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Presentation Outline

» Background N
e Purpose and Need & Alternatives
e Environmental Assessment ¢
. Regulatory Impact Review [
o Summary of Conclusions
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HOW FISHERIES DATA ARE USED FOR MANAGEMENT

Why do we have an ' ) hg orviaor 2 ENR

Observer Program? Spedst byt St
Implementation Timeline: Marine Mammal Biological

Pre-2013 — Pay as you go model for all
 Partial coverage vessels chose

Who uses observer and EM data?

: ; - e Stock Assessment Industry Catch Accounting &
W_hICh trlps were monltored, within Scientists Participants Fishery Managers
given parameters _‘:_‘
2013 — Restructured Observer Program ﬁ—»g |
e Complies with MSA requirement for ,., Iﬁ |
scientifically reliable monitoring )
2014-2018 - Fixed gear EM alternative
developed
2014-2016 - |ncreased FleXIbIlIty Allow scientists Analyze Manage Allow fleet to Comply with
* Small vessels fishing CDQ m e | W | e R
« Small non-trawl CPs o ol e | Crecivy  impactscithe

» BSAI Trawl CVs | | -!
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What changed as a result of restructuring the
Observer Program in 20137

Structural:
 Fee Collection equitably distributed
e Random Sampling Design - ODDS trip logging

 Annual Reports inform monitoring objectives;
incorporated into following year’s Annual
Deployment Plan

Representativeness of data — substantial improvement
 Coverage on halibut vessels and <60 ft LOA
 Spread out monitoring for all in space and time

N
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Council / NMFS Monitoring Objectives
for the Observer Program

1.

2.

1.

8.
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Minimize the “monitoring effect” so data from observed vessels are
representative of unobserved vessels

Improve discard estimates by minimizing variability and reducing data
gaps

Monitoring PSC is a priority

Collect fishery-dependent data sufficient for stock assessment and
ecosystem assessment/protected species needs

Design the program with flexibility to respond to evolving data and
management needs in individual fisheries

Distribute the burden of monitoring fairly and equitably among all
fishery participants

Minimize the impacts of monitoring on operational choices of fishery
participants

Foster and maintain positive public perception and stakeholder support

e,
s

(Figure ES - 2, page 7) Side




Variety of Efforts Underway to Address Low
Selection Rates

e |ncrease Revenue

 Supplemental Federal funding (likely tapped out)
 Raise fee percentage

e Contain Costs
 Contract Changes (implemented in 2019)

e Integration of partial coverage monitoring tools
* Size of fixed gear EM fleet
 Trawl EM and dockside sampling
 Shoreside sampling for fixed gear EM development
e Evaluation of the baseline coverage rate (15%)
* Potential changes to ODDS trip logging Section 2.5
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Variety of Efforts Underway to Address Low
Selection Rates

e Increase Revenue
o Supplemental Federal funding (likely tapped out)

» Raise fee percentage

e Contain Costs
 Contract Changes (implemented in 2019)

e Integration of partial coverage monitoring tools
* Size of fixed gear EM fleet
 Trawl EM and dockside sampling
 Shoreside sampling for fixed gear EM development
e Evaluation of the baseline coverage rate (15%)
* Potential changes to ODDS trip logging Section 2.5
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Fee analysis: Purpose and Need

Additional funding for monitoring in the partial coverage
category may be necessary to continue to:

* improve the Observer a !
Program, R =

« maintain and enhance the
Council’s ability to meet
policy objectives through
monitoring, and

o fund deployment of
electronic monitoring
systems.

Chapter 1
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Chapter 2 - Alternatives

Alternative 1: Status quo. The observer fee is 1.25 percent.

Alternative 2: Increase the observer fee up to 2 percent.
e Option 1, 2, and 3: 1.5%, 1.75%, 2%

Alternative 3: Increase the observer fee percentage by
fishery sector (hook-and-line, pot, jig, and trawl) up to 2
percent.

 Option 1: H&L, Pot, jig at 1.5% and Trawl at 1.75%

 Option 2: H&L, Pot, jig at 1.5% and Trawl at 2%

« Option 3: H&L, Pot, jig at 1.75% and Trawl at 2%

.—""""\.f\
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Funding Since 2013 (Section 3.4)

 Annual ADP budget includes various funding sources
e Carryover
» Expected fee revenues
 Supplemental Federal funds and EM Grant funds

