
Appendix 2 – Monitoring Cost Estimates for the Industry-Funded Monitoring Omnibus Amendment 

 

NMFS Costs for NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors and dockside monitors.  Based on fiscal year 

2013 expenses, Table 1 shows the level of costs required to support the deployment of all Northeast 

Region at-sea monitoring programs, including NEFOP observers, and groundfish at-sea monitors, and 

the scallop industry-funded monitoring program.  These are presented as annual costs because while 

some components can be scaled up proportional to an increase in the total number of sea days, many 

cannot be scaled proportionally.  For example, an increase in observer days would increase the number 

of hours needed to process data and that need could be met by hiring additional data processing 

personnel (proportional to the increased need).   However, the facilities (particularly office space) 

needed to accommodate the additional data processing personnel is not proportionally scalable.  The 

approximately $5 million of NMFS costs, detailed below, supported 10,666 sea days in FY 2013, but 

could support about a maximum of 15,000 sea days per year.  The currently leased facilities could 

accommodate additional personnel to support an additional 2,000 sea days.  However, beyond that, 

new facilities cost would have to be incurred.  Facility costs cannot be obtained in small increments, so if 

sea days beyond 17,000 are considered, new facilities would have to be obtained so that there is 

sufficient capacity to cover the upper end of any anticipated increase.  NMFS costs for dockside 

monitoring programs are likely similar to the costs described in this annual estimate. 

 

The operational costs are presented as a single figure and are not broken out by each of the three 

components because there is some overlap, particularly when allocating employees’ time over these 

activities. 

 

TABLE 1. NMFS COST RESPONSIBILITIES FOR MONITORING  

NMFS Cost Responsibilities Annual Cost (FY2013) for all 
Programs (NEFOP, ASM, and 

industry funded scallops) 

Training and Data 
Processing Costs 

The labor and facilities costs associated 
with training and debriefing of monitors 

$805,700 
 

Data processing $2,057,100 

Operational Costs Certification of monitoring providers and 
individual monitors; performance 

monitoring to maintain certifications 

$2,244,700 Developing and executing vessel selection 

Costs associated with liaison activities 
between service providers, NMFS, 

Councils, sectors and other partners 

Total $5,107,500 

 

The groundfish electronic monitoring cost comparison report estimates NMFS costs for the groundfish 

at-sea monitoring program for fiscal year 2014 costs. In fiscal year 2014, NMFS spent an estimated 

$531,953 on training, $626,043 on data processing, and $719,548 on program management for the 
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groundfish at-sea monitoring program for a total cost of $1,877,544 (Table 2).  This total cost is divided 

by the number of at-sea monitor sea days accomplished in 2014 (3,541 days) to get a per sea day 

administrative costs of $530 (Table 2).   

TABLE 1:  ANNUAL AT-SEA MONITORING COSTS FOR NOAA FISHERIES 

  Estimated Cost 

Program Component Total Per Sea Day 

Training $531,953 $150 

Data Processing $626,043 $177 

Program Management  $719,548 $203 

Total $1,877,544 $530 

 

NMFS cost responsibilities for electronic monitoring.  In this section, we estimate NMFS costs for 

administering the example EM programs for groundfish sectors (audit approach) and the midwater trawl 

fleet (optimized/full retention approach) based on the roles and responsibilities described above.  The 

reader should note that generalized descriptions for industry costs for electronic monitoring programs 

presented in this section were derived separately and differently than the NMFS costs presented here.   

 

Many of the costs to NMFS for administering the example EM program would be driven by the scale of 

the program and the level of participation, although these costs do not necessarily increase linearly with 

the amount of sea days.  Thus, we present a range of potential NMFS costs from overseeing an audit 

approach EM program for a single hypothetical sector (20 vessels) to a program for the entire active 

groundfish fleet (400 vessels), and for an optimized/full retention approach EM program for an example 

midwater trawl fleet (9 vessels).  We based NMFS costs for the EM program on costs the Northeast 

Fishery Observer Program incurred for administering programs with similar roles and responsibilities 

and from the New England EM Project (Archipelago, 2014).  These are rough estimates of NMFS 

potential costs and, unlike the NEFOP-level observer/at-sea monitoring program costs presented in the 

section above, may not reflect efficiencies or economies of scale that are possible in a mature program.  

