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MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:   February 15, 2017 
 
TO:   New England Fishery Management Council 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
 
FROM:   Industry-Funded Monitoring Plan Development Team (PDT)/Fishery Management Action  

Team (FMAT) 
 
SUBJECT:  Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Omnibus Amendment Development 
 
The PDT/FMAT met by via teleconference on February 15, 2017, to update participants on recent 
decisions by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) and the New England Fishery 
Management Council (NEFMC) at meetings held in December 2016 and January 2017, respectively.  In 
addition, the meeting intended to discuss preferred alternatives selected by the Councils, the status of 
analysis within the environmental assessment, implementation issues, and timelines associated with 
relevant components of this action.  Because this meeting was not advertised on either Council’s 
website, no decisions on future work would be made at this meeting.  Staff agreed to coordinate future 
meetings to ensure the pubic was made aware of them in advance.  PDT/FMAT participants included:  
Doug Christel, Brant McAfee, Carrie Nordeen, Alyson Pitts, and Katie Richardson (NMFS GARFO); Liz 
Chilton, Dr. Andrew Kitts and Sarah Weeks (NMFS NEFSC); Jason Didden (MAFMC); Deirdre Boelke and 
Dr. Fiona Hogan (NEFMC); Brad Schondelmeier (MA DMF); and several members of the public (Jeff 
Kaelin, Steve Weiner, Greg Wells and Purcie Bennet-Nickerson). 
 
NEFMC Preferred Alternatives: 
The NEFMC identified the following preferred alternatives at its January 2017 meeting, with final action 
expected at its April meeting:  

• Omnibus Alternative 2, including the following measures: 
o Standardized development of new IFM programs through an amendment to ensure 

adequate public comment; 
o Modified alt to exclude FW measures;  
o Council-led prioritization process for available funds; and 
o A monitoring set-aside as an option for a future framework measure 

• Herring Alternative 2.2 sub-options 1 (waiver of monitoring requirements on a particular trip if 
funds or logistics prevent such coverage), 2 (exemption for monitoring requirements for wing 
vessels provided the vessels do not carry fish), 4 (reevaluation of IFM measures after two years), 
and 5 (an exemption from monitoring requirements for vessels that catch less than 25 mt of 
herring) 

• Herring Alternative 2.5 – 100 percent observer coverage on midwater trawl vessels fishing in 
groundfish closed areas. 

• Herring Alternative 2.7 – initially a 50 percent at-sea monitoring (ASM) coverage for Category A 
and B vessels using any gear type, with vessels allowed to choose 50 percent ASM or 50 percent 
electronic monitoring (EM)/portside sampling (PS) coverage once deemed acceptable by the 
NEFMC following the pilot project.  
 

The PDT/FMAT clarified that Herring Alternative 2.5 was intended to be dynamic to accommodate new 
or revised groundfish closed areas.  Therefore, the Council could modify reference to the relevant closed 
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areas in a future framework action, as needed.  Staff clarified that under Herring Alternative 2.7, if a 
vessel elects to use EM/PS coverage, EM would be turned on for all trips, but only 50 percent of a trip’s 
video footage would be reviewed and that 50 percent of trips would be subject to PS upon arrival in 
port.  Based on examples from other regions implementing similar programs, staff suggested that there 
is utility in providing flexibility in changing the video review rates in the future. 
 
MAFMC Update: 
At its December 2016 meeting, the MAFMC decided to postpone final decision on the IFM Amendment 
until the completion of the EM pilot project (expected by the end of 2017).  Accordingly, the MAFMC did 
not select preferred alternatives for either the omnibus or mackerel measures.  GARFO sent a letter to 
the MAFMC informing them of the NEFMC’s January decision and requesting the Council reconsider 
their December motion to postpone final action.  On February 16, 2017, the MAFMC decided to 
reconsider its December motion at its April meeting.  The MAFMC could take final action at that 
meeting, with the NEFMC taking final action at its meeting the following week.  If the MAFMC does not 
take final action in April, the NEFMC could take final action on the herring measures, and both Councils 
could take separate action on the omnibus measures at a future date.   
 