FISHING/

CALENDAR 2018 2019 2020

YEAR

FEDERAL

FISCAL YEAR FFY 2018 FFY 2021
Cona AT | coNTRACT YEAR 4 CONTRACT YEAR 5 EXT NEW CONTRACT

MONTH JEIm]amofafals]on]pafrm[afm[ofofalsfon[p[a]r|m[a|m]afa]a]s]o|n|D

(Figure 5, page 51)
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Observer . Observer | Observer Total
Funds Prior year
Calendar | Funding sequestered Observer sequester Funds seadays | seadays | observe
fees collections obligated to (| atthe |purchased | seaday
Year |category (% of fees ; . funds ) i
. received  received . contract start of | during the | used duri
received) received
the year year the yea
Fees $2?é82&? $3807038  $370,915 $350,400| $5,144,983
2016 Federal ' 2,722 5,277 4,7491
Funds $ 390,800
Fees $2Z73§;()) $3,592,750  $151,606 $231,2008 $3,542,196
2017 Federal ' 3,322 5,285 2,591
Funds $1,398,531
Fees $3?;‘g’;? $3,468,580 $273,930] $2,396,0407
2018 ' 5,858 2,350 3,207
Federal
Funds
Total |Fees $18,183,706
2012-
Federal
2019 S $13,164,574
Number of Number
EM Pool size  EM vessels Sampled Funds
Year (ADP) V) Vessels (V) EM Sea Days Expended Cost per day
2015 10 13 1 259 $286,454 $1,106
2016 58 42 24 357 $493,044 $1,381
2017 96 80 51 706 $622,550 $882
2018 141 120 H&L 81 H&L 1005 $1,535,130* $1,527 (TableS 4 and 7’
18 Pot 13 Pot pages 53 and 55)
2019 172 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
 NOAAFISHERIES @ —



Fee Revenue Analysis
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Fee Revenue Analysis (section 4.2.1)

Change: examines 6 years post-restructure, including 2018

20049 2010 2011 2012

|
Post-Restructure, 2013-2018

Overall trend of low revenue continues with addition of 2018 data
Figures and tables:

No longer need fee percentages to link to gap analysis; can use fee amounts and
observer budgets to navigate between tables and figures

pri.
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Fee Revenue AnalysIs ecione21,pests)

Economic components of Observer Fee Revenues

 Landings

» Standard ex-vessel prices

o Ex-vessel value

* Fee percentages
 Basis for comparing fee alternatives and their potential impacts on
coverage and information gaps

 Fee revenue scenarios
 Risk analysis for various funding levels

u
>4
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Landings Subject to Observer Fees

All Species/All Gear

600 -

» Change: included overall
trend and time-series by
gear

» Landings greatest in 2016;
large decrease in 2018

o Overall declines for all
species but pollock

2013 -

(b)

Y
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- bR
[T=gray 1
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{in millions of pounds)
M
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le]
o
(=]
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=3
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200- 350-

300 -

150 - 250 -
. . . . . \ 200 - i . . . . .

100-

Catch Subject to Observer Fees

o Overall declines for all gear
types but trawl - which had a .
drop in catch in 2018 g - 15 M
i o
Year

(Figure 6, page 65)
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Standardized Ex-Vessel Prices

Halibut Sablefish

e Change: added 2018 to $7.00- 5.00-

time-series coso. /
$6.50-
Weighted Std

 Halibut dropped _ 5400- Dev (+1)

W
-
=
=

~$050/|b from 2017 $3.50 - ::!F;:Sh
. $5.50 - Pacific Cod
o All other species 5200- Pallock

continued trend:

Inflation Adjusted Standard Prices

Pacific Cod Pollock
o Weighted Mean
. 35- T — Standard Price
°
Sablefish | . =
g $0.32- — Sablefish
e PaCIfIC COd l — Pacific Cod
50.15-
$0.30- — Pollock
e Pollock l
5025 - $0.12-
(o] =t o w - =] [yl =+ Lo oo - ao
= & & & & 8§ = & & & & &
Year

(Figure 7, page 67)
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Proportion of Ex-Vessel Value

e Change: added 2018
to time-series

 Proportion of ex- o
vessel value by gear -
and species similar in

2018

I - Gear - Species Caught
- I TRawL - Pollock

I TRAWL - Pacific Cod
I PoT - sablefish

30.6%

Proportion of Ex-Vessel Value

£0% 29 6% 23.3% = POT - Pacific Cod
Other
21.4% HAL - Sablefish
HAL - Pacific Cod
. HAL - Halibut
25%- I
0% -
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
YEAR (Figure 9, Page 69)
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Fee Revenue and Fee Percentage Scenarios

a
&

i

Change: split into two
tables

Alternatives and
Options identified

The years with min
and max ex-vessel
values - and which
serve as basis for fee
estimates - have
changed for jig, trawl,
and all gears
combined

(Table 12, page 74)

o
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All Gears

Alternatives Min Max
Fee % / Options (2018) Mean (2013)
1.25 Alt. 1 $3,334,085 $3,810,846 $4,425,716
1.3 $3,467,448 $3,963,280 $4,602,745
1.35 $3,600,812 $4,115,714 S4,779,773
1.4 $3,734,175 54,268,148 $4,956,802
1.45 $3,867,538 $4,420,582 $5,133,831
1.5 Alt. 2 Opt. 1 $4,000,902 $4,573,016 $5,310,859
1.55 $4,134,265 $4,725,449 $5,487,888
1.6 54,267,629 54,877,883 $5,664,917
1.65 $4,400,992 $5,030,317 $5,841,945
1.7 $4,534,355 $5,182,751 $6,018,974
1.75 Alt. 2 Opt. 2 $4,667,719 S$5,335,185 $6,196,003
1.8 54,801,082 $5,487,619 $6,373,031
1.85 $4,934,446 $5,640,053 $6,550,060
1.9 $5,067,809 $5,792,486 $6,727,089
1.95 $5,201,172 $5,944,920 $6,904,117
2 Alt. 2 Opt. 3 $5,334,536 $6,097,354 $7,081,146

