8,813 $11,275 $10,451 

NEFOP as 
% of RTO 5.0% 4.1% 4.6% 3.4% 

Average  
Sea days 13 11 14 13 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of 
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mackerel 

 

TABLE 121. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.1 AND 2.2 – ANNUAL FLEET LEVEL SUMMARY 

Fleet Level 

Paired 
MWT 

> 
20,000 

LB 

Paired 
MWT 

> 25MT 

Single 
MWT & 
SMBT 

> 20,000 
LB 

Single 
MWT & 
SMBT 

> 25MT 

Number of Vessels 6 5 7 5 
Days at Sea 75 54 97 64 

Total Revenue $1.5M $1.3M $2.4M $2.0M 
% Revenue 

Herring 19% 15% 29% 24% 

% Revenue 
Mackerel 81% 84% 36% 41% 

% Revenue Squid - 4% 0.2% 
Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of 
mackerel 

 

TABLE 122. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVES 2.2 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER PAIRED MWT 

Paired 
MWT 

Total Revenue (Average) = $1.7M 
Return to Owner (Average) = $204,514 

Total Revenue (25 MT) = $1.7M 
Return to Owner (25 MT) = $213,005 

Vessel 
Level 

100% 
> 20,000 

LB 

100% 
> 25MT 

75% 
> 20,000 

LB 

75% 
> 25MT 

50% 
> 20,000 

LB 

50% 
> 25MT 

25% 
> 20,000 

LB 

25% 
> 25MT 

Cost of 
ASM $8,875 $7,668 $6,948 $5,883 $4,887 $4,306 $3,254 $3,025 

ASM as % 
of RTO 4.3% 3.6% 3.4% 2.8% 2.4% 2.0% 1.6% 1.4% 

Average 
Sea Days 13 11 10 8 7 6 5 4 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of mackerel 

 

 

  

8



Industry-Funded Monitoring Omnibus Amendment 

 

346 

 

TABLE 123. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVES 2.2 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER SINGLE MWT & SMBT 

Single 
MWT & 
SMBT 

Total Revenue (Average) = $2.2M 
Return to Owner (Average) = $245,704 

Total Revenue (25 MT) = $2.6M 
Return to Owner (25 MT) = $304,352 

Vessel 
Level 

100% 
> 20,000 

LB 

100% 
> 25MT 

75% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

75% 
> 25MT 

50% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

50% 
> 25MT 

25% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

25% 
> 25MT 

Cost of 
ASM $9,810 $9,094 $7,820 $7,549 $6,085 $6,243 $4,784 $5,250 

ASM as 
% of 
RTO 

4.0% 3.0% 3.2% 2.5% 2.5% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 

Average 
Sea 

Days 
14 13 11 9 7 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of mackerel 

TABLE 124. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.3 AND 2.4 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER PAIRED MWT AND 
SINGLE MWT, ELECTRONIC MONITORING AND PORTSIDE SAMPLING COVERAGE 

Vessel Level Paired MWT 
Average 

Paired MWT 
25 MT 

Single MWT 
Average 

Single MWT 
25 MT 

Total Revenue $1.6M $1.7M $1.5M $1.4M 
Return to 

Owner $204,514 $213,005 $282,398 $315,247 

Cost of EM 
Year 1 $19,063 $18,510 $18,390 $17,929 

Cost of EM 
Year 2 $4,063 $3,510 $3,390 $2,929 

Cost of 
Portside $3,573 $3,870 $5,215 $5,778 

EM & Portside 
as % of RTO – 

Year 1 
11.1% 10.5% 8.4% 7.5% 

EM & Portside 
as % of RTO – 

Year 2 
3.7% 3.5% 3.0% 2.8% 

Average Sea 
Days 13 11 10 9 
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TABLE 125. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.3 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER VESSEL ASM COSTS ONLY 
(25%, 50%, 75%, 100%) 

Vessels with 
ASM Costs 

Only 

Cannot report  revenues, costs, and other business information due to data 
confidentiality 

 SMBT Only All gear types 

Vessel Level 
100% 

> 20,000 
LB 

100% 
> 25MT 

75% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

75% 
> 25MT 

50% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

50% 
> 25MT 

25% 
> 

20,000 
LB 

25% 
> 25MT 

Total 
Number of 

vessels 
3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 

Cost of ASM $39,050 $26,270 $31,530 $26,270 $26,715 $20,736 $23,448 $17,676 
Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of mackerel 

