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Abstract
This is a new, temporary collection of information pursuant to Amendment 15 to the 2006 Consolidated Atlantic Highly Migratory Species (HMS) Fishery Management Plan (FMP) (Amendment 15) and associated rulemaking, or RIN 0648-BI10. This temporary collection, OMB Control Number 0648-0816, was created due to timing conflicts with OMB Control Number 0648-0372, which came up for renewal before publication of the final rule for Amendment 15. Once 0648-0372 is renewed and the Amendment 15 final rule information collection is approved, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will submit a request to merge this temporary collection into 0648-0372. Amendment 15 will establish two pelagic longline (PLL) monitoring areas, in which PLL vessels that are approved to fish will be required to report interactions with select bycatch species by set via their vessel monitoring system (VMS) units.
Several changes were made to this information collection (ICR) from the proposed to the final rule that resulted in changes to the burden and cost estimates for this collection. Previously, NMFS had proposed to make the pelagic longline fleet responsible for covering their EM monitoring costs consistent with the NOAA Cost Allocation Policy (Procedure 04-115-02). Based in part on public comment, NMFS has decided to maintain the status quo, and continue to cover these costs, for now, for vessels fishing outside of the proposed monitoring areas. However, vessel owners would still need to pay for and arrange for video review of sets from trips that occur wholly or in part in monitoring areas. Under the proposed rule, 100 percent of sets for trips that occurred within the monitoring areas were to be reviewed, but under the final rule that sampling rate has been lowered to 50 percent. To mitigate the economic impact of this added cost to the PLL fleet, NMFS is still establishing a vendor certification process to encourage additional EM vendors to enter the market, and decrease costs through competition and by leveraging the existing infrastructure of vendors already providing video services to other fisheries. However, vessel owners would only be allowed to employ these vendors for EM monitoring and video review for trips within the monitoring areas. For trips outside of monitoring areas, where NMFS will still pay for EM monitoring, vessel owners must continue to use the government contracted EM vendor. Additionally, NMFS has increased the effort caps for pelagic longline sets conducted within the monitoring areas, based on public comments expressing concerns that the proposed caps were too low to provide the needed data to evaluate the effectiveness of closed areas. This increase in the monitoring area effort caps will result in higher burden estimates as vessel owners will be required to submit effort and catch reports via their VMS units for each set within the monitoring areas.




Justification
1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary. Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection. Attach a copy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulation mandating or authorizing the collection of information.
The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to regulate fisheries for Atlantic HMS pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act; 16 U.S.C. 1801 et. seq.) and consistent with the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of 1975 (ATCA; 16 U.S.C. 971 et. seq.), as amended. Under ATCA, the Secretary of Commerce is required to promulgate regulations as may be necessary and appropriate to implement binding recommendations adopted by the International Commission on the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).
To comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and ATCA, NMFS uses a variety of conservation and management measures to maintain appropriate levels of catch consistent with applicable science-based quotas or other management goals, to limit bycatch to the extent practicable, and to limit interactions with protected species as required. HMS management measures include permitting requirements, regional and seasonal quotas, reporting and monitoring requirements, gear restrictions, closed areas, minimum fish sizes, trip limits, and others. Of particular relevance to this document are management measures commonly referred to as “spatial management areas” which refer to a range of different fisheries conservation and management measures that are based on geographic area (e.g., time/area closures, gear restricted areas, and monitoring areas). Spatial management areas are typically discrete geographic areas where certain types of fishing are restricted or prohibited (usually by restricting a particular type of gear) for limited periods or the entire year and can be particularly effective in reducing or eliminating fishing interactions between particular species and gears. 
[bookmark: _5exoftw22mro]Since 1999, NMFS has implemented a number of spatial management areas that curtail or prohibit fishing for certain HMS or that restrict the use of certain HMS gear types. Some of these spatial management areas have been in place for up to 20 years and the prohibition on fishing during all or part of the year has led to a commensurate decrease in fishery-dependent data. Without these data, NMFS is unable to assess the effectiveness of the existing closed areas in meeting conservation and management goals. The need to assess the effectiveness of spatial management measures is heightened due to the static nature of the existing spatial management measures, the highly dynamic nature of HMS fisheries, and the highly dynamic nature of the ocean environment. When each of the areas was implemented, NMFS stated its intent that they be monitored, and that NMFS might reconfigure them in the future. NMFS is following through with that intent in Amendment 15 to the 2006 Consolidated HMS FMP. 
[bookmark: _itjmh64wrr7q][bookmark: _kncacqyywtda]Under Amendment 15, NMFS will modify four spatial management areas. In two of those four areas, Amendment 15 will establish monitoring areas where limited fishing would be allowed provided vessel owners/operators follow strict effort and reporting requirements. Specifically, PLL vessel operators will be required to declare when they are fishing within these monitoring areas as part of their already required pre-trip or in-trip VMS hail-outs. Current VMS catch reporting requirements would be expanded to include blue marlin, white marlin, roundscale spearfish, sailfish, leatherback sea turtles, loggerhead sea turtles, and shortfin mako sharks in addition to the current bluefin tuna reporting requirements. Reports via VMS units must be made within 12 hours of the completion of each set on these trips. Additionally, when submitting video data to an approved vendor for video review, PLL vessel owners would need to arrange and pay for expanded video review of sets that occurred on trips operating wholly or in part in monitoring areas. In those instances, 50 percent of the sets would need to be reviewed at the vessel owner’s expense. Amendment 15 would also open the HMS EM program up to additional vendors for fishermen operating in newly designated monitoring areas, and establish application and reporting standards for potential EM vendors.

2. Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used. Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.

Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) – Requirement for PLL vessels fishing in spatial monitoring areas
Access to monitoring areas would include two additional reporting requirements using VMS. No vessels are required to fish in the monitoring areas; only those that voluntarily decide to go into the monitoring areas would need to meet these two additional requirements. First, vessel operators that intend to fish in a monitoring area would need to declare that intention via VMS as part of their already required pre-trip or in-trip hail-out report. Second, vessel operators would be required to report the catch of the following species, in addition to current bluefin tuna reporting requirements, through VMS within 12 hours after the end of a longline set: blue marlin, white marlin, roundscale spearfish, sailfish, leatherback sea turtles, loggerhead sea turtles, and shortfin mako sharks. Vessels would be allowed to fish inside and outside of a monitoring area on the same trip, but any fishing effort would be considered to have occurred from within the monitoring area. 

EM system – Requirement for PLL vessels operating in monitoring areas
Currently, all HMS pelagic longline vessels are already required to have a functioning EM system on board and powered on when fishing. To date, NMFS has paid 100 percent of the cost of the program through contracts with two vendors to install and maintain EM equipment on the vessels and to receive and review video footage and metadata. NMFS uses the recorded data to verify the accuracy of counts and identification of bluefin tuna reported by the vessel owner/operator in support of the bluefin tuna individual bluefin quota (IBQ) program. EM enables the collection of video images that may be used in conjunction with other sources of information to verify or estimate bluefin catch, or monitor shortfin mako retention, consistent with international obligations. 
Amendment 15 would not alter the fleet-wide EM requirements in support of the bluefin tuna IBQ program. Amendment 15 would, however, implement changes to EM requirements when fishing in newly designated monitoring areas. Vessel owners who decide to fish in the monitoring areas would be responsible for arranging and paying for enhanced EM video review. No vessels are required to fish in the monitoring areas; only those that voluntarily decide to go into the monitoring areas would need to meet this EM requirement. While NMFS would continue to cover EM sampling costs for PLL trips conducted exclusively outside of the new monitoring areas, all PLL vessel owners that deploy PLL gear within the established monitoring areas will be required to cover the EM sampling costs associated with the additional video review of 50 percent of sets required within those areas. For trips conducted wholly or partially within a monitoring area, the vessel owner will have the choice of paying the NMFS-contracted EM provider for the extra video review, or they will be able to coordinate with another NMFS-approved EM service provider to provide support for EM requirements including equipment maintenance and replacement and review of video data. The owners of such vessels would then be required to properly maintain the video cameras and associated data recording and monitoring equipment, which will record all longline catch and relevant data regarding PLL gear retrieval. 
The policy identifies two broad categories of costs: sampling and administrative costs. For all EM programs, NMFS will be responsible for the administrative costs, including the costs of setting standards for such programs, monitoring program performance, and providing administrative support to address science, enforcement, and management needs. Vessel owners fishing in monitoring areas would be responsible for sampling costs including EM equipment, data storage, and video review. Tables 1 and 2 provide a detailed breakdown of these sampling and administrative cost categories, respectively. 
[bookmark: _urswizo2e7pc]
[bookmark: _qant0n59ezb9]As such, NMFS’ EM administrative costs will be included in its estimation of recoverable costs (see Amendment 15 FEIS, p. 3-88 and Section 3.6).
[bookmark: _q01v3p569ano]

[bookmark: _vm8aq940iuqn]Table 1.  EM Sampling Cost Categories* - paid for by the industry when fishing in monitoring areas
	Equipment purchases, leases and installation- including, but not limited to, the cameras, hard drives, video screens, software, and other materials needed to outfit the vessel to comply with the requirements of the EM program(s)

	Equipment maintenance and upkeep, including, but not limited to, regular software and system upgrades, ensuring that cameras are clean and free of debris, replacing cameras, monitors, and other equipment as needed, and periodically checking the system to ensure operation

	Training for captain and crew (as appropriate) to use, troubleshoot, and maintain EM equipment and systems while at sea

	Development and implementation of vessel monitoring plans (VMPs) (in coordination with NMFS or a NMFS-approved contractor), including identification of camera placement, catch handling protocols, and other requirements to facilitate third party video review

	Data transmittal, i.e., transmitting data collected through the EM system, including raw video, imagery, and associated metadata, to the appropriate review entity (or entities), whether by physical transfer of hard drives or sending data electronically, and tracking and oversight of data transmittal and storage

	Video processing and storage, including initial review, processing, and storage of data from EM video, imagery, and associated metadata. Processing may include both manual and automated methods to summarize the collected data.