NMFS would also have other incremental costs for enforcement and use of the data for management, 

which were not estimated here in order to be consistent with the estimates of the NEFOP-level 

observer/at-sea monitoring program.  

 

In Table 3, training costs include labor and costs of licenses for any proprietary EM review software.  The 

number of annual trainings that would need to be held and, hence, the number of trainers, would 

depend on the number of EM reviewers employed by the service providers, which would depend on the 

number and activity levels of vessels using EM in the fishery.  For the audit model, training costs do not 

increase linearly.  Although the number of participants increases by a factor of 20 when scaling up from 

20 vessels to a fleet-wide program, the training costs increase by a factor of 8.  This type of relationship 

makes it difficult to estimate costs at a unit that is easily multiplied (e.g., sea day cost).  For the 

optimized/full retention model, although the example fleet includes only 9 midwater trawlers, there is a 

large amount of video footage to be reviewed, due to a high number of assumed trips (500) and the 
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assumed rate of video review (100 percent) used in the analysis.  This much video footage may require a 

larger cadre of EM reviewers than the number of vessels might indicate, also increasing demand for 

training and certifications and NMFS’s training costs.     

 

NMFS may also have some costs for reviewing and approving individual Vessel Monitoring Plans (VMPs), 

which are each vessels individualized plans for equipment specifications, installation, and catch 

handling, and inspecting equipment installation on the vessel.  Annual labor and travel associated with 

this activity is estimated at $15,500 for 9 vessels, $31,000 for 20 vessels and $232,500-$310,000 for 400 

vessels.   

 

For the audit model, NMFS costs for auditing the service provider’s review of logbooks were estimated 

to be $46,795 for 20 vessels and $432,405-$525,905 for 400 vessels (Table 3), assuming NOAA Fisheries 

audits 5 percent of trips.  These costs include staff time and licenses for proprietary EM review software.  

Use of open source software would negate the cost of software licenses in this category.   For the 

optimized full retention model, the staff time and equipment costs to conduct periodic video reviews to 

audit the service providers are estimated at $26,295, assuming 5 percent of trips are audited. 

 

Program management cost is labor for a program manager, which is necessary to administer the new 

program, liaise with the service providers, vessel, and enforcement, and coordinate staff.   Program 

management cost is estimated at $86,000 annually, irrespective of the number of vessels participating in 

the program.   

 

Not included in these cost estimates is the cost of storing any EM data submitted by the service 

providers or sectors.  NMFS data storage costs would be driven by record-keeping and security 

requirements for EM data, which NMFS is still working to determine.   Alternately, NMFS may be able to 

get remote access to EM data and video stored by the provider, and reduce or eliminate its data storage 

costs (Van Oyen, pers. comm., 2014). 

TABLE 3:  NMFS COST RESPONSIBILITIES FOR ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAMS 

 

 
Estimated NMFS Cost Responsibilities for Audit and Optimized/Full Retention 

EM program models 

 Audit Model 
Optimized/Full  

Retention Model 

Program 
Component 

20 vessels 400 vessels 9 vessels 

EM Reviewer 
Training 

$25,000 $187,500 - $250,000 $12,500 

VMP Approval, 
Inspections 

$31,000 $232,500 - $310,000 $15,500 

EM Review Audit $46,795 $423,405 - $525,905 $26,295 
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Program 
Management 

$86,000 $86,000 $86,000 

Total $188,795 $929,405 - $1,171,905 $140,295 

 

 

Industry Costs for NEFOP-level observers and FMP-specific at-sea monitors.  The industry cost 

responsibilities are presented as costs per sea day because these costs are, for the most part, 

proportionally scalable to the number of sea days.  These per day costs by cost component are shown in 

the tables below.  This per day cost estimate does not include “Other costs of the provider to meet 

performance standards laid out by a fishery management plan” because those costs will not be known 

until the details are made explicit in subsequent management plans.  These costs are based on the 

period from October 2012 through May 2014 and are averaged across the three service providers. 