Slide 18



(Figure 10,

Possible Observer Fee Increases Page 75)

e Change: new figure in EA
fee analysis

o lllustrates possible fee
Increases from the status
quo for 2013-2018

e Alt2 Option 1 has
most modest increase

Ait? Optd $2,286,508
-

52,000,000-

Alt3 O $1,718,580
-

Alt2 Dpt2 $1,524,335
-

o 1,150,653
-

%1,000,000 - L BT $ 858,411

in Inflation Adjusted Dollars

Alt2 Opt1 § 782,189
[ ]

Possible Observer Fee Revenue Increases

(~$0.76M)
 Alt2 Option 3 has largest 5 o
increase (~$2.3M) B
« Alt 3 Options fall between Alternative e
Alt 2 Options __.

— Alt20pt2 — A3 Opt2
— AltZ0pt3a — Alt 3 Dpt 3 Slide 19
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Possible EM Costs and Remaining Revenue

« (Can also use remaining revenues in
risk analysis and directly as observer
budget scenarios in gap analysis

Fee Avg. Fee Alts and Remaining Fee Revenue after a Range of Possible E osts
Revenue for .
% All Gears Options | $250,000 $500,000 | 51,000,000 | $1,500,000 $2,500,000
1.25 | $3,810,846 Alt. 1 £3,560,846 | 53,310,846 | $2,810,846 | 52,310,846 $1,310,846
1.3 | 33,963,280 $3,713,280 | 33,463,280 | 32,963,280 | 32,463,280 31,463,280
1.35| 54,115,714 53,865,714 | 53,615,714 | $3,115,714 | 52,615,714 51,615,714
1.4 | 54,268,148 $4,018,148 | 53,768,148 | $3,268,148 | $2,768,148 $1,768,148
1.45 | $4,420,582 $4,170,582 | $3,920,582 | $3,420,582 | $2,920,582 | $2,420,582 | 51,920,582
15 | 4,573,016 {‘:Itt 2'1 $4,323,016 | 54,073,016 | 83,573,016 | $3,073,016 | $2,573,016 | $2,073,016
pt.
1.55 | 54,725,449 54,475,449 | 54,225,449 | 53,725,449 | 53,225,449 | 52,725,449 | 52,225,449
16 | 34,877,383 $4,627,883 | 34,377,883 | 3,877,883 | 33,377,883 | 32,877,883 | 52,377,883
1.65 | $5,030,317 $4,780,317 | 54,530,317 | 54,030,317 | 53,530,317 | 53,030,317 | 52,530,317
1.7 | $5,182,751 $4,932,751 | 54,682,751 | 4,182,751 | $3,682,751 | 53,182,751 | 52,682,751
Alt. 2
1.75 | $5,335,185 Oot. 2 $5,085,185 | 54,835,185 | 54,335,185 | 53,835,185 | 53,335,185 | 52,835,185
pt.
18 | 35487619 85,237,619 | 34,987,619 | 34,487,619 | 33,987,619 | 33,487,619 | 52,987,619
1.85 | $5,640,053 $5,390,053 | 55,140,053 | 54,640,053 | 54,140,053 | 53,640,053 | 53,140,053
19 | $5,792,486 $5,542,486 | 55,292,486 | $4,792,486 | $4,292 486 | $3,792,486 | $3,292 486
1.95 | $5,944,920 55,604,920 | 55,444,920 | 54,544,920 | $4,444,920 | $3,944,920 | 53,444,920
2.0 | 6,097,354 ;Itt-zs $5,847,354 | 55,507,354 | 85,007,354 | $4,507,354 | $4,007,354 | $3,597,354
pt.

Observer Al 2 Cost Per Day Dray= DEPSISi:m Selection Rate
Budgat Fee® ™ om New ol New Old New
HAL 0.050 0.100
POT 0090 0.100
$3,042677 100 $1.836.41 51,648.12 1,660 1,850 TEW 0.050 0.100
TenP 0090 0.100
TanTF. 0090 0.100
HAL 0.116 0.145
POT 0.116 0.143
43,810,846 125 $1,770.27 5144659 2,155 2,634 TEW 0.116 0.143
TenP 0.116 0.145
TanTR 0.116 0.143
HAL 0158 0.180
POT 0.151 0.133
$4573015 150 $1,52644  S127957 2996 3574 TRW 0172 0229
TenP 0152 0.158
'T“'T"l? 01 252
2018 2018 0215
5 s Paczﬁ;’:bod Pa%ﬁg{:nd ] 0.160
5,335,184 175 138971 51,183 J 0321
LR L L1 S 'S
S | = Y
- o f_— 1
2 ‘/‘ 2 1
$6,097354 200  $1,30223  SLLf R . 3

(Table 16, page 95)

—
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(Table 13, page 83)

; Budéet (Millions)

(e.g. Figure 13, page 85)
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Risk Analysis o pouusmms

Alt30Opt2
_ Alt 3 Opt 1 ---
« Change: proportions ¢ srzoms z%--==
. = 1.95--
ba;ed on 6 year time- 5 -
period s 1.65% ORI INONS INOR
. 2 1.2%-ANONMINON NN
 Change: includes rows € azopz 175%- 0 o0
- 0 = 17% 10000
forAIternatlve 3(fee% < -
variable based on 9 -0 0 0
1.55%-SNOR SSORN N0
ge.ar) N & A2 0pt1.15% - SONN SN0 RO
« With addition of 2018, 8 145 -0 00 0.17
b 14% 0000 033
a low ex-vessel value 125000 033
year, see some fee % 13%- 00 0.