	Service provider fees and overhead, including any fees or overhead the service provider charges as part of its EM system service contract with industry


*Based on NMFS Procedure 04-115-02, May 7, 2019

Table 2.  Electronic Monitoring Administrative Cost Categories* 
	Program administration support to address science, enforcement, and management needs, including staff time and equipment to develop and implement regulations, review VMPs, troubleshoot system issues that arise; facilitate communication between industry participants and EM service providers, as needed

	Certification of EM service providers, including staff time to review EM provider contracts and data from EM video and imagery to ensure data quality standards are met

	EM program sample design and performance monitoring, including costs to develop the required data elements to meet specific management objectives (e.g., bluefin tuna and the IBQ Program, shortfin mako shark monitoring, spatial management, or other), audit service provider reviewers, review video to determine optimal sampling rates, manage vessel selection processes, as needed, and analyze data to ensure quality and effective program performance

	Data analysis and storage of Federal records, including analysis of data that are transmitted to NMFS and storage of that data consistent with federal record retention requirements


[bookmark: _7869zeyize13]*Based on NMFS Procedure 04-115-02, May 7, 2019
[bookmark: _48qs1vzajnn6][bookmark: _cscdm2ch3bnx]
For all vessels issued an Atlantic Tunas Longline category permit that fish with PLL gear within the newly designated monitoring areas, vessel owners (or their representatives) must coordinate with a NMFS-approved vendor to provide support for EM requirements. An approved VMP must be prepared in partnership between the vessel owner and vendor and submitted to NMFS or a NMFS-designated entity for approval. Table 3 details the vessel owner requirements.

Table 3. Vessel Owner Requirements
	Cost responsibility and equipment

	Vessel owners would be responsible for obtaining required EM services and for EM sampling costs. It would be up to the vessel owner and approved EM vendor to agree upon a cost structure (e.g., flat cost per set submitted, an invoice for only those sets reviewed, or an annual subscription).

	Equipment currently installed on pelagic longline vessels would remain the property of NMFS. However, vessel owners and/or operators may choose to use the currently-installed equipment if the EM vendor they are using deems it appropriate. Any equipment costs accrued through an arrangement with an approved EM vendor to meet EM requirements in the monitoring areas would be the responsibility of vessel owners.

	Operational requirements

	Before embarking on a trip, vessel owners and/or operators must:
· Have on board and available for inspection an approved VMP (would only be valid when there is an existing, signed contract between vessel owner and vendor for EM services).
· Have implemented all of the requirements of the VMP by the dates noted in the VMP.

	Before deploying pelagic longline sets in Monitoring Areas (described in “D” packages above) a vessel owner and/or operator must declare such intent through pre-trip or in-trip hail out using VMS.

	Vessels may not fish in a monitoring area if the EM system designed for monitoring areas is not functioning properly, as determined by captain inspection, pre-trip system test, notification from vendor about poor or missing video, or other indications. 

	Vessels must abide by the relevant EM requirements triggered by the gear or location. Requirements in current 50 CFR 635.9 on EM system components, activating EM, ensuring proper continuous functioning of the EM system, and handling of fish remain the same

	Reporting

	Vessel owners and/or operators of a vessel fishing with pelagic longline gear within Monitoring Areas must report through VMS within 12 hours of the completion of each pelagic longline set: date and area of the set, number of hooks, the number of individuals of the following species that are retained, discarded dead, and discarded alive: blue marlin, white marlin, roundscale spearfish, sailfish, leatherback sea turtles, loggerhead sea turtles, and shortfin mako sharks.

	Vessels must also comply with other applicable notification, catch, and effort reporting requirements that may apply when fishing in Monitoring Areas.



Submission of video data
Under Amendment 15, upon completion of every other fishing trip, the vessel operator would be required to submit video data, likely as a removable hard drive, containing all data to the NMFS-approved EM service provider that they have contracted with. The NMFS-approved EM service providers, with the vessel owner or operators’ input, will develop and provide a written VMP, to document the standardized procedures relating to electronic monitoring and facilitate communication of such procedures to the vessel crew. The vessel owner or operator is responsible for ensuring that the EM system remains powered for the duration of each trip, if required, that cameras are cleaned routinely to ensure unobstructed views, and the EM system components are not tampered with.
[bookmark: _Toc116044798]
Electronic monitoring (EM) system – Vendor Requirements
NMFS would solicit vendors to perform the tasks included in Table 4 (e.g., install and maintain EM equipment; review EM video data), consistent with performance design standards. NMFS, or a NMFS-designated entity, would approve vendors that meet certain requirements, including meeting the technical performance standards provided in Table 4, and publish a list of approved vendors in the Federal Register, which would be made available to vessel owners. NMFS would reserve the right to remove vendors from the approved list if vendor performance standards are not being met or due to other circumstances where the vendor's services are not supporting EM management goals.


[bookmark: _Ref116044890][bookmark: _Toc116044533]Table 4.  Vendor Technical Performance Standards
	Technical ability and capacity

	Vendor must install and maintain EM equipment; receive and access video data; store video and metadata for length of time required under performance standards; and identify species in performance standard list.

	Video Review

	At the end of each quarter, vendors must review 50% of the sets submitted (randomly selected) and at least one set from each vessel that fished in Monitoring Areas. Vendor must review sets in time to meet the deadline for quarterly report requirements detailed below. 

	Video must be reviewed by competent staff trained in species identification and data processing and handling procedures. The EM vendor is responsible for training, and maintaining the skills of, staff who carry out EM field and data services.

	Must agree to additional video review at the request of NMFS to verify catch reports, and agree to provide information that NMFS needs for other conservation and management purposes, including regulatory enforcement.

	Work with vessel owners

	Must assist with the development of a VMP for each vessel, as detailed in the VMP section.

	Data integrity and storage

	Must store and archive video and metadata for 2 years after the date received.

