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1 Executive Summary

This discussion paper provides information and recommendations about the four Economic Data

Reporting (EDR) programs that the North Pacific Fisanagement Council (Council) and the

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) have implemented in the federally managed groundfish and

crab fisheries off Alaska. The EDRs gather various levels of ownership, revenue, cost, vessel operations,

and employmeninformation from vessel owners, vessel operators, processors, permit holders, and
leaseholders who patrticipate in several of the catch share programs in the North Pacific fisheries. In

general, the purpose of the EDR requirements is to gather informationtmpr ove t he Counci |
analyze the economic effects of catch share or rationalization programs, to understand the economic
performance of participants in these programs, and to help estimate impacts of future issues, problems, or
proposed revisns to the programs covered by the EDRSs.

The following four EDRs are addressed in this discussion paper:

0 BSAI Crab EDR, implemented in 2006rab EDR);

0 Trawl Catcher/Processor (CP) EDR implemented in 2007 for Amendment 80, and in 2015 for
CPs operatingn the GOA groundfish fisherie®\80 EDR;

0 BS Chinook salmobycatch management program EDR for participants in the BS pollock
fishery, implemented in 201291 EDR; and

0 GOA trawl EDRs for trawl catcher vessels operating in the GOA and processorsilikiegies

from these vessels, implemented in 206®A Trawl EDR.

The Council discussed the EDRs in several meetings during 2018. Public testimony at the February and

April 2018 Council meetings noted that the EDR programs had been in effect for senant

testimony focused on whether the EDR requirements for the GOA trawl catcher vessels and processors

had met the Council s purpose and need to coll ect
potential future GOA catch share program. Also atApril 2018 meeting, the Council reviewed a

di scussion paper prepared by NMFS that provided i
Council review all of its regulations to identify any that were outdated, unnecessary, ineffective or could
befurter streamlined (NMFS, 2018) which included a r
discussion of the EDR requirements as a possible area of regulations for future Council review. Later in

the April 2018 meeting, in response to this public comment atliefudiscussion among Council

members, the Council requested that NMFS prepare a discussion paper that describes the EDR

requirements for all programs, explains how the data are used, and provides estimates of the costs of
complying with the EDR requiremet s. The Council 6s motion stated th
information in the discussion paper to determine if revisions to EDR requirements are needed and, if so,

the priority and process for analysis of proposed revisions. This discussiomppapées the information

requested by the Council in April 2018.

Requirements and Guidance for Economic Analyses

A variety of Federal laws and Executive Orders require the preparation of a written analysis of the
economic impacts of proposed fishery camation and management actions developed by the Council.
Foremost among these are the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), Executive Order
(E.O.12866), and, more recently, E.O. 13771.

The MSA requires that the Councils prepare fishery management plans for each fishery under its
authority that requires conservation and management (section 302(h)(1)), with Section 303 of the MSA
specifying the caoients of the FMPs. Many of these content requirements are related to economic aspects
of the fisheries, including requirements for information about the participants, gear types, operational

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 2



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

modes, harvest levels, revenue, and the cost likely to be iddarreanagement. The MSA also requires

that any FMP or FMP amendment must be consistent with ten national standards (section 301(a)). Each of
the national standards has some relation to economic aspects of the fisheries. However, the most direct
referenceso economic impacts are National Standard 1(NS1) which relates to achieving optimum

yield, National Standard 4 (NS4) which mandates the fair and equitable allocation of fishing privileges,
National Standard 5 (NS5) which requires consideration ofiefity and prohibits economic allocation

as the sole purpose of an action, National Standard 7 (NS7) which requires minimization of costs, and
National Standard 8 (NS8) which requires consideration of the importance of fishery resources to fishing
communites and specifically references using the best available economic and social data.
Determinations about the consistency of a proposed action with the National Standards relies, in large
part, on the economic analysis prepared for a proposed action. lioadalithe general requirements of

the MSA, section 303(b)(6) contains a specific list of factors that the Council and Secretary of Commerce
must take into account when establishing a limited access system for a fishery. Most of these factors are
related n some way to economic considerations.

NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider the interactions of natural and human environments, and the
impacts on both systems of any changes due to governmental activities or dolitiesa d di t i o n, NOA
NEPA implanentation guidelines require that the environmental impact statement (required under NEPA

Sec. 102(2)(C)(i)) include biological, ecological, economic, and social consequgaciaé science data

and the models they support are needed to conduct theeekquialyses and to predict the behavioral

response of fishermen and others that affect the biological, ecological, economic, and social consequences
(AFSC 2019).

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), requires agencies to consider the impact of theirtoegula
proposals on small entities, to analyze effective alternatives that minimize small entity impacts, and to
make their analyses available for public commé&Baty, 2010) Small entities are identified based on
either an income or employment threshold. The RFA requires analysis of the costs and burden of
information collection requirements on industry participants.

E.O. 12866 (58 FB1735, October 4, 1993) is theémary Presidential Executive Order that requires the
preparation of economic analyses of regulations implementing fishery conservation and management
actions. Council and NMFS staff comply with E.O. 12866 by preparing a Regulatory Impact Review
(RIR) for each conservation or management action that will be implemented through Federal regulations.

NMFS issued guidelines for the preparation of economic analyses to meet the requirements of E.O. 12866
and the RFA, two of the most direct mandates forthe ppepar on o f e ¢ o@ualeinesforanal y s e
Economic Reviews of National Marine Fisheries Service Regulatory Adtions N MEDP addresses

the procedural and analytical requirements of E.O. 12866 and the RFA. The guidelines state that

Al A] | t h o u-goktanalytibakfraneetvarktis prominent in meeting the intent of E.O. 12866, it also
requires broad consideration of thetdbutive effects and economic burden that may be imposed on

i ndi vi dual s, businesses of differing sizes, as we
Meeting the broad analytical requirements of E.O. 12866 requires consideration of botls bedetibsts

of regulatory alternatives from a National perspective, as well as from that of the private individual or
firm. o I n addition, the RIR must provide the info
to the Nation from each of théternatives, and not just for the preferred alternative or proposed action.

NMFS6s guidelines do not prescribe particular eco
speci fic data coll ection el eneeagsodqualitative distussiore t ha't
of the economic effects of the selected alternat:i
analyst needs to weigh such quantification against the significance of the issue and available studies and
resou ces. 0 The appropriate analysis depends fAon cir
accumulated knowledge of the fishery and other potentially affected entities, and on the nature of the
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regulation option. 0 Howefivae rq,u atnhtei tgautii dveel ianneasl yaslisso s
for a qualitative analysis whenever feasible (i.e., when adequate data, resources, and defensible analytical
model s are available). o

More recently, E.O. 13771 was issued on January 30, 2017. This E.Ondethte manage the costs of
government regulation on private industry and is the source for the policy that two deregulatory actions
are needed for every regulatory action that is significant under E.O. 12866 and that imposes costs on
industry. To comply \th this E.O., NMFS prepares a worksheet for each proposed rule that identifies
whether the proposed action is reducing costs or imposing costs and, if known, the amount of the cost or
cost savings. NMFS relies on the RIR to provide the necessary infornadtout the costs of a proposed

rule.