Alt 1, 1.25% -- 017

25 3 35

failing to achieve
funding level at lower $

Funding Cevel (in Mons of Dollars)

Proportion of

amount Funting Level |
»  Shift expectations if - .‘;Oélel\);afmp:EeM
also considering EM | I
05

COsSts (Figure 11, page 76)
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Data Gap Analysis
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Data Gap Analysis — Section 4.2.2

Summary of substantive changes since April
2018 partial coverage fishing effort (updated from 2017)

2020 partial coverage contract costs* (updated from 2019) and post-
restructure revenue averages (updated from 2009-2018 average)

Updated ‘cost curve’ relating the budget for observer coverage to
number of observer days afforded and observer cost per day

Changes in gaps presented as a range (results from old and new
cost curves)

Changes in gaps presented as a function of the budget for observer
coverage (instead of fee rate percentage)

* optional/guaranteed day costs from previous observer contract

-
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Cost curves — Figure 12

1.00 125 1.50 173 2.00

» ‘New’ cost curve based on
updated travel cost data and
refined assumptions 1700-
regarding economy of scale.

1500 -

* The gap analysis was
performed with BOTH curves
so that changes in gaps
could be presented as a 1300-
range:

 old =conservative
e new = optimistic 1100

3 4 5 :
Observer Budget (Millions)

Cost Per Day

Cost Curve === New = * Old

Page 84
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Selection Rates - Table 13

« Cost per day, Assumes all fees revenue for observer budget (not EM)

number of observer @ @ @ @
days afforded, and

SeleCthn rateS are Observer  Alt. 2 Fee Cost Per Day Days Deployment Selection
i Budget % Strata —_Rate
summarized for both 9 Old New  Old  New Old  New
HAL 0.088 - 0.098
Cost curves. POT 0.088 - 0.098
$3,048677 100  $1,836.41- $1,648.12 1,660- 1,850 POT TENDER  0.088 - 0.098
TRW 0.088 - 0.098
TRW TENDER  0.088 - 0.098
e To meetthe 15% HAL 0.114 - 0.140
POT 0.114 - 0.140
hurdle, the $3810,846 125  $1,770.27- $1,446.59 2,153- 2,634 POT_TENDER  0.114-0.140
. . TRW 0.114 - 0.140
estimated required TRW TENDER _ 0.114 - 0.140
. HAL 0.156 - 0.174
observer budget is: OT 0151 - 0.154
- $4,573015 150  $1526.44- $1279.57 2,996- 3574 POT TENDER  0.151 - 0.155
~$4.0 million (new) TRW 0.168 - 0.229

TRW _TENDER 0.172 - 0.248

~$4.5 million (old)

Page 83
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M0d|f|ed Table ES'Z (FMAC request)

Alt. 2 Fee % Observer
and total fee Budget Cost Per Day* Estimated Assumed Estimated
{base;i‘;ea?fgg eof 2272 === Coverage Days |Deployment Strata Selection Rates
years 2013-2018) | EM Budget | Upper  Lower
Hook and Line 9.1% 8.2%
Pot 9.1% 8.2%
1.25% $2,810,846 | $1,836 $1,648 | 1,527-1,702 Trawl 9.1% 8.2%
$3,810,846 Tender Pot 9.1% 8.2%
Tender Trawl 9.1% 8.2%
51,000,000 | SibpmmmbosGmmmGiimmindde | Fixed Gear EM  30%  30%
Hook and Line 12.5% 10.4%
Pot 12.5% 10.4%
1.50% $3,573,015 | $1,836 51,528 | 1,942-2,334 Trawl 12.5% 10.4%
$4,573,015 Tender Pot 12.5% 10.4%
________________________________________ Tender Trawl_____12.5% _ 10.4%
$1,000,000 | $T52P=———SOSG=T05T=1"000C" Fixed Gear EM 30% 30%
Hook and Line 16.6% 14.6%
Pot 15.2% 14.6%
1.75% $4,335,184 | $1,588 $1,323 | 2,726-3,273 Trawl 19.9% 14.6%
$5,335,184 Tender Pot 15.4% 14.6%
________________________________________ Tender Trawl____ 21.3% _ 14.6%
$1,000,000 | STSZ7"SYSB™ | OS5 =T,000" Fixed Gear EM 30% 30%
Hook and Line 19.8% 17.6%
Pot 15.7% 15.4%
2.00% $5,097,354 | $1,426  $1,209 | 3,569-4,213 Trawl 29.6% 23.0%
$6,097,354 Tender Pot 16.2% 15.7%
__TenderTrawl____ 335% _25.1%
Fixed Gear EM 30% 30%
I o oY
{ ' NOAAFISHERIES
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M0d|f|ed Table ES'Z (FMAC request)