	Communication with NMFS

	Must submit reports to NMFS within 3 months of the end of each quarter that must include the following information:
· List of vessels, trips, and sets submitted for review.
· List of vessels that did not submit any trips or sets for review
· Location, date, and time of all sets submitted for review.
· Identification of sets reviewed.
· Species caught and amounts (retained and discarded) from sets reviewed and disposition (dead or alive) of catch that is discarded. 
· Information of technical difficulties including poor video, no video, unreviewable video, misaligned camera angles and any other issues that prevent effective video review of catch.
· Information on how technical difficulties were addressed on the vessel and during the video review process.
· Metadata from all submitted trips and sets must accompany quarterly reports.

	Must promptly notify NMFS of any other issues (e.g., inability to obtain hard drives from a vessel) that may prevent proper functioning of the EM program in monitoring area.




The information in this collection could be used to calculate publicly disseminated information such as overall estimates of catch within monitoring areas. See responses in Question 10 of this Supporting Statement on confidentiality and privacy and Question 16 for more information on data dissemination and use. NMFS will retain control over personal information and pecuniary business information and safeguard it from improper access and use consistent with legal requirements and NOAA policy for confidentiality, privacy, and electronic information. For the information in the control of third party service providers, NMFS will monitor their compliance with the regulations that require they maintain the integrity, security, and confidentiality of the information consistent with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The information collection is designed to yield data that meet all information quality guidelines. Prior to dissemination, the information would be subjected to quality control measures and a pre-dissemination review pursuant to Section 515 of Public Law 106-554.
3. Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or other forms of information technology, e.g. permitting electronic submission of responses, and the basis for the decision for adopting this means of collection. Also, describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden.

EM is a cutting-edge technology that is being used by NMFS in select fisheries to complement logbook and observer coverage. Vessel logbooks require vessel operators to report sensitive information such as turtle and bluefin tuna bycatch, each of which can result in fishery closures. NMFS analyses comparing logbook and observer data from the same trip corroborate concerns that self-reported data can be inaccurate. NMFS requires EM as a means to verify self-reported bluefin tuna and other catch data. NMFS also uses EM to enforce the provision requiring that shortfin mako sharks be released alive, consistent with ICCAT recommendations.

4. Describe efforts to identify duplication. Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use for the purposes described in Question 2. 

NMFS is the sole authority responsible for managing the domestic HMS pelagic longline fishery, on behalf of the Secretary of Commerce. The HMS management program includes a high degree of internal coordination across NMFS regions, science centers, and headquarters offices. The distributed nature of the HMS staff specialists throughout the agency helps garner knowledge of other NMFS activities and helps the program avoid duplication and leverage other NMFS assets. 
When developing an HMS FMP amendment, NMFS coordinates with the HMS Advisory Panel (AP). The HMS AP includes citizens from HMS commercial and recreational fishing interests, environmental interests, academia, state fishery agencies, and federal fishery management councils. These individuals provide significant input and direction to NMFS, including the status of other fishery management or research programs and any potential for duplication of or similar reporting requirements in other fisheries. NMFS also coordinates directly with the states of the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts, and the federal fishery management councils and interstate marine fisheries commissions operating in these geographic areas.
Although some of the data collected via EM is also included in vessel logbooks and observer reports, simultaneous collection of these data are necessary as NMFS introduces and refines its EM requirements. Additionally, EM incentives accurate catch reporting in logbooks and VMS, providing a large amount of reliable data.

5. If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities, describe any methods used to minimize burden.

All owners of vessels with commercial permits for HMS, (i.e., swordfish, sharks, and tuna) are considered small entities. The introduction of EM, under Amendment 7, rather than expansion of observer coverage requirements in the PLL fleet was largely an effort to control costs for small businesses and the government. At the time, NMFS estimated that total annual costs of EM per vessel would be approximately $19,175 (installation and maintenance annualized over 5 years would be approximately $3,835) plus $225 per trip. In comparison, observer coverage is much more expensive. The Southeast Fisheries Science Center’s observer program estimates that observers cost approximately $1,145 per sea day. This equates to approximately $10,305 per trip for PLL vessels, which have an average trip length of nine days.
Currently, NMFS pays 100-percent of the cost of the PLL EM program through contracts with two vendors to install and maintain EM equipment on the vessels and to receive and review video footage and metadata, and for the time being will continue to do so for PLL trips conducted outside of the new monitoring areas. However, the measures in Amendment 15 will shift the funding burden of EM sampling costs to the industry for trips conducted wholly or in part within the new monitoring areas. Importantly, though, fishing in monitoring areas is completely voluntary and the areas were closed to fishing prior to implementation of Amendment 15. Thus, no additional impacts to vessel owners are expected for those that do not wish to participate in data collection in monitoring areas. 

6. Describe the consequence to Federal program or policy activities if the collection is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal obstacles to reducing burden.