Data collection design and data quality guidance

Many of the processes involved in developing and implementing a larger and more complex data system,

such as eLandings, are required for operation of the EDR progteNorth Pacific fishery information

system in regards to the human environment can be broadly divided betlveigistrative record

systemslesigned for primary uses in-geason fishery management atatistical surveyshat are

defined by the Office of Management and Buwdget (O
collecting data using any survey methods; b. doing any kind of estimation, imputation, or weighting; or c.
pretesting or field testing for a Brey, including cognitive interviews or focus groups from a total of 10
ormorepeoplé@ Exampl es of administrative record systems
fish tickets and Commerci al Op er at o rasdothar dataa | Repo
collections associated with record keeping and reporting requirements under federal or state fishery
regulations, while statistical surveys include surveys of recreational anglers to assess their catch, effort,

and value derived from fishingocial surveys of participant demographics, distribution, and preferences,

and the EDR forms.

The distinction between the EDR program and administrative data systems is important for several
reasons. Administrative data are used routinely by agendys®fecute specific regulatory procedures,

in many cases producing direct effects on specific regulated erBiéieause these elements in the EDR
Program closely resemble features of NMFS and ADFG administrative reporting forms, however, EDR
submitteramay confuse the distinct purpose and permissible uses of EDR data collections from those
associated with administrative reporting requirements, and convey expectations for data quality
requirements appropriate to the latter that may be excessive fotehded uses of EDR dateor

example, while a vessel may not be able to precisely calculate the vessel maintenance cost associated with
a specific fishery, monitoring the changes in overall fleet costs over time can provide insight into how a
catch shee program impacts the costs of participants.

Consistent with principles stated in PRA review guidelines, NOAA Information Quality (IQ) guidelines

acknowledge that fAaccuracyo is not an absolute me
infformaton i s Awithin an acceptable degree of |impreci:
information at issue and otherwise meets commonly accepted scientific, financial, and statistical

standards, as applicabl e ;aréwithinangdceptadle degreelof suppor tin

imprecision, or an analytic result that is within an acceptable degree of imprecision or error, are by
definition within the agency standard and are the

National Standard 2 (NS#gvelops additional data quality guidance beyond NOAA 1Q Guidelines that is
particularly applicable to evaluation of EDR data and information considered in developing and
evaluating EDR data collections. The criteria established in NS2 are intendedsedhghen evaluating
best scientific information are relevance, inclusiveness, objectivity, transparency and openness,
timeliness, verification and validation, and peer review, as appropriate.
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Overview of current EDR program framework

Each of the EDRswasdv el oped t hrough the Council 6s FMP and

process, beginning with the specification of purpose and needs for the data collection and the
development, analysis, and selection of a preferred alternative. In reaching finabagtieeferred

alternatives for each new or revised EDR, the Council has specified submission requirements,
administrative procedures, and enforcement mechanisms for the data collections, and in all cases included
detailed descriptions of the informatioorntent of EDR forms in their regulatory recommendations to

NMFS.

In EDR development and ongoing oversight, the Council has relied on committees and/or workgroups of
varying industry, agency, and/or scientific composition and purpose, and has variedspatssiveness

to AP and SSC review recommendations. Notwithstanding differences in EDR form content and specific
elements of implementing rules (e.qg., target populations) between the four EDRSs, the general structure of
the EDR program is largely consistevith that of the original Crab EDR as developed by the Council

and implemented by NMFS. Each of the four EDRs employs mandatory annual censuses of the target
populations of designated reporting entities participating in the associated fishery manggegrants,

and all include provisions for thixplarty data verification audits in the implementing rules.

Within the recommended framework developed by the Council, the EDR program is managed jointly by
AKRO and AFSC (primarily by the Economic and SocieileBices Research Program (ESSRP)), with

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC

PSMFC provides primary administrative support for collection and database management for all four
EDR collections. AFS@nd PSMFC collaborate on development and maintenance of workplans for
implementation of new or revised EDRs, including development of Scope of Work documents and RFP
procedures for soliciting and selecting bids for required IT application developmenatmdification
Audit work subcontracted by PSMFC, AFSC monitors implementation and oversees quality control of
PSMFCs administrative process and communication with submitters.

Current Crab rationalization program EDR

The Crab EDR is comprised of threBE forms developed for the respective sectors: the Crab CV EDR,
Crab Processor EDR, and the Crab C/P EDR. The CV and processor forms collect distinct sets of data
elements, with the CP form comprised of a combination of all data elements collectedaitiiee c

vessel form and applicable elements from the processor form. Crab CV and CP forms repsseéx

sales and quota lease costs by fishery and quota type; fuel gallons, provisions costs, bait costs, and total
labor payments to crew and captains Ishdiry, annual total fuel cost and gallons and annual total direct
labor payments to crew (inclusive of crab settlements); commercial crew license or CFEC permit number
for all crab crew members; and indicators of benefits provisions to captain and creemdarihg use of

the vessel. Crab processor and C/P forms collect valuation metrics for plant/vessel; crab product sales by
species, product and process code, and box size, custom processing services provided and fee revenue,
raw crab purchases and progiag quota lease costs by fishery and quota type; custom processing
services purchased and cost, processing labor gross wages and paid hours by fishery; processing
employee count by location of residence; andpmtessing employment and total annual grneages

and salaries.

Amendment 80 economic data EDR

The A80 EDR form has been submitted annually by A80 QS holders since 2008, collecting quantitative
data for a comprehensive set variables. The form collects vessel characteristics and registsudessils,
value, fuel consumption rate and annual total gallons consumed by operating activity, freezer storage and
throughput capacity, and processing line throughput capacity by species and product. Annual revenue is
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reported from fishery product sales, taiteases, and other vessel operations income. Annual total capital
expenditures are reported for fishing gear, processing equipment, other equipment, and other vessel
capital; and annual ndabor vessel operating expenses are reported for fuel, lubricatiovisions,

repair and maintenance, vessel/equipment lease costs, fishing gear purchases, leases and repair costs,
freight and storage costs for product sales, other freight and storage, materials, observer fees and
reporting/monitoring costs, coopdket fees, general administrative/management overhead, vessel
insurance, fisheries landing taxes, total cost and volume of raw fish purchases, and QS lease quantity and
costs by A80 species. Gross labor costs are reported for deck crew, processing cadvetlaerdon

board crew, and average crew size and annual employment grouped by deck, processing, and all other on
board crew, and the use of shlssed compensation for processing-poscessing crew is indicated.

Beginning in 2016, the revised AnnuabWl CP EDR added collection of individual commercial crew
license or CFEC gear operator permit numbers for all individual crew members that worked on the vessel
during the calendar year.

Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR

The Amendment 91 EDR is comprisediofee separate forms: the Compensated Transfer Report, the
Vessel Fuel Survey, and the Vessel Master Survey.

The Compensated Transfer Report (CTR) is intended to collect transiastblata on all bipartite

transfers of Chinook PSQ allocation unitgidg the pollock season in which monetary payment is

i ncluded the tkriannds aomtliyon t(ria.nes.a,ctfiioms are exempted
all entities participating as lessor or lessee in one or more "compensated transfers" of E&iDpok

however, no such transactions have been reported, and all CTR form submissions to date have been
ficerti-cdnlcyad isombmi ssi ons.

