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HERRING ALTERNATIVES 

Objective:  To allow industry funding to be used in conjunction with available Federal funding to pay for 
additional monitoring (above SBRM requirements) to meet FMP-specific coverage targets. Refer to 
Purpose and Need - Discussion Document, page 4.  

Alternatives 

 Under Consideration 

Description 

Herring Alternatives 2.1-2.4 – May choose one alternative.   

Herring Alternatives 2.5 and 2.6 – May choose either alternative.   

Herring Alternative 2.5 may be chosen alone, but Herring Alternative 2.6 would 
need to be chosen along with one of the Herring Alternatives 1-4. 

There are five non-compulsory sub-options for consideration as well, which may be 
selected for any of the coverage target alternatives, except Alternative 2.5.  

Herring Alternative 1 No action. Refer to Discussion Document, page 7-8. 

 

 

Herring 

Alternatives  

2.1 - 2.4 

 

Herring Coverage Target Alternatives (choose one): 

Alternative 2.1 – Would apply 100 percent NEFOP-level observer coverage on 
Category A and B vessels. Refer to Discussion Document, pages 10-12. 

Alternative 2.2 – Would apply at-sea monitor coverage on category A and B 

vessels. Choose an at-sea monitor coverage target (25%, 50%, 75%, or 100%). 
Refer to Discussion Document, pages 12-14. 

Alternative 2.3 – Would apply a combination of monitoring coverage based on 

permit category or vessel type:  

 Category A and B vessels using purse seine and small mesh bottom trawl 
gear would be required to carry an at-sea monitor on every declared 
herring trip selected for coverage by NMFS.  Choose an at-sea monitor 
coverage target (25%, 50%, 75%, or 100%). Refer to Discussion 
Document, pages 14-15. 

 Would employ the use of an electronic monitoring system and portside 
sampling of catch on midwater trawl vessels. For electronic monitoring, 
choose a recording rate of 100 percent or recording during haul-back only. 
For portside sampling, choose a portside sampling rate of 50 percent or 
100 percent. Refer to Discussion Document, pages 15-21. 

Alternative 2.4 – Would employ the use of an electronic monitoring system and 

portside sampling of catch on midwater trawl vessels. Refer to Discussion 
Document, pages 21-22. 

 Electronic Monitoring: choose a review rate of footage (50% or 100%). 
Choose a recording rate of 100 percent or recording during haul-back only.  

 Portside Sampling: choose a portside sampling rate of 50 percent or 100 
percent.  

If NMFS funding is not sufficient to support the administration of these alternatives, 
then fishing effort would be reduced to match available monitoring levels in a given 
year, unless a coverage target waiver (Sub-Option 1) was selected. 

If the appropriate type of monitoring coverage was not available to cover a specific 
herring trip due to logistics, then that vessel would be unable to participate in the 
herring fishery on that trip, unless a coverage target waiver (Sub-Option 1) was 
selected. 

Herring 

Alternatives  

2.5 - 2.6 

 

Herring Coverage Target Alternatives (choose one): 

Alternative 2.5 – Would apply 100 percent NEFOP-level observer coverage on 

midwater trawl vessels fishing in Groundfish Closed Areas. Alternative 2.5 may be 
selected in conjunction with one of the alternatives described above (Alternatives 
2.1 through 2.4). Sub-options 1 through 5 do not apply to this alternative. Refer 
to Discussion Document, pages 22-24. 
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Alternative 2.6 – Combination coverage on midwater trawl fleet fishing in 

groundfish closed areas:   

 Would require vessels fishing with midwater trawl gear in the Groundfish 
Closed Areas to comply the selected monitoring type(s) specified for the 
herring fishery in this amendment. Alternative 2.5 must be selected in 
conjunction with one of the alternatives described above (Alternative 2.1 
through 2.4) 

If the appropriate type of monitoring coverage is not available to cover a specific 
herring trip inside a groundfish closed area (either due to logistics or a lack of 
funding), that vessel would be prohibited from fishing inside a Groundfish Closed 
Area on that trip.  Refer to Discussion Document, pages 24-25. 

Herring 

Sub-Options 

1-5 

Sub-Options are all optional (may choose one, some, or all sub-options): 

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.  If not selected, fishing effort 
would be reduced to match the available level of monitoring.   

Sub-Option 2 – Would exempt a paired mid-water trawl vessel from industry-

funded monitoring requirements if the vessel does not pump or retain fish onboard 
(i.e. only one vessel in the paired operations pumps fish and would be subject to 
monitoring coverage requirements). 

Sub-Option 3 – Would require that industry-funded monitoring requirements to 
expire 2 years after implementation.   

Sub-Option 4 – Would require the Council to examine the results of IFM coverage 

levels in herring fishery 2 years after implementation, and consider whether 
adjustments to the coverage targets are warranted.  Depending on the results and 
desired actions, subsequent action to adjust the coverage targets could be 
accomplished a framework adjustment or an amendment to the Herring FMP.   

Sub-Option 5 – Would exempt vessels that land less than 25 metric tons of herring 

from industry-funded monitoring requirements.   

Refer to Discussion Document, pages 9-10. 

Service Provider 
Requirements 

for the herring fishery 

Consider modifications to existing service provider requirements (optional).  

Refer to Appendix 1 for list of default service provider requirements.  

The following changes have already been selected: 

 High volume training (would be set in place for NEFOP-level Observers), if 
selected as monitoring types for coverage target alternatives.  