TABLE 4. INDUSTRY COST RESPONSIBILITIES FOR NEFOP AND AT-SEA MONITORING 

Industry Cost Responsibilities 
NEFOP-level observer cost per 
observed sea day (FY2013) 

Fishery Specific At-sea 
monitoring  cost per sea day 

Costs to the provider for 
deployments and sampling (e.g., 
travel and salary for observer 
deployments and debriefing) 

Sea day charges paid to 
providers: $640/day 
Travel: $71/day 
Meals: $22/day 
Other non-sea day charges:  
$12/day 

Sea day charge paid to 
providers: $561/day 
Travel: $67/day 
Meals: $18/day 
Other non-sea day charges: 
$14/day 

Equipment, as specified by 
NMFS, to the extent not 
provided by NMFS 

$11/day  

Costs to the provider for 
observer time and travel to a 
scheduled deployment that 
doesn't sail and was not canceled 
by the vessel prior to the sail 
time. 

$1/day  

Provider overhead and project 
management costs not included 
in sea day charges above (e.g., 
per diem costs for trainees) 

Training: $61/day Training: $50/day 

Other costs of the provider to 
meet performance standards laid 
out by a fishery management 
plan 

TBD – won’t know these costs 
until an industry funded observer 
coverage program is 
implemented in a fishery 

TBD – won’t know these costs 
until an industry funded 
observer coverage program is 
implemented in a fishery 

Total (not including other costs) $818/day $710/day 

 

Additional estimates for industry contributions for NEFOP-level observer coverage and the groundfish 

at-sea monitoring program were provided in the Fisheries Monitoring Roadmap (Lowman et al., 2013).  
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This report based the estimated costs on the 2011 fiscal year.  For 2011, the industry cost for NEFOP-

level coverage was estimated at $917 per sea day, and the industry cost groundfish at-sea monitoring 

was estimated at $847 per sea day.  These additional estimates are provided to highlight the inter-

annual variability in the sea day estimate for NMFS and industry costs, as outlined in the introduction 

(Section 1.0). 

Industry cost responsibilities for dockside monitoring.  The industry costs of a dockside monitoring 

program are generally broken into several components:  Program management and overhead costs of 

the provider company; travel costs for the monitor to travel from home or office to offload port, for 

non-principle ports; and hourly salary for the monitor, including, in some instances, waiting time at the 

dock.   

 

A number of example industry costs for dockside monitoring are presented below.  Dockside monitoring 

costs can be represented in three ways: 1) as a cost per sea day; 2) as a cost per landing event; and 3) as 

a cost per pound landed.  The paragraphs below will discuss the different available estimates of 

dockside monitoring costs using each of these representations, and the pros and cons of each 

representation. 

 

 Cost per sea day – This document uses a cost estimate of $106 per sea day based on publicized 

estimates for other dockside monitoring programs.   In particular, the estimate is influenced by 

the industry costs for the NE Multispecies dockside monitoring program.  The Fisheries 

Monitoring Roadmap (Lowman et al., 2013) provides per sea day rates of $51 and $82 for 

dockside monitoring for the British Columbia Hook and Line Groundfish fishery and the Pacific 

Groundfish (non-whiting) IFQ fishery, respectively.  The “cost per sea day” representation makes 

the cost of dockside monitoring easy to compare against industry costs for at-sea and electronic 

monitoring.  However, this representation of dockside monitoring costs implies that costs scale 

linearly with trip length, which does not accurately represent dockside monitoring costs.  For 

example, if we assume the cost for monitoring is $106 per sea day, then a 3 day trip would cost 

$318 and 10 day trip would cost $1,060 to monitor.  However, a 10-day trip could come back 

with its hold only half full with fish, or a 3-day trip could come back with a full hold.  In this 

example, the 3-day trip with the full hold would actually cost more to monitor than the 10-day 

trip.   

 Cost per landing event - The average cost per landing event for the NE Multispecies groundfish 

dockside monitoring program ranged from $36.87-$212.32 for all sectors.  Though this range is a 

more accurate representation of costs than the cost per sea day representations, it is not easy 

to compare against industry costs for at-sea and electronic monitoring. 