The Vessel fuel survey is required for all AFA vessels that harvested BSAI pollock during the previous
year, and collestfour data elements, including: average hourly rate of fuel consumption for the vessel
while operating in the BSAI pollock fishery, reported separately for fishing and transiting; and total
annual amount (in gallons) of fuel loaded to the vessel durengdér, and total fuel cost.

The vessel master survey is comprised of a series of qualitative response questions regarding fishing and
bycatch conditions observed by vessel masters during the BSAI pollock fishery, and factors in effect that
motivated Chinok bycatch avoidance.

The structure of the A91 EDR is distinct from the other three EDRs in that it is modular, with AFA vessel
owners as the primary submitter group, from which all three of the forms are required. The CTR form is
also required from PS(tties, for whom it is the only EDR requirement.

Gulf of Alaska trawl EDR

The Trawl CV EDR form is required for all trawl CVs that harvested groundfish in the GOA during the
previous year. The GOA Trawl CV EDR form collects the estimated market value@adement value

of vessel; fishing gear costs; lease, installation and repédy salmon and halibut excluder gear, and

(b) trawl gear; annual total fuel and lubrication cost and gallons; total labor payméatsrew and

(b) captain, and number ofew, for GOA groundfish only; and commercial crew license number or
CFEC gear operator permit number, by individual crew member that worked on vessel during GOA
groundfish trawl fishing.

The Annual Shoreside Processor EDR form is required from all-flaged processors that receive and
process groundfish from GOA trawl fisheries. These forms collect the estimated market value; Borough
assessed value or replacement value; municipal water utility consumption, gallons and cost, by month for
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Kodiak plants onlymunicipal electrical utility consumption, kilowatburs and cost, by month for

Kodiak plants only; processing labor gross wages and hours for groundfish processing only, by month
and housingstatus (housed, ndmoused); number of processing employeesnbyth, groundfish only;

and total annual neprocessing employment, number employed, total wages and salaries.

Summary overview of EDR variables by EDR form

An examination of all data elements collected in the EDR program as a whole (with the excetbigon of
A91 Vessel Master Survey) indicates a number in inconsistencies, at different scales, across EDR forms.
The most obvious disparity is the relative comprehensiveness of the content reported in the A80 EDR
form, which efficiently collects measures oéthhysical capital stock of the vessel, and collects revenue
and costs using a framework that is fairly consistent with standard financial accounting categories. In
contrast, crab CV and CP EDR forms collect fewer categories of opetastgjbutrequirestratification

by individual crab fishery. At a finer scale, there are notable inconsistencies across EDR forms in the
specification of individual data items, as in the GOA CV reporting of trawl gear and excluder devices
combines capitalized expenditur@aid over multiple years) with annual expenses, compared to separate
treatment of fishing gear capitalized and expense costs in the Trawl CRAfsopmotably, the GOA CV

form includes three alternate scales of reporting: values aggregated to tothivahrejgGOA trawl

value, and GOA groundfish value.

Historical overview of EDR development process

A review of the documentary history of the Council and NMFS efforts to develop economic data
collections spans 20 years of Council minutes and federaleegistices. The timeline is drawn largely

from Councilminutes andollows the course of significant actions and events in the development of each
of the respective EDR collections, initially through the Council process, followed bynakimg and

OMB review processes, to administration of annual EDR submissions and production of data.

The original draft Crab EDR forms developed by the Cotaqmilointed data collection committee were
adaptations of a previously fielded voluntary survey in the pollockifisim 2000 and were intended to
support the production of the same set of standard economic and financial performance metrics that
pollock industry and AFSC economists had spent two years developing. As such, the committee retained
an equivalent scope whriables in the CraBDRs butincreasedhe level of disaggregation. However, in
order to address community effects of rationalization, the crab forms added disaggregation by location of
purchase for most of the cost variables. The result of the addlithgeas of stratification resulted in

surveys of daunting complexitiipwever industry representatives on the data committee were

nonetheless confident that they couldcbenpleted angretesting of the forms with a small number of
volunteer vessel owngand accountants was reasonably successful.

The design of the A80 EDR also started by adapting the voluntary pollock CP survey and relied on the
same conceptual framework of measures and metrics
was more naiowly focused on assessing economic performance within the A80 sector, and in particular,

the effectiveness of efficiency gains achieved by the program in mitigating operational costs of bycatch
avoidance measures. As such, rather than increasing théegdgnpf the pollock survey by adding

additional stratification, the A80 survey simplified the original by eliminatingishery disaggregation

and limited required reporting to annual aggregate values for most variables. As a result, the reporting

burden and cost are much lower, the accuracy of the data reported is sufficient for use in most

applications, and the analytical framework originally conceived in the design of the EDR has been

effectively applied in the AB0-¥ear Review and is used as theibdsr annual updates of the A80

chapter of the Groundfish Economic SAFE. However, in simplifying the A80 EDR from the more
disaggregated detail used in the pollock survey, significant data quality may have been sacrificed, but this

has not proventobecar i t i c al ' imitation for the Council dés pu
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The outcome of the original Crab EDR was markedly different. Thestep approach used in the

pollock survey, reporting annual aggregate values in the first step, followed by disaggregating fishery
level values in the second step, may have prevented some of the ensuing problems. This would likely
have been straightforward and unchallenged on the basis of accuracy or burden. The complexity of the
crab EDRs, however, resulted in excessive burden agtiteeed doubts about the quality of the data.
Annuatlevel data would also have been made available to Council staff much sooner and synthesized
into information of utility to the Council much sooner, with a clearer path to rebalancing the burden and
dataquality in revising the EDR design.

Beginning in February 2008, the Council initiates a metadata review process recommended by PNCIAC,
specifying a series of public meetings for staff to present EDR metadata, receive comments and
recommendations provided by PNCIAC and the public
revised draft metadata document, and final comments and recommendations resulting from the review to

be provided to the Council by PNCIAC. Thesult of hat process was the introduction of&iB/C data

guality grade, summarizing the comments and recommendations AFSC received from PNCIAC and crab
industry members as a summary indicatodatf quality in the EDR metadata.

The Council took final action alhé Decembe2009 meeting on its preferred alternative for the A91
Chinook salmon EDR, which pursued a narrow data colleetiml analytical objective fosad on
assessing the effectiveness of specific bycatch avoidance incentives measures under Améndiment 9
preferred alternative limited cost data collection to two items relevant to bycatch avoidance choice
behavior (fuel and Chinook salmon PSC). The alternatives considered for analysis did not include
additional data collection items and analytical moels recommended by AFSC to more fully capture the
direct and opportunity costs of bycatch avoidance and other factors forming the economic context of
bycatch avoidance choices.