EM Pilot Project:   
NMFS staff provided an update on the EM pilot project, noting that 11 out of the 13 midwater trawl 
vessels are participating in the EM pilot project.  The one of the vessels not participating is unlikely to 
fish during 2017.  Data are being collected on trips by these vessels.  Staff are reaching out to vessel 
operators to get initial feedback on the project to date, concerns with EM in general, and ways in which 
the project can be used to improve long-term monitoring objectives.  This outreach will continue 
throughout the project to gather more input. 
 
Portside Monitoring: 
Currently, Massachusetts and Maine run voluntarily portside sampling programs for the herring and 
mackerel fisheries.  It was noted that not all ports are sampled, but that 95 percent of the herring 
landings are made in ports that are sampled.  GARFO staff has requested additional funding to better 
outfit ports that are currently sampled and to acquire the infrastructure and equipment needed to 
improve existing sampling sites and those in other non-sampled ports.  A decision on the funding 
request is expected soon. 
 
Based upon a request from the NEFMC, Brant McAfee analyzed using state portside sampling data as an 
additional source to help monitor river herring and shad and haddock catch caps in the herring fishery.  
The preliminary analysis was favorably received by the Herring PDT at its February 14, 2017, meeting.  
He outlined next steps for the analysis, noting some differences between data sources and that the 
portside monitoring data were used supplement Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (NEFOP) data.  
Although the MAFMC hasn’t made similar request for mackerel, Brant may look at doing similar analysis 
for the caps in the mackerel fishery.  MAFMC staff supported the exploration of this analysis for tracking 
the mackerel fishery caps. 
 
Combined Coverage Targets: 
Both Councils recommended combined coverage targets for IFM observer and ASM coverage targets.  
This is an approach currently being used in the groundfish fishery, with the rational being that the 
combined coverage approach is cheaper for industry.  This is different from the additive coverage target 
approach used for EM/PS measures, as the EM/PS coverage would be in addition to coverage required 
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by the standardized bycatch reporting methodology (SBRM).  Participants noted that there is value of 
having a SBRM observer aboard for a trip monitored by EM/PSM.   
 
Participants expressed several concerns with the combined coverage target approach.  Currently, the 
SBRM fishing year is different than the fishing year identified for the herring and mackerel fisheries.  
Also, SBRM allocates coverage by fleets, while the IFM Amendment would allocate coverage by permit 
category and catch amounts.  Finally, the NMFS tool used to allocate SBRM coverage, the pre-trip 
notification system, is currently not capable of allocating IFM coverage on a real-time basis.  The FMAT 
noted that if coverage is additive, ASM may be cheaper than EM/PS.  This is because the SBRM may 
provide more coverage for the herring and mackerel fisheries in any particular year, but the EM/PS 
coverage requirements, and associated costs, would be fixed at levels specified by the Councils 
regardless of SBRM coverage. 
 
NMFS staff could use the prior year’s SBRM coverage as a proxy for future coverage.  However, because 
SBRM funding and coverage may vary year-to-year, using a previous year’s SBRM coverage as a proxy 
would likely result in variations in coverage leading to too much or too little IFM coverage in a particular 
year.  One way to address this would be to change the coverage rate inseason, but this could negatively 
affect contracts and coverage costs that vessel owners negotiate with ASM or EM/PS vendors.  
Additional consultation with potential vendors may be explored to evaluate such impacts.    

 
Slippage Requirements: 
As currently proposed by the NEFMC, reporting requirements and slippage consequences (15-nautical 
mile move along provision or trip termination) would apply when a slippage event occurs under ASM, 
NEFOP, or EM/PS coverage.  In contrast, the MAFMC recommended that reporting requirements apply 
to trips monitored by ASM and NEFOP, and EM/PS trips, but that slippage consequence measures only 
apply to ASM and NEFOP trips.  Participants expressed concern whether a camera could discern the 
reason for slippage or verify compliance with slippage consequence requirements.  This should be 
identified to the Councils before they take final action.  During previous meetings, the PDT/FMAT 
recommended that slippage consequences should not apply to EM/PS trips.  Staff noted that because all 
EM trips would be reviewed, at least in part, the slippage requirements would essentially apply to all EM 
trips.  Participants will discuss how vessel operators would be notified of PS coverage to evaluate if such 
a notification would change incentives to report slippage events and if vessel requirements would be 
different between fleets using different gear types.   
 