Monitoring and enforcement are essential components of fisheries management. Monitoring fishing vessels facilitates enforcement of NMFS’ conservation and management regulations by enabling detection of violations. Monitoring also promotes compliance by having a general deterrent effect. Lack of proper monitoring and enforcement makes it difficult to gauge the effectiveness of conservation and management measures. In the case of overfished stocks, enforcement is necessary to prevent further overfishing and subsequent stock decline. 
If the EM portion of the collection was not conducted, NMFS may not be able to effectively implement and monitor bycatch in monitoring areas. Without the ability to monitor the monitoring areas, the management programs may be less effective and there may be greater incentive to underreport. Newly-designated monitoring areas provide the opportunity for data collection in areas previously-closed to fishing and real-time catch data from the areas allow NMFS to limit fishing in those areas if conditions warrant.
Real-time data collection enhances and improves the management of the limited quota allocations  because ICCAT quotas are accounted for on a yearly basis. Overharvests of U.S. quotas could impact other domestic user groups or result in an annual quota overharvest. ICCAT could assess a penalty if the United States overharvests its quota. Additionally, without real-time data, NMFS would be unable to effectively monitoring bycatch in the monitoring areas. If bycatch of some species (such as sea turtles) is higher than expected, the result could close the entire PLL fishery. Having real-time data would allow NMFS to assess whether the monitoring areas need to close so the entire fleet is not affected.  

7. Explain any special circumstances that require the collection to be conducted in a manner inconsistent with OMB guidelines. 
VMS effort, catch of various species, and bycatch would be reported per set, which is more frequent than OMB guidelines suggest. Daily reports would be required so that NMFS can track monitoring area effort and bycatch on a real-time basis. Accurate real-time data is necessary as the effort caps in the monitoring areas and expected catch of some species would be relatively small. 

8. If applicable, provide a copy and identify the date and page number of publications in the Federal Register of the agency's notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8 (d), soliciting comments on the information collection prior to submission to OMB. Summarize public comments received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments. Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.

NMFS published a proposed rule (RIN 0648-BI10) in the Federal Register on May 5, 2023 (88 FR 29050), and received numerous comments regarding the proposed EM cost allocations alternatives, the adequacy of the proposed bycatch effort caps for the monitoring areas, and the proposal to expand EM review coverage to 100 percent for pelagic longline sets within the monitoring areas. 

NMFS received many comments, including from state agencies, local governments, U.S. Senators, pelagic longline industry groups, EM vendors, and pelagic longline fishermen, expressing concerns with the proposed EM alternative (Alternative F2), which would have shifted the responsibility for EM sampling costs to the pelagic longline fleet, and the practicality of the proposal. Generally, commenters noted that transitioning the cost of EM from the Agency to the pelagic longline fleet could have negative economic impacts that would likely devastate local, state, and coastal communities along the east coast and Gulf of Mexico. Many commenters suggested that NMFS either continue to fund the EM program or remove the requirement from the current HMS regulations (Alternative F3), with several commenters stating that the EM Cost Allocation Policy appears inconsistent with various National Standards, the Magnuson-Stevens Act Limited Access Privilege Program cost recovery threshold, and E.O. 13985. In response, the proposed EM cost allocation alternative (Alternative F2) was changed to no action (Alternative F1) based in part on public comment. Many of these comments, particularly from industry participants and representatives and from EM vendors, indicated that the proposed alternative to modify the EM program fleetwide presented practical implementation impediments that NMFS believes warrant further consideration. For example, commenters noted that fleet-wide implementation difficulties like billing individual vessel owners and on-vessel support with a dispersed fleet. With respect to Alternative F3, the EM program continues to be needed to support compliance with the bluefin tuna IBQ program. Thus, Alternative F3 was not preferred at this time due to uncertain impacts on compliance with IBQ reporting requirements (OMB Control No. 0648-0677). While NMFS is not transferring the cost of EM for the entire fleet to the industry at this time, NMFS intends to initiate future rulemaking to consider modifications to the HMS EM program as appropriate. Additionally, the FEIS preferred alternative to implement monitoring areas inside the Charleston Bump and East Florida Coast Spatial Management Areas requires pelagic longline vessels voluntarily choosing to fish in monitoring areas to abide by enhanced EM requirements and for vessel owners to pay the associated sampling costs. Vessels fishing within monitoring areas will also still retain the option to contract with a separate EM vendor for when they are fishing within the monitoring areas.  As such, this ICR still includes burden estimates for potential EM vendors, but at reduced burden estimates then would be required if the original cost allocation proposal was retained. Vessels will still be required to use the government contracted EM vendor for all fishing outside of the monitoring areas.

Several commenters, including South Carolina Department of Natural Resources and North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries, stated that the calculated effort caps in the proposed monitoring areas are too low to collect adequate data to inform an assessment of the area. Some commenters stated that most of the sets would be made in a short period of time providing limited information over the duration of the monitoring area timing. Furthermore, once the effort cap is close to being reached, fishermen would be unlikely to embark on additional data collection trips to avoid broken trips (i.e., the effort cap is reached on the way to the fishing grounds or while fishing), reducing the effective size of the effort cap. Based in part on public comments and through inter-office coordination within NMFS, including with the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS refined the effort cap calculations, and increased them for both of the remaining monitoring areas. For the Charleston Bump monitoring area, the effort caps increased from a proposed 69 sets (February 1 through April 30/each year) to 380 sets (same time period). For the East Florida Coast monitoring area, the effort caps increased from a proposed 124 sets per year to 250 sets per year. These changes are relevant to this ICR as the rule requires vessels to submit VMS Effort and Catch Reports for each pelagic longline set within the monitoring areas, thus the increase in the bycatch caps represents a potential increase in the number of possible VMS responses and resulting burden hours. These increases are reflected in the revised burden tables.