The discussion paper reviewing economic data collection objectives and associated data needs was
presented at thiéebruary2010 meeting. The paper covered some of the same history discussed here and
offers additional insights on the process. The paper exkral recommendations, three of which appear

to have been influential in subsequent Council actions: data collections sho{dlilibglemented

independent of major management actigBsjimited to data that inform management decisions, are not
duplicaive, and can be accurately and cost effectively collected{3rahould be developed deliberately

and incrementally. The Council tasked staff to begin an analysis of the Crab EDR, resulting in the
developing Amendment 42, in which the Council altere@uipose and need but is unclear to what

degree this purpose and need modifiedugrersededhat had previously been conveyed as the

fundamental purpose of economic data collection in the purpose and need statements and analyses for the
Counci | 6actiop. Previously,the purpose of economic data collection had been described in
analyses as collecting data to permit economic analysis, using specific metrics recognized by economists
and policy makers as indicators of economic performance.

Relativelysoon after the Council adopted their preferred alternative for Amendment 42 amending the
crab EDR program, the Council approved a motion tasking a discussion paper developing proposed
elements and options on a baseline economic data reporting progfafedimrn and Central GOA trawl
industries, including harvesters, processors, and catcher processors. In June 2013, the Council reviewed
the draft RIR/IRFA for GOA Trawl Data Collection and adopted a modified Alternative 2 as the
preliminary preferred alteative. (PPA). On final review in October, the Council adopted the preferred
alternative, developing the GOA Trawl EDR, revising the A80 EDR form, requiring aghity data

collection agent and blind data protocol for CV and shoreside processor dalatawmdrification

consistent with Crab EDR audit protocols. OMB approved the PRA clearance for the GOA trawl EDR in
December 2014, with a June 2016 deadline for the
further action on GOA Trawl Bycatch Magement in its December 2016 meeting, but the GOA Trawl

EDR reporting requirements remain unchanged.
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EDR Program Operations, Costs, and Limitations
Summary of EDR program operations

Data Collection to date

Summary of EDR forms submitted and reporting diamge

In the three years in which all four EDRs have been collected {2015), an average of 376 forms are
returned annually, with the Crab EDR representing 90 forms, A80 accounting for 19 forms, GOA trawl
CVs averaged 68 forms while there were 10 stideeprocessor forms returned, and the A91 EDR
averaged 63 fuel survey forms and 118 vessel master surveys. Compliance with EDR submission
requirements is effectively 100%. Gross raarmpliance with EDR submission requirements has been
limited to a small omber of cases that involved bankruptcy and/or more extensive violations of federal
fishery regulations.

Data verification/audit administration

EDR data verification is required under EDR rul es
shal.o (680.6), or ANMFS, the DCA, or the DDCA will ¢
verification of information with [a person required to submit the applicable EDR or a designated
representative] 0. I n shafldirectdonitb theeDCA, ithe miles reguirathe EDR | | o w

submitter to respond to inquiries from the DCA within 20 days, require the submitter to provide
supporting records to the DCA as requested, and authorize theaDdit&r to review the records for the
purpose of sultantiating values reported in the EDR.

EDR data verification currently employs a series of validation procedures, including 1) primary,
automated data validation procedures programmed and maintained by AKFIN on the EDR database, 2)
secondary validation guioying statistical procedures and visual inspection to identify data anomalies and
statistical outliers, and 3) editing and imputation for data errors identified by data users that were not
detected and corrected in primary and secondary validation.

Two issues that have emerged from the practical experience of AFSC and PSMFC in working with CPA

firms under contract are especially worth noting: 1) in all audits reviews conducted since 2006, there has

not been a single finding of intentional misreportingofany bias in the direction of reporting errors

identified by auditors; and 2) verifying the quality of results produced by auditors requires considerable

effort by AFSC and PSMFC. On the latter point, contracting for the services of CPA firms totconduc

data validation audits is not straightforward, and the tasks involved are unfamiliar to CPAs and require

one or two iterations to gain experience. However
upon to maintain staffing stability for EDR dosicts, and PSMFC is required to issue RFPs to renew

ongoing service every three years at minimum.

Program expenditures and cost recovery

This section describes the financial cost of implementing the EDR Program and identifies those costs
have been recoved from the fishing industry by the National Marine Fisheries Service. The focus is on
the cost recovery amounts rather than the full cost to the NMFS, because NMFS did not calculate the in
kind contribution of staff time on EDRs until required to do gocfust recovery purposes.

Three of the four EDRs have some portion funded through cost recovery. The one exception is the GOA
Trawl EDR, which is not part of a catch share fishery and is therefore not subject to cost recovery.
Therefore, only the PSMFC admstrative costs for the GOA Trawl EDR are included for comparison.
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The other exception is the AFA pollock fleet, for which NMFS only collects cost recovery fees from the
in-shore (catcher vessel) sector.

The costs have been quite variable in the CraR Pibgram, which averaged $286,013 over all years,

and fluctuates largely due to changes in the cost of audits and the costs associated with database
administration, support, and changes to the EDR forms. Costs have remained relatively stable in the A80
EDR, averaging $90,733/year for the first three years of cost recovery-2208%. For the inshore sector

of the A91 EDR, the only sector from which EDR Program costs are now recovered, costs have averaged
$57,260 per year since costs have been recovereel 2016. The PSMFC administrative costs of
implementing the GOA Trawl EDR, have averaged $70,159 per year over the four years of the data
collection, with costs varying largely due to changes in the need for audits.

While these costs are not insignifitatiney represent a small fraction of thevessel value generated by
these fisheries, with EDRelated costs averaging 0.15% of thevegsel value for the Crab EDR, 0.09%
for the A80 EDR, 0.04% for the A91 EDR, and 0.10% for the GOA Trawl EDRieSgelvalues for the
Crab EDR, A80 EDR, and A91 EDR come from the annual cost recovery reports, while the values for
GOA Trawl represent their GOA Trawl relatedeassel revenue for all vessels required to submit a
GOA Trawl EDR and were calculated directly AFIN.

Estimated costs to industry of preparing and submitting EDRs

Under the PRA, NMFS is required to obtain approval for new information collection requirements
implemented through Federal regulations and for voluntary requests for information. lirof geefour

EDRs, NMFS provides estimates of the estimated number of respondents for each form or component
each year, the estimated hours it takes to submit the required information, the estimated cost per hour for
preparing and submitting each respgriBe estimated total cost per respondent, and the estimated total
cost for all respondents. The estimated total cost of submitting the required EDR information for each of
the four EDR programs approximately $312,000 per year for respondents to previceitimation

required for the crab EDR; approximately $19,000 per year for the Amendment 80 and GOA trawl
catcher/processor EDR, approximately $48,000 per year for the GOA trawl catcher vessel and processors
EDR, and approximately $60,000 per year forBi®Chinook salmon bycatch EDR. These are the cost
estimates for submitting the required information and are in addition to the EDR administrative costs
described above, some of which are recovered from the industry through cost recovery.

One factor in théairly wide range of costs to submitters across programs are the different estimates of

costs per hour among the EDR programs. The $37 per hour estimate is an average per hour cost estimate
used for many different f or mionsandis applies inthe A0 adMF S 6 i n
GOA Trawl EDRs, but an estimate of $165 per hour for the crab EDR and $75 per hour for the A91 EDR

are based on comments received on past EDR renewals with explanations of the type of expertise needed

to complete thesegpticular EDRs and the associated costs per hour for people with this expertise. As

stated earlier, NMFS presents its burden hour and cost per hour estimates for public comment and

generally updates and revises them if it receives information that sugpiomgsso.

