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Why invest in catch accounting?

1 Ending overfishing (MSA 2007, NS1 guidelines)

2 Assessments rely on accurate catch

3 Triggering AM’s and payback mechanisms only for those responsible
4 Functional markets for catch rights (ACE leasing)

Prices tell fisherman how and where to fish
High-grading and discarding mute price signals
Creates differential incentives for lessors (high lease prices) and lessees (low lease prices)

If F drives stock dynamics, and we don’t account accurately for removals, stocks assessments
will degrade and stocks will fail to rebuild
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Three margins for catch accounting:

1 Landings

2 Discards

3 Harvest stock area
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ASM Costs
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ASM costs are estimated by Ardini et al (2019)

Compares actual provider payments under NMFS (gov’t) contracts to the rates in
sector-negotiated (private) contracts

Finds that costs are roughly equivalent for gillnet vessels and small trawlers, but are 20%
lower under private contracts for large trawlers

Cost savings driven almost exclusively by contract efficiencies for mult-day trips
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ASM costs are modeled as a function of contract rates, with adjustments for the number of
observers needed.

Updated version Old version
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NEFOP isn’t going away, ”comprehensive monitoring” assumes 91% ASM

Further, single-observer ASM not comprehensive on multi-day trips
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EM Costs
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Estimates a sum of component costs

Equipment

Field services

Video review

Data storage

Derived from conversations with four service providers, pilot project data, and a detailed survey

Each aspect modeled separately

Using provider responses

Mix-and-match to preserve anonymity

Actual cost variability may be lost, as EM is a ’package’ and providers may optimize
around different components

Other than video review, cost estimates are likely too precise

Work began in 2016, costs may be different today
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Equipment

Cost is sum of:

Systems included

Three cameras
Control box
User interface
GPS
Hydraulic pressure transducer
Drum rotation sensor

Additional cameras

three assumed
four required on vessels < 40’

Software

Spare parts

Three hard drives

Other costs
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Field Services

Cost estimated separately for year
one and subsequent years:

Year 1
Installation

labor + travel
two technicians

Maintenance

Visits every 7th trip
Four hours each visit
Various travel assumptions

Subsequent years

Maintenance (as above)
Other (phone service, etc)
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Video Review

Cost is function of:

Amount of video needing review

Relationship between video time and review time

Steaming review vs. fishing review

Nature of review itself
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Video Review (con’t)

Review ratio for transit time

Transit duration (hours)

Fishing duration (hours)

Estimated uniquely for vessel size,
gear type and EM program
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Data Storage

Cost is function of of:

Resolution

Frame rate

Bit rate

Image itself (multifaceted images create
more data)

Additional considerations:

What qualifies as data?

Will all footage need to be retained and
stored?

For how long? Is video footage a federal
record (retained for seven years)?

How often do data need to be accessed or
stored?

Cost modeled as: S + P + G + A, where

Storage cost

Put fee (sending data)

Get fee (retrieving data)

Marginal fee per unit accessed
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Summary of changes since
previous version:

ASM problem, as
previously noted

Review time estimates had
several coding problems

Field and Storage costs
were not
inflation-adjusted ($2017)

Summary tables (now
Table 14) did not
accurately reflect figures

Continued cleaning up
text
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Questions?
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