Alt. 2 Fee % Observer Cost Per Dav?
and total fee Budget ostreray Estimated Assumed Estimated
revenue Coverage Days |Deployment Strata Selection Rates

(based on average of | EM Budget | Upper Lower
years 2013-2018)

Hook and Line 16.6% 14.6%

Pot 15.2% 14.6%

1.75% $4,335,184 | $1,588 $1,323 | 2,726-3,273 Trawl 19.9% 14.6%
$5,335,184 Tender Pot 15.4% 14.6%
Tender Trawl 21.3% 14.6%

1,000,000 | §459mbo56=t=655==ts046 | Fixed Gear EM  30%  30%

2018 EM Costs are the best available estimates at this time, but are likely an overestimate of
the fixed gear EM costs we might expect in future years because unreviewed trips were not
included. This results in an underestimate of the EM deployment days and total costs used to
calculate the 2018 cost per day estimates. (41 pot trips and 62 HAL trips)

62 HAL and 41 Pot trips were not reviewed in 2018. Using an average of 3.7 days per pot trip
and 5.8 days per HAL trip, an estimated additional 528 days for a total of 1532 days instead of
the 1005 days used to generate the 2018 estimates.

Without additional information about the cost of data review, the estimates provided are the
best we have available at this time and are an overestimate of the cost per day that we expect
in future years that factor into the $1 million estimate for a 168 boat fleet.

Page 27
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Assessing data gaps

» Roughly mimics CAS discard estimation routine for observer and no-selection pool
trips using nearest-neighbor methods

» For each trip, calculate probability of being selected for observer coverage or
acquiring discard estimates from the AREA, FMP, or YTD data level. Depends on:

» Deployment rates afforded by the observer budget

 Spatiotemporal arrangement of fishing effort within each domain (how many
observer pool trips occurred within 15 or 45 day window)

COVER - Trip selected for observer coverage
AREA — Unobserved trip within 15-days of observed trip in the same NMFS Area
FMP — Unobserved trip within 45-days of observed trip in the same FMP

— Unobserved trip cannot be categorized in AREA or FMP (year-to-date)

Data Quality

Slide 28

u
>4

&% NOAAFISHERIES

N



Interpreting the data gap analysis

Budget on x-axis (not fee rate %)

Number of trips in observer pool
(left) and no-selection pool GEgae,
in brackets)

Number and proportion of trips
within each data level

Rate of change of proportion:
farther from zero = coverage
gaps changing faster per $ =
‘bang for buck’

Gaps are considered minimized
when FMP (green) and YT=>
(yellow) rate of change = 0,
meaning additional money is no
longer changing gaps

s
&% NOAAFISHERIES
k.4

Number of Coverage/Gaps

Proportion

- 04 0.2 00 02 00 02 04 06 08 10 0
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Rate of Change

10 14 20
1 1

5

2018
HAL
Sablefish

2018
HAL
Sablefish

©02] .

: 12

=
I

(1]

—

-04 -0z 00 02 00 02 04 06 08 10 O 250 500 v500 1000

1 1 1
™ -t Ll -t w0

Budget (Millions)

Datalevel YD E FIP . AREA . COVER

Cost Curve = New =+ OId
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Catch Accounting and Inseason Management
(Section 4.3)

Inseason management branch activities

» Description of the complexity of trawl and hook and line harvest patterns (Section
4.3.3)

« Complexity linked to management structure of MRASs (e.g., top off), PSC (avoidance),
quotas, and other behaviors.

Catch Accounting and Inseason Management (Sections 4.3.4 - 4.3.6)
» Overview of discard estimation (Sections 4.3.4 - 4.3.5)

» Discussion on data availability and inseason management decisions (real world
examples -4.3.6)




Catch Accounting and Inseason Management

o Summary (Section 4.3.7)

 Area specific iInformation allows management
based on the characteristics of a specific fishery.

* Management generally based on area specific
Information (Figures 29-31, page 113 - 116).

* When area-level data is unavailable or limited,
management decisions are made with greater
uncertainty, which can result in conservative
management (Table 18, page 119).

P s
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Catch Accounting and Inseason Management

o Examples

2016, one observed tender strata trip in area 610
Influenced 16 management accounts for
tendered trips in the WGOA and CGOA (pg 111).

e 2019 - Chinook Example: One observed trip in
area 620 with high salmon bycatch influenced
rates in areas 610 and 630. Without fleet stand
down to allow more observer data to come In,
fishery would have been closed (pg 117).