 Cost per pound of fish landed – The analysis assumes the cost per pound landed for each 

specific FMP is the most accurate way to represent the potential industry costs for monitoring.  

The average cost per pound of groundfish landed for the NE Multispecies groundfish dockside 

monitoring program range ranged from $0.006-$0.12 per pound for all sectors.  The average 

cost per pound landed and per trip is inversely related to the average pounds landed – that is, 

larger trips are less expensive to monitor, by pound, than smaller trips.  This was due to several 



P a g e  | 6 

 

Appendix 2 – Cost Estimates  January 27, 2016 

factors, including that larger trips typically landed in a principle port (no roving monitor required 

and, depending on the location, no travel costs) and much of the cost of providing a monitor is 

fixed, due to the logistics of having monitors present while vessels land their catch (e.g., 

insurance, administrative costs).  The analysis uses estimated a cost of $0.002 per pound of 

herring landed, based on state dockside monitoring programs for herring, to analyze the 

economic impacts of Herring Alternative 2.3 and 2.4 and Mackerel Alternative 2.3 and 2.4. 

Industry cost responsibilities for electronic monitoring.  Portions of the discussion that follows 
were originally included in the March 2015 version of the Environmental Assessment for the 
Omnibus Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Amendment.   The description of costs 
and costs responsibilities below is generalized to encompass a range of potential program 
designs.   

The economic impacts associated with the alternative to implement an electronic video 
monitoring program for one or more fisheries in the Greater Atlantic Region are derived directly 
from the expected costs to purchase, install, and maintain the electronic monitoring systems.  
Industry would be required to purchase, install, and maintain the electronic monitoring 
equipment aboard their vessels.   

Based on cost estimates as of May 2006, it is likely that the cost to purchase a complete 
electronic video monitoring system would be approximately $7,200 per vessel (Archipelago 
Marine Research, Ltd. 2006).1, 2  Installation costs are highly variable and depend upon the size 
of the vessel, the number of cameras to be installed, and other complicating factors such as the 
need to retrofit the vessel to support the installation of the equipment.  Kinsolving (2006) 
estimates installation costs as ranging from $650 to $4,225 per vessel, based on a service rate 
of $65 per hour and the installation time ranging from 10 hours to as many as 65 hours per 
vessel, depending on the aforementioned complexity.  In addition to the cost to purchase and 
install a system, it is expected that an annual registration fee would be required by the 
contractor providing the equipment and this is estimated to be approximately $600 per year.  
Maintenance costs would be expected to vary, but for the purposes of analysis, Kinsolving’s 
(2006) estimate of $975 per year is used.  The total first year costs would be approximately 
$10,200 per vessel, with continuing costs of approximately $1,600 per vessel per year for the 
second year and beyond (see Error! Reference source not found.). 

                                                           

1 Archipelago Marine Research, Ltd. (2006), identifies the costs to purchase, install, and maintain a complete 
electronic monitoring system.  While this fee schedule is focused on the British Columbia groundfish longline 
fisheries, the costs identified are presumed to be transferable to other fisheries.  Published costs in Canadian 
dollars were converted to U.S. dollars based on the published exchange rate for September 7, 2006. 

2 Kinsolving (2006) also provides estimates of the cost to purchase a complete electronic monitoring system, 
ranging from $4,250, if off-the-shelf components are used, to $8,000 if a package system is purchased from an 
approved contractor.  For the purposes of this analysis, the costs published by Archipelago Marine Research, 
Ltd. (2006), were used to simplify the analysis and to clearly identify the source of the costs used. 
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TABLE 5. ESTIMATED COSTS PER FISHING VESSEL TO PURCHASE, INSTALL, AND MAINTAIN AN ELECTRONIC 

VIDEO MONITORING SYSTEM (ARCHIPELAGO MARINE RESEARCH, LTD. 2006; KINSOLVING 2006). 

 
Year 1  

(per vessel) 
Year 2+ (per vessel) 

Equipment purchase $7,194 N/A 

Installation costs (average) $2,438 N/A 

Annual program registration fee $608 $608 

Annual maintenance N/A $975 

Total $10,240 $1,583 

The information presented above and in Error! Reference source not found. provide an 
estimate of the per vessel costs of implementing an industry-funded electronic monitoring 
requirement.  The next step is to estimate the number of affected vessels within the fisheries 
for which this alternative would be considered.   

