
1 
 

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is providing comments on the proposed action for the herring fishery in 
the Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Omnibus Amendment identified by the New England Fishery Management 
Council (NEFMC) at its January 2017 meeting. 

Most stakeholders support the use of electronic monitoring (EM) and portside sampling (PS) for midwater trawl (MWT) 
vessels in the herring fishery, but the proposed action may create regulatory and economic disincentives for MWT 
vessels to use EM/PS coverage.  Issues that may create disincentives for MWT vessels to use EM/PS are the timing of 
being able to choose between at-sea monitoring (ASM) and EM/PS coverage, how coverage targets are calculated, and 
requirements associated with slippage. 

1. Issue – Delaying the ability of MWT vessels to choose between ASM and EM/PS until 2019 may be a disincentive 
for MWT vessels to choose EM/PS as a monitoring option. 

NMFS EM project will be completed at the end of 2017.  Herring Alternative 2.7 specifies that vessels are limited 
to one monitoring type per year.  If there is a full year between the end of the NMFS EM project and when MWT 
vessels can use EM/PS as a monitoring option, vessels may be unwilling to expend the time and money to re-
install EM equipment.  

Recommendation – Adjust the timing of IFM Amendment implementation so that MWT vessels could choose (if 
appropriate) between ASM and EM/PS coverage in 2018. 

Proposed Action - Herring Alternative 2.7 NMFS Recommendation – Adjusted 
Herring Alternative 2.7 

 
• MWT vessels would use ASM in 2018 and could 

choose (if appropriate) between ASM and EM/PS 
in 2019 
 

o PS data in 2019 would be primarily generated by 
a Federal portside program 

 

• MWT vessels could choose (if appropriate) 
between ASM and EM/PS in 2018 
 

o PS data in 2018 would be primarily generated by 
the existing state programs in Massachusetts and 
Maine 
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2. Issue – NEFMC recommended combined coverage targets for IFM observer and ASM coverage and additive 
coverage targets for EM/PS coverage.  How coverage targets are calculated may affect a MWT vessel’s ability to 
evaluate the more cost effective monitoring type and may discourage MWT vessels from using EM/PS.   
 
Recommendation – Specify that coverage targets for IFM observer, ASM, and EM/PS coverage are additive and 
calculated independent of the Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM). 
 

Proposed Action - Combined Coverage Targets 
(SBRM + IFM = Target) 

NMFS Recommendation - Additive Coverage Targets 
(Coverage in addition to SBRM coverage) 

Pros Cons Pros Cons 

• May reduce costs 
of IFM for 
observers and at-
sea monitors 

• The more cost 
effective 
monitoring type 
may vary year to 
year with SBRM 
coverage 

• May need to 
change coverage 
year to match 
SBRM year 

• Realized coverage 
may vary year to 
year and affect 
contracts between 
vessels and 
service providers 

• EM/PS only 
cheaper than ASM 
if SBRM coverage 
rates are less than 
around 23% 

• Labor intensive 
for NMFS to 
calculate and 
track 

• The more cost effective 
monitoring type likely 
would not vary year to 
year 

• Coverage year would 
match fishing year 

• Realized coverage 
would be stable and 
not dependent upon 
SBRM coverage 

• Increases the cost 
effectiveness of EM/PS 
relative to ASM 

• Less labor intensive for 
NMFS to calculate and 
track 

• Would not 
reduce costs of 
IFM for observers 
and at-sea 
monitors 

• Should consider 
SBRM coverage 
when selecting 
IFM coverage 
targets 
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3. Issue – NEFMC recommended slippage prohibitions and reporting requirement apply on all trips with an at-sea 
monitor (50% of trips) and all trips with EM (100% of trips).  For this reason, the compliance burden associated 
with slippage requirements may be higher on trips with EM compared to trips with ASM, but the rate of 
sampling on EM/PS and ASM trips would be the same (50% coverage target). 
 
Recommendation – Specify that slippage prohibition and reporting requirements apply on all trips sampled 
portside (50% of trips) or on all trips during a year that a vessel is using ASM coverage (100% of trips). 
 
Proposed Action - Slippage Requirements 

on all EM Trips (100%) 
NMFS Recommendation - Slippage Requirements 

on all Trips Sampled Portside (50%)  

Pros Cons Pros Cons 

• Vessels notified 
during trip 
whether or not 
they would be 
sampled portside 
 

• Increased slippage 
compliance 
burden without 
the benefit of 
additional 
sampling data 

• Potential inequity 
in slippage 
compliance 
burden between 
trips with ASM 
and EM/PS 
coverage 

• May be a 
disincentive for 
vessels to use 
EM/PS 
 

• Slippage compliance 
burden is balanced by 
the benefit of 
additional sampling 
data 

• Equity in slippage 
compliance burden 
between trips with 
ASM and EM/PS 
coverage 

• Consistent with 
slippage requirements 
when an observer or 
at-sea monitor is 
aboard 

• Similar to ASM 
and observer 
coverage, vessels 
notified before 
they left the dock 
whether or not 
they would be 
sampled portside 
 

Alternative NFMS Recommendation - Slippage 
Requirements on all Trips During the Year When a 
Vessel is Using ASM Coverage (100% of trips) 

Pros Cons 

• Equity in compliance 
burden between trips 
with ASM and EM/PS 
coverage 
 

• Increased 
slippage 
compliance 
burden without 
the benefit of 
additional 
sampling data 

• Compliance only 
verified when an 
at-sea monitor is 
aboard 
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4. Issue – NEMFC recommended slippage consequence measures apply on all trips with an at-sea monitor (50% of 
trips) and all trips with EM (100% of trips).  If EM cannot verify the reason for slippage, then it may not be an 
appropriate tool to verify compliance with slippage consequence measures and NMFS may have difficulty 
approving the requirement that slippage consequence measures apply on all EM trips. 
 
Recommendation – Specify that a 15-mile slippage consequence measure would apply on all trips sampled 
portside (50% of trips) so that EM would not need to be used to verify the reason for slippage. 
 
Proposed Action - Slippage Consequence 

Measures on all EM trips 
NMFS Recommendation - 15-Mile Slippage Consequence 

Measure on all Trips Sampled Portside 

Pros Cons Pros Cons 

• Vessels notified 
during trip 
whether or not 
they would be 
sampled portside 

• Unknown if EM 
can be used to 
verify reason for 
slippage 

• NMFS may have 
difficulty 
approving EM as a 
tool to verify 
compliance with 
slippage 
consequence 
measures 

• Potential inequity 
in slippage 
compliance 
burden between 
trips with ASM 
and trips with 
EM/PS 

• May be a 
disincentive for 
vessels to use 
EM/PS  

• EM would not need to 
verify reason for 
slippage 

• Equity in slippage 
compliance burden 
between trips with 
ASM and trips with 
EM/PS  

• May be an incentive for 
vessels to use EM/PS 

• Similar to ASM 
and observer 
coverage, vessels 
notified before 
they left the dock 
whether or not 
they would be 
sampled portside 

• Only trips with 
ASM would have 
a trip 
termination 
requirement 
 

 