South Carolina Department of Natural Resources commented that the requirement to pay for expanded EM review in the Charleston Bump Monitoring Area may dissuade fishermen from collecting data in the area. They suggested looking for ways to decrease the cost through a lower review rate or a combination of observers and EM on a subset of trips. NMFS received a comment that the 100-percent EM video data review requirement in monitoring areas (Sub-Alternative B3e) would be too expensive and would result in low data collection effort. After considering public comment and consistent with the goal of data collection, NMFS now prefers lowering the EM video review rate in the monitoring areas to 50 percent to ensure that conservation and management objectives are met. Under the revised Sub-Alternative B3e, NMFS anticipates that some vessels will choose to fish in the monitoring areas, and the 50-percent video review rate would provide detailed information on bycatch and incentivize accurate bycatch reporting by fishermen.
 
9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than remuneration of contractors or grantees.

No payments or gifts are to be offered as part of this information collection.

10. Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for the assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy. If the collection requires a systems of records notice (SORN) or privacy impact assessment (PIA), those should be cited and described here.

All VMS reports of vessel position, fishing effort, catch, and EM system video reports received by NMFS will be treated as confidential data to the extent required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act and NOAA Administrative Order 216-100. Assurances of this confidentiality are included in the small business compliance guide and individual correspondence with vessel owners.

11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual behavior or attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered private. This justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific uses to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.

No questions of a sensitive nature are asked.




12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.
Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements

To date, NMFS has provided funding for the PLL EM program for 113 PLL vessels, including equipment installation. There are no additional vessels with PLL permits and IBQ shares that have yet to install EM equipment. However, under Amendment 15, PLL vessels who voluntarily decide to fish in the monitoring areas would be responsible for the costs associated with EM sampling within Monitoring Areas beyond those costs associated with the IBQ program. 

A new reporting requirement for vessel operators under Amendment 15 would be the requirement for vessels who voluntarily decide to fish in the monitoring areas to submit bycatch reports via VMS within 12 hours of completing a PLL set on a trip that includes any fishing within a Monitoring Area. NMFS estimates up to 20 vessels would conduct sets within the monitoring areas, necessitating the submission of bycatch reports. We estimate each vessel would average approximately 32 sets on trips that include at least one set within a monitoring area, and at approximately 15 minutes per report this would result in 158 hours of annual reporting burden.


EM Service Provider Requirements

NMFS anticipates receiving applications from up to 4 service providers over the burden period. NMFS estimates it would take approximately 45 hours for the service provider to complete the application form and prepare the narrative statements that would set out how their systems and services would meet the necessary EM requirements, for a total annualized burden of 60 hours (4 providers x 45 hours/3 years). It is anticipated that one service provider application may be rejected over the course of the burden period, which is why the number of entities in Table 6 begins with 4 and is reduced to 3. 

NMFS anticipates it would take an additional 30 minutes to compile copies of contracts and additional documents, which would be provided to NMFS by certified providers (3 respondents) upon request. The annual total number of responses per provider is estimated at 7 contracts and 3 sets of additional documents for a total annualized burden of 3.5 hours (30 contracts x 1/2 hour x 3 providers/3 years) and 1.5 hours (10 contracts x 1/2 hour x 3 providers/3 years) respectively.

Provider appeal submissions would take approximately 4 hours to prepare. One response over 3 years is expected, for a total annualized burden of 1 hour (4 hours x 1 provider/3 years).

Requests to amend the service narratives contained in their applications are expected to take up to 2 hours to complete, depending on the nature of the change. One amendment is expected to be submitted from each of 3 providers annually, for a total annual burden of 6 hours.

Upon installing an EM system on a vessel, the EM service provider would be required to complete an EM System Certification Form and provide it to the vessel owner for inclusion in his final application. The form is expected to take 30 minutes to complete for each vessel, with a total number of 3 responses per year estimated (1/3 of the fleet fishing in Monitoring Areas). This results in a total annual burden of 4.5 hours.

Provider reports of requests for technical assistance from vessels would consist of an email to NMFS staff summarizing the incident and resolution. This report will take approximately up to 20 minutes to complete, including follow-up responses for clarification. A total of 10 reports are expected to be submitted each year by each of the 3 providers, for a total annual burden of 10 hours (20 minutes/60 minutes x 10 reports x 3 providers).

EM providers would be responsible for reviewing EM data and providing feedback to vessel operators, storing EM data, and reporting catch data and compliance issues to NMFS. Providers would provide quarterly reports to NMFS including all the data enumerated in Table 3 under quarterly reports. Each quarterly report will take approximately 40 hours to compile, resulting in a total annual burden of 480 hours (40 hours x 3 providers x 4 quarters). 

Providers would be required to submit non-compliance reports to NMFS whenever vessel operators fail to submit their EM data, or when regular trip reviews reveal violations of NMFS regulations regarding bluefin tuna or shortfin mako sharks. Assuming an average of one non-compliance report per vessel per year, this would result in approximately 10 hours of annual burden.

Following an EM trip, providers would be required to maintain video and associated metadata for a minimum of two years after the date the data is received. Upon request by NMFS or an authorized enforcement officer, the provider must produce EM data in the form of raw video and/or sensor data for QA/QC purposes. The time burden would be uploading the file to a secure website where NMFS could retrieve it or downloading to a hard drive and shipping it. 