TABLE 126. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.3 AND 2.4 – ANNUAL FLEET LEVEL SUMMARY FOR 
ELECTRONIC MONITORING AND PORTSIDE SAMPLING 

Fleet Level 

Paired 
MWT 

> 20,000 
LB 

Paired 
MWT  

> 25MT 

Single 
MWT 

> 20,000 
LB 

Single 
MWT  

> 25MT 

Number of 
Vessels 6 5 4 3 

Days at 
Sea 75 54 42 27 

Total 
Revenue $1.5M $1.3M $1.2M $1.0M 

% 
Revenue 
Herring 

19% 15% 52% 45% 

% 
Revenue 
Mackerel 

81% 84% 48% 54% 

% 
Revenue 

Squid 
- - - - 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of 
mackerel 
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4.3.5.1 Impacts of Mackerel Alternatives 1 and 2 on Fishery-Related Businesses  

Mackerel Alternative 1 would not specify a coverage target for an industry-funded 
monitoring program in the Mackerel FMP.  Monitoring for mackerel vessels would be 
allocated according to SBRM.  If there was Federal funding available after SBRM coverage 
requirements were met, additional monitoring for the mackerel fishery would be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis.  Under Mackerel Alternative 1, additional costs to vessels 
participating in the mackerel fishery associated with monitoring coverage, if there were 
any, would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.   
 
In recent years, observer coverage for the mackerel fishery 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 Mid-Atlantic 
Council.  Current observer coverage allocated to the mackerel fishery through SBRM is 
described in Table 127. 
 
Under SBRM, the Atlantic mackerel fishery will primarily receive at-sea observer coverage 
under the following 4 fleets:  New England and Mid-Atlantic small mesh otter trawl and 
New England and Mid-Atlantic paired and single midwater trawl.  The table below 
describes the sea days allocated for April 2015 through March 2016.  The sea days listed 
below for small mesh otter trawl cover all FMPs that use this gear type, so only a portion 
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would cover trips targeting mackerel.  The midwater trawl fleets is largely comprised of 
vessels targeting mackerel and mackerel. 
 

TABLE 127.  THE PROPOSED OBSERVER SEA DAYS ALLOCATED FOR APRIL 2015 THROUGH 
MARCH 2016, AND OBSERVED SEA DAYS AND TRIPS FROM JULY 2013 THROUGH JUNE 2014, BY 
FLEETS THAT TARGET ATLANTIC MACKEREL. 

Fleet Region 

Sea Days 
allocated 
for April 
2015 to 
March 
2016 

Observed 
sea days, 
July 2013 

to June 
2014 

VTR sea 
days, July 
2013 to 

June 2014 

Observed 
trips, July 

2013 to 
June 2014 

VTR trips, 
July 2013 

to June 
2014 

Small Mesh 
Bottom Trawl MA 1,340 993 8,824 357 3,839 

Small Mesh 
Bottom Trawl NE 1,312 735 9,318 279 3,588 

Midwater Trawl  
(Pair and Single) MA 0 9 51 2 13 

Midwater Trawl 
(Pair and Single) NE 39 455 1,426 105 439 

Source: 2015 SBRM Annual Discard Report with Observer Seaday Allocation; Wigley et al., 
2015 (included in Appendix). 

 
The mackerel fishery is managed through an annual catch limit (ACL) (reduced from the 
overfishing limit and stockwide acceptable biological catch to address scientific uncertainty 
and management uncertainty) and commercial and recreational annual catch targets (ACTs 
- reduced from the ACL to account for additional management uncertainty) that are 
designed to prevent overfishing of the mackerel stock.  Currently, it is unknown if the 
mackerel stock is overfished or if overfishing is occurring.  There is concern about the 
mackerel fishery and indications of reduced productivity related to low catches in recent 
years (TRAC 2010).  Possible explanations include: (1) mackerel have moved away from 
traditional fishing grounds (as has occurred in Europe), (2) environmental conditions have 
resulted in a less productive or less fishable stock, or (3) the stock is overfished.  A 
combination of these factors could also be possible.  In recent years, the fleet has not been 
able to harvest the ACL or ACTs.  Selection of Mackerel Alternative 1 will not likely affect 
the setting of mackerel harvest specifications nor will it likely affect the ability of the 
mackerel fleet to target mackerel.   
 
Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the Mid-Atlantic Council would specify the details of an 
industry-funded monitoring program for the Mackerel FMP.  These details may include, but 
are not limited to: (1) Level and type of coverage target, (2) rationale for level and type of 
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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) process for payment of industry cost responsibilities, (7) 
standards for monitoring service providers, and (8) any other measures necessary to 
implement the industry-funded monitoring program.  Additional NEPA analysis would be 
required for any subsequent FMP framework adjustment action implementing and/or 
modifying the specified industry-funded monitoring programs. 
Mackerel Alternative 2 is intended to allow for increased monitoring in the mackerel 
fishery by specifying coverage targets, above and beyond SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1), 
for industry-funded monitoring.  The realized coverage level in a given year would be 
determined by the amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a 
given year and would fall somewhere between no additional coverage above SBRM 
(Mackerel Alternative 1) and the specified coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4).  
All industry-funded monitoring requirements under Mackerel Alternative 2 would only 
apply to trips landing more than 20,000 lb of mackerel.  

If Federal funding is available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with industry-
funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, Mackerel Alternative 2 may have both positive 
and negative economic impacts on vessels participating in the mackerel fishery. 
 
Indirect positive impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 may 
result from increased monitoring helping reduce variability around catch and bycatch 
estimates in the mackerel fishery leading to additional harvesting opportunities.  If 
increased monitoring reduces the variability in the catch of river herring and shad tracked 
against catch caps, the harvest of mackerel may be less likely to be constrained by catch 
caps. 
 
Direct negative impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 would 
likely result from reduced revenues after paying for monitoring coverage.  The magnitude 
of the economic impact associated with paying for monitoring coverage would vary with 
mackerel coverage target alternative (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4).  If increased 
monitoring results in the river herring and shad catch cap being harvested more often than 
expected, an indirect negative impact on mackerel vessels may be a reduced harvest of 
mackerel.  While the full extent of positive and negative impacts to mackerel vessels may be 
difficult to quantify under Mackerel Alternative 2, they may not be realized under Mackerel 
Alternative 1.    

If Federal funding is not available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with 
industry-funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, fishing effort may be reduced under 
Mackerel Alternative 2 to match available levels of monitoring coverage.  If fishing effort is 
reduced to match available monitoring levels, the harvest of mackerel may be limited.  This 
direct negative economic impact associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 would be less 
likely to be realized under Mackerel Alternative 1. 
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Mackerel Alternative 2 would allow several sub-options to apply to the industry-funded 
monitoring alternatives.  Sub-Option 1 would allow vessels to be issued waivers to exempt 
them from industry-funded monitoring requirements, for either a trip or the fishing year, if 
coverage was unavailable due to funding or logistics.  Selection of this sub-option preserves 
the Mid-Atlantic Council’s intent to increase monitoring in the mackerel fishery, but would 
not prevent vessels from participating in the mackerel fishery if monitoring coverage was 
not available.  Should the Mid-Atlantic Council not select Sub-Option 1, then any industry-
funded monitoring requirements established in this amendment have the potential to 
reduce effort in the mackerel fishery.  Sub-Option 2 would exempt a wing vessel pair 
trawling with another vessel from industry-funded monitoring requirements, provided the 
vessel does not carry any fish.  Sub-Option 3 would require that industry-funded 
monitoring requirements to expire 2 years after implementation.  Sub-Option 4 would 
require the Mid-Atlantic Council to examine the results of any higher coverage in mackerel 
fishery 2 years after implementation, and consider if adjustments to the coverage targets 
are warranted.  Depending on the results and desired actions, subsequent action to adjust 
the coverage targets could be accomplished via specifications, a framework adjustment, or 
an amendment to the Mackerel FMP, as appropriate.  Lastly, Sub-Option 5 would exempt 
trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel from industry-funded monitoring 
requirements.   
 
If selection of the sub-options under Mackerel Alternative 2 minimizes the likely of positive 
or negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels, then the economic impacts associated 
with the sub-options may be reduced and/or similar to impacts under Mackerel Alternative 
1.  
 