Limitations of EDR data

Limitations of the EDR Program span a range of issues, and include limitations on the quality and utility
of the data collected in the respective EDR forms that arise from the conceptual design of the data
collections, © challenges in making the data that has been collected more readily accessible to analysts,
more salient to the analytical applications intended by the Council, and more informative to the public.
Some variables, including vessel activity days and prowesine throughput capacity on the AS0 EDR

form are somewhat duplicative of data reported elsewhere, or may not be the best source for these data.
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Assessing the utility and useability of EDR data requires a consideration of the context in which the data
are (or areno6t) being used. To varying degrees, t
assessment of particular effects of management measures, as in the case of the A91 EDR. The useability

of the EDR data collections in regard to specific appilins intended by the Council is separate from the

broader consideration of utility and useability of the data collections to support more general analyses, for
example, in ongoing assessment of the escribbedins of t
the FMPs, or to providing a common set of economic performance metrics that are generally applicable to
industry sectors.

An important limitation on the use of EDR data for specific applications is the frequency with which the
particular managment i ssues are taken up for considerati ol
intent in initiating the GOA Trawl CV and processor EDRs was to establish a baseline of economic data

for use in analyzing the effects of a change to eabare manageant. Notwithstanding the suspension

of GOA rationalization, the intent of the Council was to use the EDR to accumulate a set of baseline
measurements, against which later measurements collected after a management change could be

compared.

The broader issuof useability of EDR data is primarily limited by the fragmentary nature of the various
data collection forms. There are only a small subset of variables that are somewhat consistently collected
across the EDRs, e.g., harvesting and processing laber cast identifiers, and fuel costs. Most of the

rest of the variables collected are unique to a particular EDR form. Apart from the more fundamental
limitations of not having general purpose EDRSs that are administered consistently at thiegelctire
fragmentary nature of the distinct sets of variables collected in the current EDRs, and the distinctions
between EDRs in the way a given variable is measured, e.g., fuel cost, substantially limits the utility of
the data, particularly in the context of @wil analyses.

The ability of analysts to produce informative analysis requires familiarity with the base of readily
available data. Although EDR data are available to analysts through AKFIN, the fragmentary information
that EDRs provide limit the poteat for analysts to become sufficiently familiar with the data to enable
general usefulness.

Applications of EDR data in analyses

Despite numerous limitations, the EDRs together provide considerable valuable insights into the
economic behavior of the fislg industry.While this understanding has had a number of specific

valuable applications, the EDRs have given analysts who use the data a deeper understanding of the
diversity within and across fleetsor example, from the Chinook salmon EDR skippererit is clear

that the pollock fishery is balancing a complex range of management challdages a census of all
skippers reveals that different fishers have very different experiences in any given year, and that features
such as the extent of sea ieary considerably and impact fishing choices and the difficulty of avoiding
Chinook salmon bycatcin addition, all of the EDRs provide insights into the differences across the
vessels in the fleets they represent. This illustrates thateessels may be much more flexible at

moving in response to changing target and bycatch encounter rates.

EDR Data Annual Reporting

To assess the performance of the Amendment 80 fleet under the rationalization program and subsequent
changes in fishery managent Economists and analysts at the AFSC use the Amendment 80 EDR data
collection to prepare an annual summary report that is included as a chapter to the annual publication the
Economic Status of the Groundfish Fisheries off Ala3ke reported statist$ provide a general

overview of fishery performance ovigme andare not intended as a rigorous statistical analysis of

specific hypotheses regarding economic efficiency or other performance metrics.
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The annual summary of Crab EDR datarnspared as part of the Economic Status of the BSAI King and
Tanner Crab Fisheries off Alaska (Garyemts and Lee, 2018ptatistics on harvesting and processing
activity; effort; revenue; labor employment and compensation; operational costs; andvguertsh,
usage and disposition among participants in the fisheries are provided.

Council program reviews

Both the 5year and 1&ear crab program reviews relied on EDR data to document fleet performance

with regard to quota usage and leasing, efforti$ewessel operating costs, gross and net earnings, crew
participation and crew earningghis information is also used to document changes in crew employment
and compensation and state of residency of dreacessing labor, employment, and wages are also
assessed using EDR dat&e 1Gyear crab program review Social Impact Assessment (SIA) utilizes

EDR data along with other data sources to provide, within the bounds of data confidentiality constraints, a
guantitative participation description by commuyninhcluding harvest trends by crab fishery, local

community fleet participation, catcher vessel crab harvest volume and value by community, community
processor participation, processor volume and value by community by share type, and quota share
distribuion by community for Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and other U.S. states contliectdyear

Crab Rationalization Program review also summarizes the social impacts of crab rationalization by
community, including discussions of vessel participation, catessel owner shareholdings, crew
participation, catcher vessel crew shareholdings, locally operating processors, support services, and local
governance and revenues.

In 2017, a program review was conducted for the Central GOA Rockfish Prognanprogran review

also included an SIA that made extensive use of EDR data by developingvatksables for catcher

vessel ownership address community and community of residence of crew on those vessels, along with
payments to labor information, which gave adkooat t he fAempl oyment footprint
that could not be done withoEDR data.

The Amendment 80 programy®ear review was completed in 2014 (Northern Economics, 2014). The

review provides an overview of the EDR data collected and usetath to summarize expenses and

revenues fleet wide. Operating expenses, including payments to labor, are documented and the EDR data
is used to develop a cash flow model.

Use of EDR Data in Analyses

EDR data have been used in several regulatory aati@gses, such as for analyzing crew employment in
the 2014 Final Steller Sea Lion EIS, are currently being used in a regulatory impact review of allowing
Halibut Deck sorting in nepollock groundfish trawl fisheries, have been utilized in projects related
groundfish and crab stock assessments, particularly through parameterizing bioeconomic models. EDR
data have also been used in several journal articles and/or technical memos that evaluate fishery
productivity and efficiency changes and analyses oétlmomic contribution of Alaska fishing fleets to
different regional economies including Alaska.

Several recent Council action analyses have used EDRTt&2016 GOA trawl bycatch management
analysis included an SIA that made extensive use of EDRIdaéddition, EDR data was used in the

recently completed (3/8/19) analysis titled BSAI Final Review Draft Social Impact Assessment:
Catcher/Processor Mothership Restrictions in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska
when taking Directé NonCDQ Pacific Cod Deliveries from Trawl Catcher Vessels. However, in this

case inconsistent EDR data coverage across sectors limited the use of EDR data so that consistent
information is provided about each sector. This recent example highlightsitaitins of the program

specific nature of the EDR Program and how fair treatment across sectors will result in analyses,
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particularly those involving (r@jlocations, whichmay exclude important economic information about the
sectors from EDR data if cqrarable data are not available across all sectors under consideration.

Analyst Feedback

Analysts from the Council staff, NMFS staff, and contractors who have used EDR data or analyzed the
associated fisheries provided useful feedback on the EDR colledtiatases where EDR data was not

used in analyses where it may have been helpful, analysts may not have full access to the data or feel that
they did not have the familiarity and/or technical skills to access the data without assitaties, it

has leen reported by analysts that the technical aspects of using EDR data necessitates advanced planning
to obtain assistance with the data access and management tasks and the economic analysis skills needed to
use the EDR dat#nalysts have also indicatedsome cases the alternatives to be analyzed in a council

action are not always directly informed by the EDR data currently collected.