The EM Service Provider’s employees must be available for quality assurance debriefings, if requested by NMFS or law enforcement personnel, following the submission of non-compliance reports. Assuming debriefings and follow-up take an average of 2 hours, and 7 non-compliance reports are submitted by each of the three vendors annually, this would result in a total annual burden of 42 hours (30 non-compliance reports x 3 vendors x 2 hours per debrief). 



Table 6.  Estimated number of annual respondents, responses, burden hours, and annual wage costs associated with HMS VMS and electronic monitoring requirements being implemented under Amendment 15.

	Information Collection
	Type of Respondent (e.g., Profession)
	# of Respondents
	Annual # of Responses / Respondent
	 Total # of Annual Responses
	Burden Hrs / Response
	Total Annual Burden Hrs
	Hourly Wage Rate  (for Type of Respondent)
	Total Annual Wage Burden Costs

	Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements (VOR)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mailing EM hard drives for monitoring area trips
	Fisherman
	20
	3
	60
	1
	60
	$26.18
	$1,570.80

	VMS Monitoring Area Effort and Catch Reports
	Fisherman
	20
	31.5
	630
	0.25
	158
	$26.18 
	$4,123.35 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EM Service Provider Requirements (EMSPR)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Application
	Program Manager
	4
	1
	4
	45
	60
	$61.04 
	$3,662.40 

	          Copy of contracts
	Program Manager
	3
	7
	21
	0.5
	3.5
	$61.04 
	$213.64 

	          Copies of additional documents
	Program Manager
	3
	3
	9
	0.5
	1.5
	$61.04 
	$91.56 

	    Appeal
	Program Manager
	1
	1
	1
	4
	4
	$61.04 
	$244.16 

	    Change to EMSP
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Program Manager
	3
	1
	3
	2
	6
	$61.04 
	$366.24 

	    EM System Certification Form
	Program Manager
	3
	3
	9
	0.5
	4.5
	$61.04 
	$274.68 

	    Vessel Monitoring Plans
	Program Manager
	3
	3
	9
	4
	36
	$61.04 
	$2,197.44 

	    Reports
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Quarterly EM Review Reports
	Program Manager
	3
	4
	12
	40
	480
	$61.04 
	$29,299.20 

	         Technical Assistance 
	Program Manager
	3
	10
	30
	0.33
	9.9
	$61.04 
	$604.30 

	         Non-compliance Reports
	Program Manager
	3
	10
	30
	0.33
	9.9
	$61.04 
	$604.30 

	 Data Storage
	Program Manager
	3
	20
	60
	0.25
	15
	$61.04 
	$915.60 

	   Debrief of EM Staff
	Program Manager
	3
	7
	21
	2
	42
	$61.04 
	$2,563.68 

	Totals
	 
	 
	407
	899
	 
	890
	 
	 $  46,731.35

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Number of Respondents and Burden hours differ from ROCIS due to rounding.

13. Provide an estimate for the total annual cost burden to respondents or record keepers resulting from the collection of information. (Do not include the cost of any hour burden already reflected on the burden worksheet).

Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements
Amendment 15 would also require PLL vessels to cover the costs associated with EM sampling within the monitoring areas which is reflected in Table 5. NMFS estimates maximum EM sampling costs of $280 to review the video for a single PLL set. Amendment 15 will require video review for 50 percent of all sets within monitoring areas, which at 6 sets on average per trip would equate to $840 per trip. Since PLL vessels are only required to submit their EM data every other trip, this would equate to $1,680 in EM sampling costs each time they submit their data. Given the effort cap of 630 sets across the two monitoring areas, NMFS estimates that 20 PLL vessels will participate in the monitoring program, and will average 6 trips a year within the monitoring areas.

Electronic Monitoring Service Provider Requirements
All EM Service Provider materials costs pertain to copies and postage.

Table 7. Summary of the estimated annual cost burden associated with E-MTU VMS and EM requirements in the Atlantic HMS fisheries being implemented under Amendment 15. 
	Information Collection
	# of Respondents
	Annual # of Responses / Respondent
	 Total # of Annual Responses
	Cost Burden / Respondent
	Total Annual Cost Burden

	Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements (VOR)
	
	
	
	
	

	    EM video processing fees for monitoring area trips
	20
	3
	60
	$1,680.00
	$100,800.00

	    VMS Monitoring Area Catch Reports
	20
	31.5
	630
	$0.00 
	$0.00 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EM Service Provider Requirements (EMSPR)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Application
	4
	1
	4
	$11.50 
	$46.00 

	          Copy of contracts
	3
	7
	21
	$1.55 
	$32.55 

	          Copies of additional documents
	3
	3
	9
	$1.55 
	$13.95 

	    Appeal
	1
	1
	1
	$16.30 
	$16.30 

	   Change to EMSP
	3
	1
	3
	$11.30 
	$33.90 

	    EM System Certification Form
	3
	3
	9
	$0.65 
	$5.85 

	    Vessel Monitoring Plans
	3
	3
	9
	$2.00 
	$18.00 

	    Reports
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Quarterly EM Review Reports
	3
	4
	12
	$0.00 
	$0.00 

	         Technical Assistance 
	3
	10
	30
	$0.00 
	$0.00 

	         Non-compliance Reports
	3
	10
	30
	$0.00 
	$0.00 

	         Data Storage
	3
	20
	60
	$13.00 
	$780.00 

	   Debrief of EM Staff
	3
	7
	21
	$0.00 
	$0.00 

	TOTALS
	24
	105
	899
	 $1,737.85 
	$101,746.55




14. Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government. Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include quantification of hours, operational expenses (such as equipment, overhead, printing, and support staff), and any other expense that would not have been incurred without this collection of information.