The costs discussed above address only the purchase, installation, and annual maintenance of 
the electronic video monitoring systems, but do not address the costs associated with 
extracting the data from the video recording systems, or storing, maintaining, editing, and 
reviewing the data.   

Agency or contractor personnel would be required to obtain the video data from fishing vessels 
(either through dockside extraction or a mail-in hard drive exchange program), to review the 
video footage in order to document discard events, to oversee and perform quality control on 
the extracted data, and to archive and maintain the data.  Video reviewing and data archiving 
equipment would also be required.  Kinsolving (2006) estimates that data storage systems 
would be required to support approximately 20 terabytes of data per year, but this was an 
estimate solely for the Pacific rockfish pilot program, which has a fleet of approximately 25 
vessels (consolidating to 18 active vessels) that make an average of seven fishing trips per year, 
with trips averaging 3 days each.  Therefore, extrapolating to determine the data storage needs 
were this program implemented in the Greater Atlantic Region would most likely be orders of 
magnitude greater.   

Potential Industry Cost Saving with Electronic Monitoring and Portside Monitoring.  For both 

electronic monitoring and portside monitoring it is difficult to predict whether and/or how 

costs may change if industry is contracting directly with providers (versus the federal 

government contracting with providers).  General program overhead/management is a 

substantial part of the costs and it is difficult to know whether these costs will be reduced when 

industry is contracting with providers, and if so how much.  Based on the amount of 

coverage/monitoring several potential cost savings have been identified however, as described 

below.  It is also important to remember that all of these cost figures (including the original 

values) are estimates, and may be higher or lower than actual costs once implemented. 
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Electronic Monitoring 

Based on “A Cost Comparison of At‐Sea Observers and Electronic Monitoring for a 

Hypothetical Midwater Trawl Herring/Mackerel Fishery.” 

https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/stories/2015/september/em_cost_assessment

_for_gar_herring_150904_v6.pdf  

100% recording, 100% Review: $325 

Haulback Recording Only, 100% Review: $248 - Reduction: $78 of the $160 data services cost 

(49%).    [(325 – (.49*160)) = (325 – 78) = $248].  $82 of data services costs remaining. 

Haulback Recording Only, 50% Review: $218 - $61 is the cost for haulback review, so if only half 

of the trips are reviewed, this would save about another $30.  [(248 – (61/2)) = (248 – 30.5) = 

$218] 

Field Services are $78/day, and “Field services costs are largely driven by the frequency of hard 

drive retrievals from the vessel, and the associated travel and labor costs.”  “Repair and 

technical support needs also drive field services costs.”  However, the document also states 

that repair and technical support costs were low because it was believed that minor problems 

could be addressed during data retrieval.  If 25% of costs were repair and technical support but 

this amount doubled due to additional single purpose technical support trips, an overall 40% 

savings from mailing hard drives appears reasonable.  40% of $78 = $31.  Saving $31 would 

reduce the overall cost to around $187 per seaday.  [(218 – 31) = $187] 

Portside Monitoring 

The Portside Monitoring cost estimate is $5.12/mt, but this includes administration costs that 

have been borne by the State of Massachusetts, and could be paid for by NMFS (subject to 

funds being available to run such a program).  For NEFOP observers, the administrative cost for 

NMFS is approximately 37% ($479 NMFS cost $818 at-sea industry cost - 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/150929-NEFMC-Meeting-Presentation-without-

notes.pdf, slide 32).  If one assumes that 25% or 33% of these costs would not be directed at 

vessels (conservatively less than 37%), the cost for vessels per mt would be $3.84/mt and 

$3.41/mt respectively. 

If only 50% of trips were sampled, while any particular trip might still have to pay $3.84/mt or 

$3.41/mt, over the course of a year it should reduce average costs to $1.92/mt or $1.71/mt.  