EDR Program Assessment and Recommendations

The discussion paper concludes with several short terfoagdermrecommendai ons f or t he Co
consideration. The two recommendations to reduce costs and burden in the short term are to revisit the
purpose of and need for thighrty data verification audits and review duplication of reporting

requirements in the EDR Programth other existing reporting requirements.

The longer term, overarching, recommendation is for the Council develop a systematic approach to

identifying and prioritizing the Council ds needs
NMFS has manwgctionable suggestions for ways to improve the EDR Program, this discussion paper
intentionally does not try to address any of thes

need for each of these data collections or assume that they havangéd since the programs were

most recently modified. The data collections could be modified to address known problems, scaled back
or expanded in the information collected, revised to be collected at a different frequency for all or some
variables, ortie survey design could be modified to a sampling framework with a sufficiently large
sample population. The program could also be modified to reduce data collected from some EDR
Program fishery participants and instead increase the data collected fromreopethat are not subject

to EDR requirements, such as qusitareholdersHowever, each of these changes would impact the
potential uses, utility, cost, and burden of the data collection and these tradeoffs are more appropriately
addressed by the Couhwith guidance from the NMFS.
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2 Introduction

This discussion paper provides information and recommendations about the four Economic Data
Reporting (EDR) programs that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and the
National Marine FisherieService (NMFS) have implemented in the federally managed groundfish and
crab fisheries off Alaska. The EDRs gather various levels of ownership, revenue, cost, vessel operations,
and employment information from vessel owners, vessel operators, processuishplders, and
leaseholders who patrticipate in several of the catch share programs in the North Pacific fisheries. The
catch share programs that are subject to some form of EDR requirements are the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) Crab Rationaktion Program, Amendment 80, the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Rockfish

Program, and the Bering Sea (BS) pollock fisheries managed under the American Fisheries Act. In
addition, the Council and NMFS also implemented EDR requirements for the GOA trawl catcher vessel
and processors in fisheries not yet managed under a catch share program. For the sake of brevity, the
individual EDRs are referred to hereafter as the Crab EDR, A80 EDR, A91 EDR, and GOA Trawl EDR,
and are collectively termed the EDR Program.

The following four EDRs are addressed in this discussion paper:
1 BSAI Crab EDR, implemented in 2006rab EDR);

9 Trawl Catcher/Processor (CP) EDR implemented in 2007 for Amendment 80, and in 2015 for
CPs operating in the GOA groundfish fisheria8@ EDR;

1 BS Chinooksalmonbycatch management program EDR for participants in the BS pollock
fishery, implemented in 201291 EDR; and

1 GOA trawl EDRs for trawl catcher vessels operating in the GOA and processors taking deliveries
from these vessels, implemented in 20G6®A Trawl EDR.

In general, the purpose of the EDR requirements a
ability to analyze the economic effects of the catch share or rationalization programs, to understand the
economic performance of particifgann these programs, and to help estimate impacts of future issues,
problems, or proposed revisions to the programs covered by the EDRs. For example, the EDR

implemented for GOA trawl catcher vessels and processors not managed under a catch sharegsogram
implemented to collect relevant baseline information that could be used to assess the impacts of a future
catch share program on affected harvesters, processors, and communities in the GOA (NPFMC, 2014 and

79 FR 71313; December 2, 2014). The BS Chirsaiinon bycatch EDR was implemented to provide

additional data to assess the effectiveness of the Chinook salmon bycatch management measures in the

BS pollock fishery (77 FR 5389; February 3, 2012).

The Council discussed the EDRs in several meetingagl@018. Public testimony at the February 2018
Council meeting noted that the EDR programs had been in effect for some time, and industry was
spending time and money to complete the reports, in some cases reimbursing NMFS for the
administrative costs of 6hEDR programs through catch share cost recovery programs. The testifier
suggested that the Council review the EDR requirements to determine whether and how the data was
being used, whether it was being collected efficiently, and whether the data colfgopams were

meeting the Council s needs.

In April 2018, the Council reviewed a discussion paper prepared by NMFS that provided information
related to NMFS6s request that the Council revi ew
unnecssary, ineffective or could be further streamlined (NMFS, 2018). This discussion paper included
reference to the Council bés February 2018 discussi

regulations for future Council review. In addition, at theiAp®18 meeting, the Council also heard
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public testimony raising the question of whether the EDR requirements for the GOA trawl catcher vessels
and processors had met Council és purpose and need
of a poential future catch share program in those fisheries.

Later in the April 2018 meeting, in response to this public comment and further discussion among

Council members, the Council requested that NMFS prepare a discussion paper that describes the EDR
requrements for all programs, explains how the data are used, and provides estimates of the costs of
complying with the EDR requirements. The Council 6
information in the discussion paper to determine if remsito EDR requirements are needed and, if so,

the priority and process for analysis of proposed revisions. This discussion paper provides the information
requested by the Council in April 2018.

In addition to the Executive Summary and this Introductioa discussion paper is organized into four
sections. Section 3 addresses scientific and analytical standards relevant to the EDRs which includes
information about the requirements for economic analysis of fishery conservation and management

actions and mgrams to provide the rationale and need to collect economic information about the

fisheries. It also provides a review of scientific literature and best practices regarding the elements of
survey design and data quality that are relevant to evaluatibe &DR programs. Section 4 contains a
description of and history of the North Pacific economic data collection programs. Section 5 contains
information about EDR program operations, cost s,
recommendations.
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3 Scientific and Analytical Standards

3.1 Requirements and Guidance for Economic Analyses

A variety of Federal laws and Executive Orders require the preparation of a written analysis of the
economic impacts of proposed fishery conservation and managemens aet@toped by the Council.
Foremost among these are the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), Executive Order

(E.O. 12866), and, more recently(E 13771.

The MSA requires that the Councils prepare fishery management plans for each fishery under its

authority that requires conservation and management (section 302(h)(1)). Section 303 of the MSA

specifies the contents of the FMPs. Many of thes¢éecbmequirements are related to economic aspects of

the fisheries, including requirements for information about the participants, gear types, operational modes,
harvest levels, revenue, and the cost likely to be incurred in management. Each FMP or atteraime

FMP must include a fAfishery impact statemento whi
fificonservati on, economi c, and soci al i mpactso of t

The MSA also requires that any FMP or FMP amendment musirisgstent with ten national standards
(section 301(a)). Each of the national standards has some relation to economic aspects of the fisheries.
However, the most direct references to economic impacts dlational Standard 1(NS1) which relates

to achievihg optimum yield, National Standard 4 (NS4) which recommends the fair and equitable
allocation of fishing privileges, National Standard 5 (NS5) which requires consideration of efficiency and
prohibits economic allocation as the sole purpose of an actatigridl Standard 7 (NS7) which requires
minimization of costs, and National Standard 8 (NS8) which requires consideration of the importance of
fishery resources to fishing communities and specifically references using the best available economic
and sociatlata. Determinations about the consistency of a proposed action with the National Standards
relies, in large part, on the economic analysis prepared for a proposed action. In addition to the general
requirements of the MSA, section 303(b)(6) containseaifip list of factors that the Council and

Secretary of Commerce must take into account when establishing a limited access system for a fishery.
Most of these factors are related in some way to economic considerations.