Rationale: to improve data quality and accuracy. 

 Observers and at-sea monitors may re-deploy on the same vessel for 
more than two consecutive multi‐day trips in any given month, and for 

more than twice in any given month for multi‐day deployments.  

Rationale: to reduce monitoring costs, but would not alter pre-trip 
notification system. 
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Noteworthy Service 
Provider Requirements  

This is a list of noteworthy service provider requirements that would serve as the 
default service provider requirements for any future IFM program developed through 
an FMP. However, this is not a comprehensive list of the default service provider 
requirements. This section identifies aspects of the service provider requirements 
that can and cannot be altered in a future FMP-specific IFM program. For a 
comprehensive list of service provider requirements, please refer to Appendix 1 to 
the discussion document.  
 
Each FMP must also consider the impacts to altering service provider requirements. 
Alterations to service provider requirements should not jeopardize the goals of an 
FMP and its IFM program. Changes to the default service provider requirements 
should consider the utility of the data being collected under an IFM program, and 
the cost-savings associated with alterations to the default service provider 
requirements.  
 
Elements of default service provider requirements that can be altered by an FMP in 
the future, in order to meet the needs of an FMP-specific IFM program:  

 Educational requirement for at-sea monitors - High School Diploma or its 
equivalency  

 Deployment Plans - Vessel selection protocol for at-sea monitoring, 
electronic monitoring, and portside sampling. Service provider must 
develop a formal vessel-selection protocol to deploy at-sea monitors and 
electronic monitoring equipment in a statistically random manner 
consistent with the coverage levels.  

 Waivers in specific circumstances, including how waivers would be 
requested, assessed, and recorded. Service providers can refuse to 
deploy an observer on a requesting vessel if: (1) There are no available 
observers/monitors within 48 hours of receiving a request for an observer 
from a vessel; (2) Vessel is deemed unsafe (i.e. safety deficiency due to 
expired safety inspection decal or inadequate safety equipment); (3) 
Vessel failed to pay for previous deployments  

Elements of default service provider requirements that cannot be altered by an FMP 
in the future:  

 Educational Requirement for observers - a Bachelor’s degree for 
observers, with some exceptions based on appropriate work experience  

 Salaries for employees must comply with Fair Labor Standards Act for 
non-exempt employees  

Service Provider must have adequate insurance coverage for injury, liability, and 
accidental death. Adequate insurance to cover injury, liability, and accidental death 
for observers during their period of employment (including during training). Workers' 
Compensation and Maritime Employer's Liability insurance must be provided to 
cover the observer, vessel owner, and observer provider. The minimum coverage 
required is $5 million. Observer service providers shall provide copies of the 
insurance policies to observers to display to the vessel owner, operator, or vessel 
manager, when requested (§ 648.11). 
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Table 1 - Summary of Economic Impacts for Herring Coverage Target Alternatives 
 

Alternatives Impacts on Fishery Related-Businesses 

Herring 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 estimates 

Herring 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 
herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional monitoring to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates in the herring 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  depend 
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 

 Alternatives 2.1 through 2.3 would likely reduce the ability of vessels with 
Category A and B herring vessels to participate in the herring fishery if 
there is no waiver to mitigate a disruption in fishing effort when there is a 
Federal funding shortfall to meet coverage target level in any particular 
year. 

Herring Alternative 2.1:  
100% NEFOP-Level 
Coverage on Category A 
and B Vessels 

 Negative impact associated with potential  44.7%-11.5% reduction in RTO, 
or 42.2%-5.8% with 25 mt threshold (Range related to differing impacts for 
different gear types, which is true for all other RTO reduction ranges below) 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability and 
herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch estimates in the herring fishery 

Herring Alternative 2.2:  
ASM Coverage on 
Category A and B Vessels   

 Negative impact associated with potential 38.9%-3.0% reduction in RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 36.7%-1.4% reduction in RTO 
with 25 mt threshold 

 Negative impact is fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability and 
herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of discard estimates in the herring fishery  

Herring Alternative 2.3:  
Combination Coverage on 
Category A and B Vessels 
and Midwater Trawl Fleet   

 Negative impact associated with potential 38.5%-3.0% reduction in RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 36.7%-1.4% reduction in RTO 
with 25 mt threshold  

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability and 
herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch estimates in the herring fishery 
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Herring Alternative 2.4:  
EM and Portside Sampling 
on Midwater Trawl Fleet   

 Negative impact associated with potential 29.1%1-6.9% reduction in RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 27.5%-2.4% reduction in RTO 
with 25 mt threshold 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability and 
herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates in the herring fishery 

Herring Alternative 2.5:  
100% NEFOP-Level 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Fleet Fishing in 
Groundfish Closed Areas   

 Negative impact associated with potential 5.4%-1.0% reduction in RTO 

 Low negative impact if fishing effort is reduced to match monitoring 
availability and herring ACLs are not harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates in the herring fishery 

 Negligible impact associated with changes in fishing effort  

Herring Alternative 2.6:  
Combination Coverage on 
Midwater Trawl Fleet 
Fishing in Groundfish 
Closed Areas 

 Negative impact associated with potential reduction in RTO  

 Negative impact if fishing effort is reduced to match monitoring availability 
and herring ACLs are not fully harvested 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates associated with the midwater trawl fleet  

 Negligible impact associated with changes in fishing effort 

 

                                                 
1 Reflects return to owner from Year 2 of Alternative 2.4. 