The table below describes the total costs for trips landing different amounts of fish, and daily 

costs assuming a 3-day trip. 

https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/stories/2015/september/em_cost_assessment_for_gar_herring_150904_v6.pdf
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/stories/2015/september/em_cost_assessment_for_gar_herring_150904_v6.pdf
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/150929-NEFMC-Meeting-Presentation-without-notes.pdf
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/150929-NEFMC-Meeting-Presentation-without-notes.pdf
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Full Cost $5.12 $5.12

Cost less Admin $3.84 $3.41

50% Coverage $1.92 $1.71

100 mt trip cost $192 $64 $171 $57

200 mt trip cost $384 $128 $341 $114

300 mt trip cost $576 $192 $512 $171

400 mt trip cost $768 $256 $683 $228

Per day cost 

with 3/day 

trip

Per day cost 

with 3/day 

trip

25% Admin 33% Admin

      

 

Table 6 summarizes the ways that sea day costs can be minimized reduced in an industry-

funded monitoring program.  The discussion provided in Table 6 was generated from 

information provided by NEFOP personnel, observers, and representatives from service 

providers in the northeast and west coast.  To the extent that the issues identified in Table 6 

can be addressed through the management measures that establish/implement the IFM 

program, sea day costs borne by the fishing industry can be reduced.
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TABLE 6  SUMMARY DISCUSSION – HOW TO REDUCE SEA DAY COSTS 

How to Reduce Sea Day Costs Discussion/Rationale 

Build from existing observer 
sampling protocols; do not require 
new/different data to be collected 

 Collecting data in a new/different way will require modifications to existing 
observer sampling protocols and training procedures, new/revised 
manuals/logs, possibly new/additional sampling equipment, and database 
design or restructure; this could increase administrative and training costs 

Eliminate SCA and related 
regulatory requirements for Federal 
contracts 

 Federal requirements for wage structure/overtime/paid holidays/vacation are 
not necessary for contracts between vessels/providers; without specifically 
implementing these requirements as part of the IFM regulations, wage 
structure and benefits for employees would be determined by individual 
service provider companies; MRAG report (June 2012) estimates that 
eliminating these requirements may reduce costs by $50-$100 per sea day; 

 FLSA and other Federal labor laws would still apply to service provider 
companies; however, eliminating the SCA requirements from IFM regulations 
is likely to result in some reduction in sea day cost; 

 Not likely to result in $100 per sea day cost savings in this region due to 
existing pay structure/benefits for observers required by Federal contracts 

"Grandfather in" current service 
providers approved for NEFOP 
observer coverage and GF ASM 
programs – approve these providers 
immediately for any new, fishery-
specific ASM program 

 Reduces expense of applying/re-approving service provider companies already 
approved for other programs in the region; observers/monitors for approved 
service providers would still need to be certified for existing monitoring 
programs to participate as fishery-specific at-sea monitors; 

 Allows vessels to select from multiple service providers when program is 
established; increases negotiating opportunities for vessels at onset of 
program by creating competition between companies; 

 Provides opportunity for existing service providers to offer more work days to 
their observers (could reduce staff/overhead expenses for both programs) 

Allow cross-certification of NEFOP 
and GF ASM observers for new, 
fishery-specific ASM programs; 
combine/overlap training and 
recertification whenever possible 

 Cross-training and applying training courses to multiple certifications reduces 
training costs (travel, hotel, per diem for service providers); 

 Reduces equipment costs for service providers – no need to purchase 
duplicative equipment 

 As previously noted, this may reduce overhead costs for service providers by 
providing their observers with a greater number of days to work (improving 
ability for service providers to retain full-time employees) 
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Table 6 continued.  Summary Discussion – How to Reduce Sea Day Costs 

How to Reduce Sea Day Costs Discussion/Rationale 

Provide detailed information about 
fishing patterns for vessels 
participating in the industry-funded 
monitoring program 

 Allows providers to more accurately estimate manpower/resources needed, 
logistics, overhead, and travel costs - reduces need for providers to over-
estimate these costs to cover expenses that cannot be predicted prior to the 
start of the year; 

 Increases predictability of fishery for observer/monitor deployment;  

 Increases efficiency for service providers 

Minimize observer deployment 
logistics 

 Simplifying the selection process for vessels/trips that require industry-funded 
observers/monitors reduces costs for service providers because vessel 
selection/notification would not require additional staff or resources 