Slide 32
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Probable Environmental Impacts

Summary of substantive changes since April

o Section 4.5 to clarify probable environmental impacts.
» Section 4.5.3 to clarify expected cumulative impacts
o Added Section 4.6 NEPA Summary.
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Reqgulatory Impact Review — Chapter 5

&) NOAAFISHERIES @ =



Reqgulatory Impact Review — Chapter 5
A few changes to the RIR since the Initial Review Draft

Background section (Section 5.5):
 Mirrors revisions to Chapter 4 Revenue Analysis and Gap Analysis

Analysis of impacts (Section 5.6):

 Clarifications to expected impacts on stakeholder groups
 Addresses benefits associated with different coverage levels
 Incremental impacts of the alts/ new options relative to no action
 Additional discussion of net benefits to the Nation (Section 5.9)
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Description of Partial Observer Coverage Fisheries -
Section 5.5

e References/tracks information in the revenue
analysis of the EA (Section 4.2.1, pp 64-76)

 Monitoring coverage
e Fee revenues
e Costs
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o 2014-2019, 68% of program supported by observer fee

DR (Table 22,
Ob Appro on ©
i O = (]
ob Br o3 z ! ! SULELSELSL ANDOF ba d C o] p151)
[] (] [] q i i
(] [ ] 0 1 O (i
Nid ] : .
o (] [] (]
i [
(] ‘ number of
] number of days
$ millions 0 d:;lyrs d purchased Pot Longline | Trawl
pu_rtc|:1 ?SE with Federal
with tees funding
LOA 40-57 5" 119%:
2013 54.48 n/a 0 3,633 ~ET 5 159 16%
LOA 40-57 .5 16%:;
2014 54.80 2425 4.049 524 =57 5 15% 15%
LOA 40-57 .5 12%:;
2015 5550 2376 3.636 1,662 SET 5 24%, 24%
2016 $4.50 2425 4 417 260 16% 15% 28%
_ Longline: Trawl:
2017 $3.60 53.82 327 0 Tend Tender Tender
T_ 4‘; longline: frawd:
pat: 25% 14%
Pot: Trawl:
16% 20%
2018 5554 2374 3.375 1,900 17% Tender
Tender .
- trawi:
pot: 17% 17%
Pot: Trawl:
16% 24%
2019 $4.45 £3.20 2.236 873 18% Tender
Tender .
X trawi:
pot: 16% 27%
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Observer Fee Revenues

o Bulk of fee
revenues
generated by the 7o
hook and line | |

=

Gear - Species Caught
I TRawL - Pollock

I TRAWL - Pacific Cod
I PoT - sablefish

I POT - Pacific Cod

sector, from

23.3%

Proportion of Ex-Vessel Value

halibut and 0% 26%  217% — .
SableﬁSh e :t:i::::ihm
. HAL - Halibut

25% -

20I13 2E]I‘14 20I15 20I16 ZUI‘IT 20I1B Flgure 91 p 69
YEAR Also Table 10, p 72)

0%-

—
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Observer Costs

.f
.*

Per-day observer costs are
blunt metric but best
available

Price per day decreases as
more days are purchased

Another major cost factor is
travel costs

o Short trips
» Ports all over Alaska

 NOAAFISHERIES

1700 -

Cost Per Day

1300-

1100 -

1500 -

Alt. 2 Fee %
1.?0 1.?5 1.?0 1.?5 E.PD

3 4 5 :
Observer Budget (Millions)

Cost Curve === New = * Old

Figure 12, p 84
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Other key step: Electronic Monitoring Costs

P Avg. Fee Remaining Fee Revenue after a Range of Possible EM Costs
Once EM costs fully Fee | 28 P | Alts and

.. d b % | AllGears | OPHONS| $250,000 | $500,000 | $1,000,000 | $1,500,000 | $2,000,000 | $2,500,000
trans Itl one to opserver 1.25 | $3,810,846 | Alt.1 | $3,560,846 | 53,310,846 | $2,810,846 | 52,310,846 | 51,810,846 | 51,310,846
fee fu n d | n g W| | | n eed to 13 | $3,963,280 $3,713,280 | $3,463,280 | $2,963,280 | $2,463,280 | 51,963,280 | $1,463,280
! 1.35 | 34,115,714 53,865,714 | $3,615,714 | 53,115,714 | 52,615,714 | $2,115,714 | 51,615,714
accomm Od ate E M 1.4 | 54,268,148 54,018,148 | 53,768,148 | 53,268,148 | 52,768,148 | 52,268,148 | §1,768,148
. 1.45 | 84,420,582 $4,170,582 | $3,920,582 | 3,420,582 | $2,920,582 | $2,420,582 | $1,920,582

costs in the fee At 2
15 | 34,573,016 opt 1 54,323,016 | $4,073,016 | 53,573,016 | 53,073,016 | $2,573,016 | 2,073,016
b O n g Oi n g Su p po rt/ 1.55 | $4,725,449 84,475,449 | 84,235,449 | $3,725,449 | £3,225,449 | £2,725,449 | 52,235,449
. 16 | 34,877,883 $4,627,883 | $4,377,883 | $3,877,883 | $3,377,883 | $2,877,883 | $2,377,883
mal nte nance , 165 | 45,030,317 54,780,317 | $4,530,317 | 54,030,317 | 3,530,317 | $3,030,317 | $2,530,317
17 | $5,182,751 $4,932,751 | $4,682,751 | $4,182,751 | 3,682,751 | $3,182,751 | $2,682,751

replacement of s
1.75 | $5,335,185 Clpt. , | $5.085,185 | $4,835,185 | $4,335,185 | $3,835,185 | $3,335,185 | $2,835,185
SySte ms 18 | 45,487,619 $5,237,619 | $4,987,619 | $4,487,619 | $3,987,619 | $3,487,619 | $2,987,619
. . 1.85 | $5,5640,053 $5,390,053 | $5,140,053 | 54,640,053 | $4,140,053 | $3,540,053 | $3,140,053