Coverage Target Alternatives 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify a level and type of industry-funded monitoring for 
the mackerel fishery.  The types of industry-funded monitoring considered by the Mid-
Atlantic Council for the mackerel fishery include:  NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors, 
and electronic monitoring and portside sampling.  Monitoring alternatives allocate 
coverage by fleet or permit category.   
 
Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the amount, quality, and cost of information collected as part 
of an industry-funded monitoring would vary with the type of coverage target alternative 
specified for the mackerel fishery.  Economic impacts on vessels participating in the 
mackerel fishery associated with specific coverage target alternatives (Mackerel 
Alternatives 2.1-2.4) are discussed in the following section. 

Monitoring and Service Provider Requirements 
 
Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify that industry-funded observer requirements include 
a High Volume Fishery (HVF) certification for the mackerel fishery.   The HVF certification 
was developed in order to more effectively train certified NEFOP observers in high volume 
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catch sampling and documentation.  HVF certification allows observer to cover any of the 
fisheries that pump catch, typically the mid-water trawl and purse seine fleets.  This 
certification was developed to prepare observers for changes in the regulations and new 
requirements that were under consideration in Amendment 14.   
 
NEFOP determined that data quality was sub-optimal when collected by observers without 
specialized training, potentially resulting in data loss.  In addition, the high variety of deck 
configurations, fish handling practices and fast-paced operations proved more demanding 
for observers.  Having an additional training to identify these practices allowed for 
improved decision-making while at sea, which, ultimately, improved data accuracy and 
maximized data collection.   
 
In order to qualify for HVF training, NEFOP observers need to be certified and in a positive 
data quality standing with all trip data.  Prior data and data quality history are critically 
examined in order to determine if an observer would be a good candidate for certification.   
 
The HVF training is conducted at the NEFOP training center in Falmouth, MA and is 
currently 1 day in duration.  Training consists of species identification, sampling and 
subsampling methodologies, practice and documentation, gear identification and a review 
of the regulations.  Regulations are discussed in order to educate observers in regard to 
river herring and shad catch accounting, slippage, and operational discarding.  Sampling 
and subsampling high volume catch is the main focus of training to ensure that observers 
understand the challenges that exist in trying to account for and accurately extrapolate 
catch on a haul by haul basis.  Training on the use of a Marel scale is also conducted as most 
of the high volume vessels have volunteered to keep Marel scales onboard for the 
observers to utilize.  An exam is administered at the end of training and if successfully 
completed an observer is certified to observe the high volume fisheries. 
 
In recent years, observer coverage for the mackerel fishery has largely been allocated as 
part of the SBRM.  A HVF certification is currently required to be an observer aboard a 
mackerel vessel and contributes, in part, to the cost of a NEFOP-level observer.   Because 
mackerel vessels do not pay for NEFOP-level observer coverage under Mackerel 
Alternative 1, the economic impact on mackerel vessels of a HVF certification requirement 
under Mackerel Alternative 2 would be more negative than under Mackerel Alternative 1. 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would replace the requirement that at-sea monitors need a 
bachelor’s degree (established by Omnibus Alternative 2) with the requirement for a high 
school diploma or equivalence.  The information collection expected of at-sea observers is 
often more limited and less technical than information collections by NEFOP-level 
observers.  For this reason, the Mid-Atlantic Council believes that a high school diploma is a 
sufficient pre-requisite for at-sea monitors.  Additionally, lowering the education 
requirements for at-sea monitors is intended help reduce the cost of an at-sea monitor per 
seaday compared to a NEFOP-level observer.  The requirement that mackerel at-sea 
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monitors possess a high school diploma or equivalency, rather than a bachelor’s degree, is 
consistent with the requirements to be an at-sea monitor in the groundfish fisheries.  
 
Mackerel Alternative 2 would remove the requirement that NEFOP-level observers and at-
sea monitors may not be deployed on the same vessel for more than two consecutive multi-
day trips or more than twice in a given month established in Omnibus Alternative 2.  
Because travel costs can increase seaday costs, the Mid-Atlantic Council recommended that 
this deployment restriction be removed to help lower seaday costs paid by industry. 
 
Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the process for vessel notification and selection and 
payment of industry cost responsibilities would be developed during the rulemaking and 
amendment approval process.  
 