Allow industry to negotiate less 
significant costs with providers 

 Structure the provisions in the industry-funded monitoring program to allow 
the industry to negotiate as many minor costs as possible with service 
providers, to better meet their individual vessel needs circumstances; 

 These may include costs for trip cancellations and no-shows, meal 
reimbursements, partial day/hourly billing (see below), land-hour rates (if 
necessary), or other costs 

Encourage service 
providers/industry to negotiate 
billing by partial days (versus 24 
hour days) 

 Sea scallop regulations 648.11(g)(5)(i)(A)(2) state that "For the purposes of 
determining a daily rate…a service provider may charge a vessel owner for not 
more than the time an observer boards a vessel until the vessel disembarks 
(dock to dock), where a day is defined as a 24-hour period, and portions of 
other days would be pro-rated at an hourly charge." 

 Industry participants should be aware that this can be negotiated in contracts 
with providers; may be an opportunity to reduce sea day costs for some 
vessels depending on fishing operations; 

 Consideration should be given to the possibility of land hour time for 
observers/monitors, which may be necessary if days are billed partially or by 
the hour 

Allow observers to be deployed on 
the same vessel for more than two 
consecutive multi-day trips, and 
more than twice in any given month 
for multi-day deployments 

 Prohibited in current regulations for industry-funded observer coverage, 
implemented in SBRM amendment 

 Increases flexibility and reduces travel costs for service providers; appears to 
be consistent with regulations for Groundfish ASM 
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Table 6 continued.  Summary Discussion – How to Reduce Sea Day Costs 

How to Reduce Sea Day Costs Discussion/Rationale 

Encourage vessels in close 
proximity to negotiate contracts 
together so that they can utilize the 
same observers and minimize travel 
expenses 

 Industry can reduce costs by collaborating with vessels that fish from same 
ports and/or during same seasons to reduce travel and related costs for 
observers/monitors 

Streamline debriefing and re-
certification requirements 

 Reduces costs to service providers (travel/per diem) 

Insurance 

 There may be ways to reduce/streamline insurance requirements to reduce 
costs for providers.  To the extent that duplicative or redundant insurance 
requirements can be eliminated, costs can be reduced.  This issue requires 
further investigation.   

Combine the IFM programs for 
multiple fisheries, when 
appropriate 

 Would reduce complexity (PTNS, deployment, travel) and increase efficiency 
for service providers; increases number of sea days for amortizing 
travel/training expenses over the year; 

 Could increase the total number of work days available for ASM-certified 
observers/monitors and may reduce staff/overhead costs for service providers 

 

Cost drivers for electronic monitoring.  There are a number of variables in the design of an electronic 

monitoring program.  The text below briefly summarizes some of the program specifications related to 

data submission, video review, video audit, and data storage that can reduce the industry contribution 

for electronic monitoring programs.   

 

Data Submission 

 

 Allow the hard drives that store EM footage to be submitted by mail, rather than requiring them 
to be retrieved by a technician.  

 For fisheries that have dockside monitoring programs in addition to EM, consider having 
dockside monitor retrieve/transmit hard drives. 
 

Video Review 

 Design a random sampling program to select trips or portions of trips (i.e., around haulback on 
herring and mackerel trips) from which video would be reviewed. 

 For audit approaches, specify an assumed discard rate in lieu of additional video review in the 
instances where the EM validation fails. 

 Documentation of discards at the species level, including identifying and counting the fish and 
measuring the length of the fish, for only a few species of interest (e.g., only species in the NE 
multispecies complex on groundfish trips).  

 Software solutions may be able to automate review of portions of video footage. 
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Data storage 

 Allow video data to be stored in the “cloud” (as permitted within security and data 
confidentiality regulations).  

 Determine the lowest possible frame rate and image resolution necessary to document the 
activity of interest for the EM program.  Slow activities such as identifying large objects in a pile 
of fish being sorted, requires more frames per second.  The higher the frame rate, the more 
likely it is that the camera will capture detailed information. Similarly, identifying fish to species 
requires higher resolution than verifying when fishing gear is deployed.  Higher frame rate and 
resolution results in larger video files and requires additional storage requirements.  

 