™
Cap Ital I nveStm € nt 19 | $5,792 486 $5,542 486 | $5,202,486 | 54,792,486 | $4,292,486 | $3,792,486 | $3,292, 486
an d | n St al | atl on for 1.95 | $5,944,920 85,694,920 | $5,444,920 | 54,944,920 | 54,444,920 | $3,944,520 | $3,444,920
. 2.0 | $6,007,354 Alt. 2 $5,847,354 | $5,507,354 | §5,007,354 | $4,597,354 | $4,007,354 | $3,597,354
new vessels in Opt 3 |

program

(Table 16, page 95)
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Description of Partial Coverage Fisheries (continued)

e Catch, value, and market trends

 Partial coverage harvesting and processing
participation and associated communities

 Other taxes and fees in partial coverage fisheries,
and

o Safety considerations
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Analysis of Impacts — Section 5.6

Outline of topics covered:
 Impacts on stakeholder groups - Section 5.6.1
e Distributional costs
 Benefits
 Impacts relative to monitoring objectives - Section 5.6.2

« Comparison of alternatives and options, relative to
No action - Sections 5.6.3, 5.6.4, 5.6.5

o Net benefits to the Nation - Section 5.6.9

-
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Analysis of impacts — Section 5.6

Analyzes impacts relative to No Action

Status quo - what we get from the 1.25% fee now, or what
we have averaged in 2013-2018

No Action - what we will get from the 1.25% fee into the

future, taking into account all the uncertainties
related to fee revenue, costs in the future, etc. —
which also exist under Alts 2,3

\,/‘ NOAA FISHERIES @
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Distributional costs

Harvesters and processors
 Increase in direct costs for harvesters and processors

* Most disruptive to operations closest to their profit margin, least disruptive
to those that have the ability to internalize or pass on the cost

Crew

* Iffees are deducted from revenue prior to establishing crew shares, crew
wages would decline

Communities
o Limited indirect impacts

* Possible indirect effects from a slight reduction in income, spending from
partial coverage participants

Impacts of Alt 2 vs Alt 3 very similar, with the difference being how the costs are
distributed

u
>4
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Benefits to stakeholders

Relative to no action, incremental improvements in:

e Management certainty and reduction in management
Inefficiency

o Likelihood of achieving the Council’s eight monitoring
objectives (e.g., monitoring PSC)

* Information on seabirds and marine mammals that
allow for more informed ecosystem assessments

e Increased assurance that the public receives unbiased
Information about the use of a public resource
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Comparison of Alternatives and Options
Alt 1 — no action

N

& Nomarisheres (LAY @
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1.25% fee
Not likely to be status quo conditions

Based on the Gap Analysis, a 1.25% fee Is unlikely to
generate enough revenue to meet a 15% baseline
coverage level without additional funding

Table 13 (page 83) shows a potential for 12% or 14%
selection rate under the old and new cost curves

This Is prior to considering additional EM costs




Comparison of Alternatives and Options

Alt 2 — increase the fee up to 2%, evenly across sectors
Option 1: 1.5%, Option 2: 1.75%, Option 3: 2%

Will provide additional fee revenues and ability to achieve
monitoring objectives relative to no action

e cost/revenue landscape evolving in both cases
What level of coverage would these options support?

 Holding other factors constant (including no fee funding
for EM), the Gap Analysis suggests that meeting the
15% baseline may be achievable under all options of
Alternative 2

N
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Comparison of Alternatives and Options

a’
.*

All Gears

Alternatives Min Max
Fee % / Options (2018) Mean (2013)
1.25 Alt. 1 $3,334,085 $3,810,846 $4,425,716
1.3 $3,467,448 $3,963,280 $4,602,745
1.35 $3,600,812 $4,115,714 $4,779,773
1.4 $3,734,175 54,268,148 $4,956,802
1.45 $3,867,538 $5,133,831
1.5 Alt. 2 Opt. 1 $4,000,902 $5,310,859
1.55 $4,134,265 $5,487,888
1.6 $4,267,629 54,877,883 $5,664,917
1.65 $4,400,992 $5,030,317 S5,841,945
1.7 $4,534,355 $5,182,751 $6,018,974
1.75 Alt. 2 Opt. 2 $4,667,719 : $6,196,003
1.8 54,801,082 487,619 $6,373,031
1.85 $4,934,446 $5,640,053 $6,550,060
1.9 $5,067,809 $5,792,486 $6,727,089
1.95 $5,201,172 . : $6,904,117
2 Alt. 2 Opt. 3 $5,334,536 6,09_7,35 $7,081,146