Allowing at-sea monitors to qualify for monitoring the mackerel fishery with a high school 
diploma and allowing NEFOP-level observers and at-sea monitors to be assigned to the 
same mackerel vessel on more than two consecutive trips and more than twice per month 
is not expected to negatively impact the data quality collected aboard mackerel vessels and 
may help lower the cost of monitoring paid by mackerel vessels.  If the ability to monitor 
the mackerel fishery is limited by the number of qualified at-sea monitors or the ability of 
NEFO-level observer or at-sea monitors to be deployed on and remain on mackerel vessels, 
then these provisions may help increase harvesting opportunities under Mackerel 
Alternative 2.   While these provisions may help lower the negative economic impact on 
mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel Alternative 2, these negative economic impacts 
would be less likely to be realized under Mackerel Alternative 1. 
 
4.3.5.2 Impacts of Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives 2.1- 2.4 on Fishery-Related 

Businesses 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are intended to allow for increased monitoring in the 
mackerel fishery by specifying coverage targets, above and beyond SBRM, for industry-
funded monitoring.  If Federal funding is available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities 
associated with industry-funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, Mackerel Alternative 2 
may have both positive and negative economic impacts on vessels participating in the 
mackerel fishery. 
 
While the positive and negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels may be difficult to 
quantify under Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4, they would likely not be realized under 
Mackerel Alternative 1.  
 
The magnitude of positive and negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels is expected 
to vary with the monitoring coverage target specified and the realized coverage level in a 
given year.  The realized coverage level in a given year would be largely driven by the 
amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a given year and would 
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fall somewhere between no additional coverage above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1) and 
the specified monitoring coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4). 
 
Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 differ by (1) the type of information collected, (2) the 
specified amount of coverage, (3) and how coverage is allocated.  Both the type of 
information collected and the amount of monitoring coverage will have a direct economic 
impact on vessels paying for monitoring coverage in the mackerel fishery. 
 
Currently, vessel and dealer data are used to track retained catch of mackerel and SBRM 
observer data are used to track retained and discarded catch of river herring and shad, as 
well as the discarded catch of mackerel.  Additionally, vessel, dealer, and SBRM observer 
data are used for stock assessments and to estimate total removals. 
 
The catch of river herring and shad in the mackerel fishery is managed by an annual catch 
cap.  River herring and shad caught on all trips landing 20,000 lb or more of mackerel 
would count against the cap.  Once the mackerel fishery catches 95% the river herring and 
shad cap, the directed mackerel fishery will be closed and vessels will be limited to a 
20,000-lb incidental catch trip limit for the remainder of the fishing year. 
 
Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 would specify NEFOP-level observer coverage, Mackerel 
Alternatives 2.2 would specify at-sea monitor coverage, Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would 
specify at-sea monitor coverage as well as EM and portside sampling coverage, and 
Mackerel Alternative 2.4 would specify EM and portside sampling coverage.   
 
The industry cost responsibility associated with NEFOP-level observer coverage is the most 
expensive ($818 per seaday) followed by at-sea monitor coverage ($717 per seaday), and 
EM ($420-$325 per seaday) and portside sampling ($0.002 per lb).   
 
The following table describes the potential reduction to RTO associated with paying for 
monitoring coverage across mackerel coverage target alternatives. 
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TABLE 128. POTENTIAL REDUCTION TO RETURNS-TO-OWNER FROM MACKEREL COVERAGE 
TARGET ALTERNATIVES 2.1 - 2.4 

Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives 2.1 - 2.4 
  Gear Type Paired MWT Single MWT & SMBT 