NEPA requires Federal agencies tmsider the interactions of natural and human environments, and the
impacts on both systems of any changes due to governmental activities or piiiciemnsideration is

to be done with "a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will ensure ¢ygated use of the

natural and social sciences ... in planning and in deeisiark i n gNERA Séc. 102(2)(A)and,

further, to fiidentify and develop methods and pro
ungquantified environmental amenities antliea may be given appropriate consideration in decision

making along with economic and techmiadadi ciomis, dNO,
NEPA implementation guidelines require that the environmental impact statement (required under NEPA

Sec. 102(2)(C)(i)) include biological, ecological, economic, and social consequgacieé science data

and the models they support are needed to conduct the required analyses and to predict the behavioral
response of fishermen and others that affecbiblegical, ecological, economic, and social consequences

(AFSC 2019).

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), enacted in September 1980, requires agencies to consider the
impact of their regulatory proposals on small entities, to analyze effective altesrtsiat minimize small
entity impacts, and to make their analyses available for public com8@At 2010) Small entities are
identified based on either an ame or employment thresholds. The FRA requires analysis of the costs
and burden of information collection requirements on industry participants.

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 16


https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/advocacy/RFA_in_a_Nutshell2010.pdf

D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

E.O. 12866 (58 FB1735, October 4, 1993) is the primary Presidential Executive Order that requires the
preparédon of economic analyses of regulations implementing fishery conservation and management
actions. Specifically, E.O. 12866 requires:

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of
available regulatory alternative including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and benefits
shall be understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be
usefully estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficiaibtidyg

but nevertheless essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory
approaches agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including
potential economic, environmental, public health and safety, amd attvantages; distributive
impacts; and equity), unless a statute requires another regulatory approach.

Council and NMFS staff comply with E.O. 12866 by preparing a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) for
each conservation or management action that will béemgnted through Federal regulations.

More recently, E.O. 13771 was issued on January 30, 2017. This E.O. is intended to manage the costs of
government regulation on private industry and is the source for the policy that two deregulatory actions
are needetbr every regulatory action that is significant under E.O. 12866 and that imposes costs on
industry. To comply with this E.O., NMFS prepares a worksheet for each proposed rule that identifies
whether the proposed action is reducing costs or imposingarustd known, the amount of the cost or

cost savings. NMFS relies on the RIR to provide the necessary information about the costs of a proposed
rule.

NMFS issued guidelines for the preparation of economic analyses to meet the requirements of E.O. 12866
and the RFA, two of the most direct Gudalideafores f or
Economic Reviews of ational Marine Fisheries Service Regulatory Actons( NMFS, 2007) add1
the procedural and analytical requirements of E.O. 12866 and the RFA. The guidelines state that

Al A] | t h o u-gohktanalytibakfraneefvorktis prominent in meeting the inté&.0. 12866, it also

requires broad consideration of the distributive effects and economic burden that may be imposed on

i ndi vi dual s, businesses of differing sizes, as we
Meeting the broad analytical regements of E.O. 12866 requires consideration of both benefits and costs

of regulatory alternatives from a National perspective, as well as from that of the private individual or
firm. o0 I n addition, the RI R musttheghagein meebeneftise i nf o
to the Nation from each of the alternatives, and not just for the preferred alternative or proposed action.

NMFS6s guidelines do not prescribe particular eco
specificdataa ol | ecti on el ement s, but state that the anal
of the economic effects of the selected alternat:i
analyst needs to weigh such quantification agairessignificance of the issue and available studies and
resources. o0 The appropriate analysis depends fAon
accumulated knowledge of the fishery and other potentially affected entities, and on the nature of the
regulation option. o6 However, the guidelines al so
for a qualitative analysis whenever feasible (i.e., when adequate data, resources, and defensible analytical
model s are available). o

The NMFSguig | i nes recommend that, where possibl e, anal
changes in prices, timing/quantity/quality/forms produced or consumed, fishing or observational trips,

etc., as a result of changing supply and demand conditions in tketplace. This information can be

used to determine consumer surplus for various fishery products or activities and provides a partial
measure of net benefits from the fishery. o The gu
changes 8andopera&ingeosts fr firms or individuals in the fishery, in response to changes in
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market, biological conditions, and fishery management regulations. Analysis #éfiehchanges

provides an indication of how producer surplus may change and, &tiresmtities, the impact of

regulatory actions. This firrfevel analysis characterizes changes in harvesting costs and outputs in the
fishery andmay also be used to assess changes in potential industry output levels and fishing season
length. Similar angkes can also be developed for the recreational sector and foonsumptive users

of the resource. o

The NMFS guidelines also advise the analyst to ev
fleets, and the fishery dependent communitiey support. Fleet size and composition may change in

response to market prices, biological conditions, and/or the regulatory environment. Consideration of

price and operating cost changes will permit an evaluation of how aggregate fleet size and compositi

may changeéProjected changes in size, composition
permit extrapolation of fleet level impacts to the communities (or regions) from which the fleets operate.
Participation rates within recreational fisgimodes, and for nezconsumptive user groups, should be
addressed in a similar manner, where relevant. o

The laws, E.O.s, and agency guidelines strongly support the collection of high quality economic data and
the most robust quantitative analysis possiilen the data and analytical methods available and the

scope and complexity of the particular issue. However, these laws, Biid agency guidance do not

require the collection of specific economic data or the application of specific quantitativedmath

implement fishery conservation and management actions, including catch share and limited access
programs. These programs may be implemented, managed, and evaluated using the best scientific data
available and with both qualitative and quantitatimalgtical methods, as determined appropriate by the
Council and NMFS, and consistent with the requirements of the applicable laws and E.O.s.

Given that the guidelines for social and economic analyses outlined above are generally contingent on
available ata, the discretion exercised by NMFS and the Council regarding the scope and quality of

economic data collections implemented through FMPs and federal fishery regulations determines the

scope of analyses. To an extent, this is analogous to MSA provisiordt apply t o the Cour
for specifying MSY and status determination criteria (SDCs), which allow FMPs to be implemented

despite incomplete scientific information and dader stocks. MSA and the National Standards place
responsibility on the @uncil for weighing the adequacy of available proxy measures of NS1 reference

points against the potential management value of improved proxies.

In contrast to the mandate under MSA to achieve MSY for fishery resources, the social and economic
mandates anguidelines discussed above are multivariate and qualitative, and lack an analytical
framework equivalent to that articulated in NS1.With limited exceptions, which include EDR data, the

best economic data that are consistently collected and producednimeccial fisheries of the North

Pacific are ewessel and firsivholesale volume and gross revenue data. These data provide the basis for
proxy measures of economic status and performance roughly equivalent to NS1 proxy measures available
in the absence disheryindependent stock surveys.