Table 8. Summary of the cost to the government for these information collections
	Cost Descriptions
	Grade/Step
	Loaded Salary /Cost
	% of Effort
	Fringe (if Applicable)
	Total Cost to Government

	Federal Oversight
	Band IV
	$136,847
	50%
	 
	 $67,923.50 

	Other Federal Positions
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Contractor Cost
	 
	$0
	
	
	$0

	Travel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Other Costs: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $67,923.50




15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments reported in ROCIS.

Program changes: Burden estimates and costs were adjusted to reflect several program changes, including a shift in EM sampling costs from the agency to the PLL fleet when fishing voluntarily within the new monitoring areas, new VMS bycatch reports for vessels fishing within monitoring areas under an EFP, and new reporting requirements for EM service providers.

Adjustments: There are no adjustments to the burden hours and costs as these are all new reporting requirements.

Table 9. Program respondent, response, and burden hour changes and adjustments

	Information Collection
	Respondents
	Responses
	Burden Hours
	Reason for change or adjustment

	
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	Current Renewal / Revision
	Previous Renewal / Revision
	

	Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mailing EM hard drives for monitoring area trips
	20
	20
	60
	60
	60
	60
	No change

	VMS Monitoring Area Catch Reports
	20
	 
	630
	 
	158
	 
	New collection

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EM Service Provider Requirements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Application
	4
	 
	4
	 
	60
	 
	New collection

	          Copy of contracts
	3
	 
	21
	 
	3.5
	 
	New collection

	          Copies of additional documents
	3
	 
	9
	 
	1.5
	 
	New collection

	    Appeal
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1.3
	 
	New collection

	Revision to Application
	3
	 
	3
	 
	6
	 
	New collection

	    EM System Certification Form
	3
	 
	9
	 
	4.5
	 
	New collection

	    Vessel Monitoring Plans
	3
	 
	9
	 
	36
	 
	New collection

	         Quarterly EM Review Reports
	3
	 
	12
	 
	480
	 
	New collection

	         Technical Assistance 
	3
	 
	30
	 
	9.9
	 
	New collection

	         Non-compliance Reports
	3
	 
	30
	 
	9.9
	 
	New collection

	         Data Storage
	3
	 
	60
	 
	15
	 
	New collection

	   Debrief of EM Staff
	3
	 
	21
	 
	42
	 
	New collection

	Total for Collection
	24 (unique)
	20 (unique)
	899
	60
	887
	60
	 

	Differences
	4
	839
	827
	 






Table 10. Program labor and miscellaneous cost changes and adjustments.

	Information Collection
	Labor Costs
	Miscellaneous Costs
	Reason for change or adjustment

	
	Current
	Previous
	Current
	Previous
	

	Vessel Owner/Operator Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	EM video processing fees for monitoring area trips
	$1,570.80 
	$1,465.20 
	$100,800.00 
	$0.00 
	Miscellaneous cost increase due to shifting sampling costs to fleet for EM video review in monitoring areas

	VMS Monitoring Area Catch Reports
	$4,123.35 
	 
	$0.00 
	 
	New collection

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EM Service Provider Requirements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Application
	$3,662.40 
	 
	$46.00 
	 
	New collection

	          Copy of contracts
	$213.64 
	 
	$32.55 
	 
	New collection

	          Copies of additional documents
	$91.56 
	 
	$13.95 
	 
	New collection

	    Appeal
	$81.39 
	 
	$16.30 
	 
	New collection

	    Change to EMSP
	$366.24 
	 
	$33.90 
	 
	New collection

	    EM System Certification Form
	$274.68 
	 
	$5.85 
	 
	New collection

	    Vessel Monitoring Plans
	$2,197.44 
	 
	$18.00 
	 
	New collection

	         Quarterly EM Review Reports
	$29,299.20 
	 
	$0.00 
	 
	New collection

	         Technical Assistance 
	$604.30 
	 
	$0.00 
	 
	New collection

	         Non-compliance Reports
	$604.30 
	 
	$0.00 
	 
	New collection

	         Data Storage
	$915.60 
	 
	$780.00 
	 
	New collection

	   Debrief of EM Staff
	$2,563.68 
	 
	$0.00 
	 
	New collection

	Totals
	$46,568.57 
	$1,465.20 
	$101,746.55 
	$0.00 
	 

	Difference
	$45,103 
	$101,747 
	 



16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication. Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used. Provide the time schedule for the entire project, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication dates, and other actions.

No formal scientific publications based on this program are planned at this time. The data will be used for enforcement, management reports, and drafting or evaluating fishery management plan amendments by NMFS. Position data will remain confidential and will only be revealed to the public in aggregated form.

17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.

All forms for this collection will display the OMB Control Number and expiration date. It is not practical to place the OMB Control Number and expiration date VMS and EM units as these are electronic units.

18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in “Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions."

The agency certifies compliance with 5 CFR 1320.9 and the related provisions of 5 CFR 1320.8(b)(3).

 