  Return-to-owner 
(RTO) $213,005 to $204,514  $315,247 to $245,704  

Alternative 
Potential reduction 

to RTO from 
coverage 

>20,000 lb  >25 MT >20,000 lb  >25 MT 

2.1 100% NEFOP-level 5.0% 4.1% 4.6% 3.4% 

2.2 

100% ASM 4.3% 3.6% 4.0% 3.0% 
75% ASM 3.4% 2.8% 3.2% 2.5% 
50% ASM 2.4% 2.0% 2.5% 2.1% 
25% ASM 1.6% 1.4% 1.9% 1.7% 

2.3 

EM/Portside Year 1 11.1% 10.5% 8.4% 7.5% 
EM/Portside Year 2 3.7% 3.5% 3.0% 2.8% 

100% ASM 
ASM does not apply to 

MWT in this 
alternative 

- ASM does not apply to 
MWT in this alternative  
-Cannot present SMBT 

figures due to confidentiality 

75% ASM 
50% ASM 
25% ASM 

2.4 
EM/Portside Year 1 11.1% 10.5% 8.4% 7.5% 
EM/Portside Year 2 3.7% 3.5% 3.0% 2.8% 
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In general, the negative economic impact on mackerel vessels of paying for monitoring 
coverage (as measures by the potential reduction in the RTO) is greatest with Mackerel 
Alternative 2.3, followed by Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.4, and 2.4.  These impacts are 
influenced by the type of information collected and amount of coverage specified.  Because 
single midwater trawl and small mesh bottom trawl vessels average more seadays than 
other paired midwater trawl vessels, single midwater trawl and small mesh bottom trawl 
vessels have a greater negative economic impact associated with paying for observer 
coverage than paired midwater trawl vessels. 
 
Mackerel Alternative 2 Sub-Option 5 would exempt trips that land less than 25 mt of 
mackerel from industry-funded monitoring requirements.  Single midwater trawl and small 
mesh bottom trawl vessels take relatively more trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel 
than paired midwater trawl vessels.  Therefore, Sub-Option 5 has a greater potential to 
reduce the economic impact of paying for monitoring coverage on single midwater trawl 
and small mesh bottom trawl vessels than on paired midwater trawl vessels.   
 
NEFOP-level observer coverage provides species composition data on both retained and 
discarded catch, while at-sea monitor coverage provides species composition data on 
discarded catch and portside sampling coverage provides species composition information 
on retained catch.  NEFOP-level observer coverage and at-sea monitors can estimate 
amounts of discards while EM cannot estimate the amount of discards, but it can verify 
retention of catch.  Alternatives with NEFOP-level observer coverage and EM and portside 
sampling coverage have an increased likelihood to collect information on the catch of 
haddock, river mackerel, and shad than alternatives with only at-sea monitoring coverage.  
Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 have a greater potential to reduce the variability in 
river mackerel and shad catch and reduce the likelihood that catch caps limit mackerel 
harvest than Mackerel Alternative 2.2.   
 
Mackerel Alternative 2.4 specifies monitoring coverage at 100% while Mackerel 
Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 allow monitoring coverage to range between 100% and 25%.  
The economic impact on mackerel vessels of paying for higher levels of monitoring 
coverage would be more negative than paying for lower levels of monitoring.  Therefore, 
Mackerel Alternatives 2.4 may have a more negative direct impact on mackerel vessels 
paying for monitoring coverage than Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. 
 
All the mackerel alternatives would allocate monitoring coverage by limited access permit 
category.  The extent to which coverage is allocated consistent with SBRM fishing fleet will 
determine how the resulting data can be used.  Unless vessel permit category is equivalent 
to fishing fleet, the resulting information from alternatives that allocated coverage by 
permit category will have limited utility when compared alternatives that allocate coverage 
by fishing fleet.  Because most vessels using a midwater trawl gear have a mackerel limited 
access permit, the fleet with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear is 
consistent with the SBRM midwater trawl fleet.  Catch and bycatch data collected by permit 
category can be used for ACL and catch cap monitoring, but it is unlikely that those data 
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will be used for stock assessments and estimating total removals.  Catch and bycatch data 
collected from the midwater trawl vessels could be used for ACL and catch cap monitoring, 
as well as stock assessments and estimating total removals.  Any indirect economic benefits 
for mackerel vessels related to data utility would be more likely to be realized when catch 
and bycatch data are collected on midwater trawl vessels rather than by permit category 
on bottom trawl vessels. 
 
While high levels of monitoring are not always necessary to address a monitoring goal, 
because the Mid-Atlantic Council is interested in increasing monitoring to improve the 
accuracy of catch estimates, in particular the ability to track catch against catch caps, more 
monitoring could be more effective than less monitoring.  Additionally, because the catch of 
river mackerel and shad is highly variable, both spatially and temporally, increased 
monitoring for those species would be more effective than less monitoring.  To the extent 
that increased monitoring helps reduce the variability of data tracked against catch caps 
and reduces the likelihood that mackerel harvest will be limited by catch caps, Mackerel 
Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 may have more indirect positive economic impacts on 
mackerel vessels than Mackerel Alternative 2.2.     
     