Choice of Monitoring Approach: 
Both Councils will consider the results of the EM pilot project to determine if the EM/PS approach is an 
adequate option for each gear type.  Since no pilot program is currently testing EM for small-mesh 
bottom trawl and purse seine gear, the NEFMC could use its process for introducing new gear types to 
evaluate EM for those gear types.  Staff will identify the numbers of vessels using these gear types to 
evaluate the potential scale of this issue.  Industry participants noted that trawlers compete with purse 
seiners for market share, so focusing measures on Category A and B permits is a good choice to level 
costs across all gear types.   
 
If deemed adequate, at least three monitoring programs could be operating simultaneously for the 
herring fishery (NEFOP, ASM, and EM/PS).  Some measures have been developed to help reduce 
complications with such a system, including requiring vessels to declare a monitoring type six months in 
advance of the fishing year, committing to that monitoring type for the entire year, and minimum 
participation levels for ASM and EM/PS approaches.  Minimum EM participation levels are being 
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evaluated nationally, and could inform Council decisions in this action.  Participants noted that if only 
ASM would be implemented during the first year, participation in the EM/PS program would likely be 
diminished.   To prevent this, maybe EM/PS measures should be made ready sooner rather than later.  
Therefore, the timing of any peer review and the Council’s review of the EM pilot project could influence 
the effective date of this action.   
 
Monitoring Exemption for Vessels Landing Less than 25 mt: 
This exemption was intended to reduce costs for vessels landing low amounts of herring.  There remains 
confusion in how this exemption would apply.  Some believe it would be a trip-level declaration of 
intent, while the NEFMC interpreted it as based on catch.  This needs clarification before it could be 
implemented.  Few vessels would be affected by this measure based on previous analysis, but 
clarification will be provided to the NEFMC in April.   
 
Participants were concerned that this exemption could inadvertently create a loophole to avoid 
coverage and that it could bias data used for monitoring.  For example, the 25 mt threshold to exempt a 
vessel from monitoring coverage is different from the 6,600 lb threshold used to monitor catch caps.  
This would require additional stratification to ensure accurate monitoring and will complicate analysis.  
Specifically, the PDT/FMAT noted this group of vessels will not get additional IFM coverage, and will 
likely need to rely on SBRM funded observer trips to generate their bycatch estimates for applicable 
catch caps.  Also, participants noted that this exemption would likely require enforcement validation.  
An industry participant was less concerned about the potential exploitation of this exemption, noting 
that this fleet catches small amounts of herring and river herring/shad.  A larger concern identified by 
industry is the ability of freezer trawlers to identify the scale of catch on any particular trip.   
 
Environmental Assessment and Implementation Concerns: 
GARFO staff will work with Council staff to coordinate review of the environmental assessment (EA) and 
decide how best to inform Councils of implementation issues and associated concerns.  The PDT/FMAT 
will assemble any implementation/administration concerns before the April Council meetings.  The 
PDT/FMAT suggested that we should err on the side of inclusion for Council consideration, as the 
Councils may want to provide additional detail on how to implement/administer certain measures.   
 
Specific implementation concerns noted by participants include: 

• Streamlining declarations is needed to ensure that all data users (vessel operators; monitoring 
vendors; and GARFO, Center, and Council staff) get the data they need in the format they prefer.  
This will require coordination among various groups and programs, including groundfish 
monitoring discussions, the regional data visioning project, and Center updates to data systems.  
Current declaration tools (PTNS, vessel monitoring systems, and call-in programs) may not be 
adequate to handle declarations associated with this action. 

• Increasing the efficiency of NEFOP/ASM/PSM training programs should be pursued to reduce 
costs, maximize the utility to vendors, and increase the availability of monitors to all fisheries. 

• Improving integration of enforcement concerns with measures proposed under this action is 
necessary to ensure enforcement concerns are considered, particularly for vessel monitoring 
plans and coverage exemptions.  The PDT/FMAT noted that enforcement representatives have 
not been consulted during the early development of this action.   

• Coordinating the ongoing development of this action and the effective date of any approved 
measures to avoid duplication of effort, conflicts with similar actions, and unnecessary delays.   
The PDT/FMAT aspires to use this action to reorganize all monitoring regulations for Northeast 
Fisheries.  This will require close coordination with developments in other fisheries. 