! NOAAFISHERIES

(Table 12,
page 74)
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Comparison of Alternatives and Options

Alt 3 — increase the fee variably among gear sectors

Option 1.  1.5% for the hook-and-line, pot, and |jig fisheries
1.75% for the trawl fisheries

Option 2:  1.5% for the hook-and-line, pot, and jig fisheries
2.0% for the trawl fisheries

Option 3:  1.75% for the hook-and-line, pot, and jig fisheries
2.0% for trawl fisheries

 According to the Gap Analysis, holding other factors
constant (including no fee funding for EM), 15%
baseline potentially achievable

Page 49
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Comparison of Alternatives and Options

(Table 31, page 190)

Options under i
Fee % Sector Min Mean Max
Alt 3
HAL $2,329,011 $2,912,608 $3,771,375
Fixed gear at
5 g $1,610 $5,136 $9,127
Alt 3, Option 1 1.5%
Pot $444,062 $489,822 578,686
Trawl at 1.75% Trawl $809,650 $1,359,692 $1,629,974
Total for all gear types under Alt 3, Opt 1 $3,584,333 ( $4,767,258 45,989,162
HAL $2,329,011 ;912,608 $3,771,375
Fixed gear at
8 Jig $1,610 $5,136 $9,127
Alt 3, Option 2 1.5%
Pat $444,062 $489,822 $578,686
Trawl at 2.0% Trawl $925,315 553; $1,862,827
Total for all gear types for Alt 3, Opt 2 $3,699,998 qu,ﬂﬁ 1,499 $6,222,015
HAL $2,717,180 $3,398,042 $4,399,937
Fixed gear at
5 lig $1,878 $5,992 $10,648
Alt 3, Option 3 1.75%
Pot $518,072 $571,458 $675,134
Trawl at 2.0% Trawl $925,315 $1,553,933 $1,862,827
Total for all gear types under Alt 3, Opt 3 54,162,445 ( $5,529,425 $6,948,546

1
R\,
=T

NOAAFISHERIES

Page 50




Comparison of Alternatives and Options
Risk of not atzoptz @ L0 0 Lo 0o o017 032 08 EEERES
o Xy

At Opt2- 0 0 o _ N
achieving a3 opt1-SH0 0 0N R0 0.33 10753 N I I R
minimum | o Mol Kol 17033 S
funding
levels

Fee Percentage or Alternative and Cption
e
=
&

Proportion of
Years Below

Funding Level 1.4% _--- 0.33 --

N
; r35% (000 023 ‘083 [N NN A N
- 12%- 00 0.

~0.63 NN I N G i
0s A1, 1.25% -- 0.17 ---------

35

Fundlng Level [|r1 I'u'1||||nr15 of DD”EIFS}
S0

—

Flgure 11, page 76)
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Net benefits to the Nation

(incremental changes relative to no action)

- Higher fee percentage paid by harvesters and
Processors

- Possible impacts on crew wages and job opportunities

- Possible indirect and induced effect on associated
communities

+ Increase-management certainty and efficiency
+ Greater likelihood of achieving 8 monitoring objectives

+ Benefits to directed commercial users of PSC species
(salmon, halibut, crab)

+ Benefits to those unrelated to commercial fishery (e.g.
recreational stakeholders, subsistence marine mammal
users, and interested public)

+ Overall benefits from unbiased information for the public
on the use of a public resource

&) NOAAFISHERIES a
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Summary of EA Conclusions

e There is no “hard line” or single minimum deployment
rate that would result in the collection of unreliable
Information. (Sec 4.1.1)

* Flexibility of the ADP process is a strength allows strata
definitions, risk thresholds, baseline levels, and
optimization to be revisited as needed. (Sec 4.1.2)

 Considerable uncertainty in projecting observer fee
revenue. (Sec 4.4)

 Monitoring does not affect how, when, or where fishing
occurs. (Sec 4.5)

o Additional funding would reduce the risks of data gaps.
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Reasonably foreseeable future actions

e Trawl EM EFP (Agenda D1)
 Future LAPP Development? (Agenda D2)

* Observer coverage for vessels delivering to tenders
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For more information contact

Diana Evans, North Pacific Fishery Management Councll
diana.evans@noaa.gov, (907) 271-2809

Alicia M Miller, National Marine Fisheries Service
alicia.m.miller@noaa.gov, (907) 586-7228

Many thanks to those who contributed to or prepared portions of this Analysis:

Sam Cunningham  NPFMC Jennifer Ferdinand NMFS AFSC FMA
Elizabeth Figus NPFMC Ben Fissel NMFS AFSC REFM
Jason Gasper NMFS AKR Anna Henry NPFMC

Sarah Marrinan NPFMC Josh Keaton NMFS AKR

Geoff Mayhew PSMFC Bridget Mansfield ~ NMFS AKR

Cathy Tide NMFS AKR Glenn Merrill NMFS AKR

Sally Bibb NMFS AKR Tom Meyer NOAA GC

Jennifer Cahalan PSMFC Jennifer Mondragon NMFS AKR

Garrett Evridge McDowell Group LLC

And Members of the Council's Fishery Monitoring Advisory Committee
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