The realized coverage level in a given year would be determined by the amount of funding 
available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a given year.  If coverage is not available 
(either due to logistics or a lack of funding) for a specific trip, Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 
specify that the vessel would be prohibited from participating in the mackerel fishery on 
that trip.  The selection of Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-Option 2 would enable coverage 
requirements to be waived on a specific trip to allow vessel to continue participating in the 
mackerel fishery, even if monitoring coverage is not available.  Should fishing effort be 
limited by the availability of monitoring coverage, such that the mackerel harvest is limited, 
there is the potential for negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels.  The selection of 
Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-Option 2 would enable monitoring coverage requirements to 
be waived on a specific trip, allowing a vessel to continue participating in the mackerel 
fishery, even if monitoring coverage is not available.    
 
In general, the direct economic impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel 
Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are negative, result from reductions in RTO related to paying for 
monitoring coverage and possible reductions in fishing effort to match monitoring 
availability, and vary in magnitude by alternative.  Indirect positive economic impacts on 
mackerel vessels result from the increased likelihood that additionally monitoring would 
make it less likely that mackerel harvest would be constrained by catch caps.  
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TABLE 129.  SUMMARY OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES ON FISHERY-RELATED 
BUSINESSES 

Alternatives Impacts on Fishery Related-Businesses 
Mackerel Alternative 1:  
No Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  (No Action) 

• Low positive impact associated with observer coverage allocated by 
SBRM 

• Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring to 
reduce uncertainty around catch and bycatch estimates 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  
Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  

• Negative impact associated with potential reduction in return to 
owner (RTO) 

• Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

• Low positive impact associated with additional monitoring to reduce 
uncertainty around catch and bycatch estimates in the mackerel 
fishery 

• Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring unless 
available Federal funding can cover NMFS cost responsibilities 

• Magnitude of impacts associated with additional monitoring would 
be dependent on the type of information collected, amount of 
coverage, how coverage is allocated, and amount of available Federal 
funding 

• Magnitude of impacts associated with selection of Sub-Options 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.1:  NEFOP-Level 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels and Tier 
1-3 SMBT Vessels 

• Negative impact associated with potential  5.0%-4.6% reduction in 
RTO 

• Negative impact associated with potential 4.1%-3.4% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold 

• Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

• Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch and bycatch estimates in the mackerel fishery 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.2:  ASM Coverage on 
Midwater Trawl 
Vessels and Tier 1 
SMBT Vessels 

• Negative impact associated with potential 4.3%-1.6% reduction in 
RTO 

• Negative impact associated with potential 3.6%-1.4% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold 

• Negative impact is fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

• Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of bycatch estimates in the mackerel fishery  

Mackerel Alternative 
2.3:  Combination 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels and Tier 
1 SMBT Vessels  

• Negative impact associated with potential 11.1%-3.0% reduction in 
RTO 

• Negative impact associated with potential 10.5%-2.8% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold  

• Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited  

• Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch and bycatch estimates in the mackerel fishery 
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Mackerel Alternative 
2.4:  EM and Portside 
Sampling Midwater 
Trawl Vessels   

• Negative impact associated with potential 11.1%-3.0% reduction in 
RTO 

• Negative impact associated with potential 10.5%-2.8% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold 

• Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

• Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch and bycatch estimates in the mackerel 
fishery 

 
4.3.6 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ATLANTIC MACKEREL ALTERNATIVES 
 
TABLE 130.  SUMMARY OF OVERALL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH MACKEREL COVERAGE 
TARGET ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives Mackerel 
Resource 

Non-Target 
Species 

Protected 
Species 

Physical 
Environment 

Fishery-
Related 

Businesses 
Mackerel Alternative 1:  
No Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  (No Action) 

Low 
Negative Low Negative Low 

Negative Negligible Low Positive 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  
Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  

Positive Positive Positive Negligible Negative 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.1:  NEFOP-Level 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels and Tier 
1-3 SMBT Vessels 

Positive Positive Positive Negligible Negative 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.2:  ASM Coverage on 
Midwater Trawl Vessels 
and Tier 1 SMBT Vessels 

Low Positive Low Positive  Low 
Positive Negligible Negative 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.3:  Combination 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels and Tier 
1 SMBT Vessels  

Positive Positive Positive Negligible Negative 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.4:  EM and Portside 
Sampling Midwater 
Trawl Vessels   

Positive Positive Positive Negligible Negative 
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