A review of the Council record indicates numerous statements of intent to develop broad, comprehensive
economic data collection across all fisheries managed under its FMPs, with the clear support of both the
Advisory Panel (AP) as well as the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC). The lack of progress
toward this goal, and the limited success of the EDR program, are to some degree attributable to the lack
of a framework compakbde to that articulated under NS1 fdfeetively applying economic and social

science information to management decisions.

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 18



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

3.2 Business data collection design and evaluation

The EDR program is small relative to other data collection systems operating within North Pacific fishery
management, such as eLandings or the North Pacific Observer Program. Although smaller in scale, many
of the functions and processes involved in developing and implementing a more complex data system,
such as eLandings, are required for operation of the D& am. The range of methodological concerns
encountered in operation of a data collection system is extensive (see Snijkers et al. (2013)), and a
comprehensive review of survey methodology and statistical data production is beyond the scope of this
disaussion paper. The following section highlights some key principles that are essential background for a
review of the EDR program, in particular concepts related to business data collection design and relevant
data quality assurance and quality control (Q&) methods.

To organize the discussion, it is helpful to consider a conceptual process model to help clarify the discrete
functions and tasks involved in developing and operating the EDR program, from identification of goals
and objectives, to evaluatiafi outcomes. The Generic Statistical Business Process Model (GSBPM,;

Figure 1) is used by government statistical agencies (e.g., U.S. Census Bureau) to conceptually organize
and describe the processes involved in the design and operation of systengtizastidia collection

and dissemination procesSection 4 below provides an overview of they2@r history of Council

efforts to develop economic data and information that have culminated in the current EDR program. Over
the course of that period, tl@muncil has engaged in at least seven iterations of the process depicted in
Figurel (not all of which proceeded past the initial phases). As the Council considergiagasoane or

all of the current EDR programs, it may be useful to consider how the process model framed by Figure 1
has been realized in each iteration of Council EDR development, and the role that respective entities have
in the distinct phases and spimcesses.

2 The Generic Statistical Business Process Model (Snijkers et al. 2013; Vale 2009) is a prodeciaifanal
collaboration within professional societies associated with national statistical agencies (e.g., the American Statistical
Association and US Census Bureau, respectively, noting that European counterparts have led development of
GSBPM), and repsents the convergence of two broader communities of practice in quality management:
organizational quality management (see, e.g., (I0S, 2000)), and data quality assurance and quality-control (D
QA/QC). That is, the GSBMP was developed as a tool for impglangeprinciples of quality assessment and quality
improvement in the contexts of both organizational structure and function of a complex enterprise, and of the
operational structure of stages and-puticesses involved in the generalized process of dagignd implementing

a statistical information system. Figure 1 represents the model in the most general level, applicable to data systems
of any scale from a single individual survey project to a system as complex as the broader North Pacific fishery
information system described above. As a generalized process model, the GSBPM implies a sequential series of
process phases, from specification of information needs, through design, implementation, and evaluation, and with
sequential suiprocesses associatediweach phase. Effort and information generally flow from left to right and top

to bottom, and, as a continuous improvement process, it is implicit that the outcome of the evaluation phase (9)
reinitiates the process at the neadsessment phase (1). Hoxer, the specific sequences depicted in Figure 1 are

not intended to be definitive. The outcome of any phase epsadess (or external events and conditions) may

require the process to loop back to repeat a sequence beginning from an eagiecsakor phase. If, for

example, sutprocess 4.3 Run Collection produces sufficiently poor results (e.g., less than 1% response rate to a
voluntary survey), it may be necessary to skip ahead to the Evaluation phase, or where critical failure(s) can be
identified, loop back to improve and-execute an earlier phase or quiocess. Also, some of the enumerated sub
processes may not be relevant in a given application.
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measured The EDR program is unique in the North Pacific fishery information system in that each of the
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Generic statistical business process model (Vale 2009)

Measurement objectives and data applications

With notable exceptions discussed in Sectiof, 42 Council has been the principal actor in decisions at
the (1)Specify Needand (2)Designphases of the EDR process, exercising its broad discretion under
MSA and National Standards Guidelines to identify analytical objectives and associated e@mbmic
social data requirements. In each iteration of the EDR development process, the range, scope and level of
specificity of analytical objectives for each component of the program have varied, but the Council has
consistently expressed a general interitiprove its ability to monitor and evaluate the performance of
fishery management measures through improved understanding of the social and economic status of
affected stakeholder populations, and of the behavioral responses of stakeholders to susnenanag
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EDR data collections were developed 1) primarily by the Council, and 2) exclusively for analytical
purposes associated with management prograhaion. That is, in contrast to the array of
administrative or resource assessment data systems developed by NMFS, ADFG, and the Council (or

under its oversight) the EDR program was developed by the Council solely for the purpose of providing

statisticaldata to be used by analysts and researchers for the purpose-lefveighonitoring and

assessment of the social and economic effects, over time, of the associated catch share programs.

To clarify this distinction, The North Pacific fishery informatigrstem in regards to the human
environment can be broadly divided betweeministrative record systermdgsigned for primary uses in

% Section 4.2 below provides a more detailed discussion of the analytical objectives idemtifiedh e
purpose and need statements for each EDR data collection, and the engagement of the Council, AKR, AFSC and

other stakeholders in each phase depicted in Figure 1.

Council

4 All of the EDRs have been developed in association with a pending catemsiaagement action, and have been

limited in scope to requiring submission only by entities participating (or expected to participate) in the respective
catch share programs. In some cases, EDR design also excludes collection of data pertaining te@ sutsmi
not directly within the scope of the associated management program.
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in-season fishery management atatistical surveythat are defined by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) asthose mp | oy i ng st at iasdolleairldatamusing bny sus/ey methods; |,

b. doing any kind of estimation, imputation, or weighting; or c. pretesting or field testing for a survey,
including cognitive interviews or focus groups from a total optthore peoplé The | ar ge maj
fishery data collection systems fall within the former category designed for primary usesason or

ongoing fishery management, such as fishery permit registries, ADF&G fish tickets and Commercial
Operators Anna | Report, AKR6s catch accounting system,
record keeping and reporting requirements under federal or state fishery regaMtitngew (if any)
exceptions, the primary purpose of such data collections isilitef@cNMFS and/or ADF&G execution

of administrative procedures with respect to regulated entities, either individually or categorically (i.e.,
over a designated class of individual entitfe&xamples of statistical surveys in the human environment
include surveys of recreational anglers to assess their catch, effort, and value derived from fishing (Lew
and Larson 2012, 2015), social surveys of participant demographics, distribution, and preferences
(HimesCornell et al. 2015), and the EDR forms.

Apart from primary administrative functions, data produced from administrative data collections are used
extensively by NMFS, ADF&G and Council staff for analytical and statistical purposes. Statistical
applications include use of data sets extracted from tbl aatounting system in combination with

other data sources in stock assessment models to estimate fishery mortality and other NS1 reference
points. Analytical applications include use of landings data and COAR buyer report data to calculate
aggregate exessel revenues for use in regulatory review analyses. In general, the objectives of statistical
and analytical data applications are to synthesize general information about a population of entities and to
draw inferences regarding systematic differencesucad in the data. In contrast to administrative data
applications, which concern specific regulated entities individually, a single isolated data point is of
negligible statistical or analytical vakaad the inferential utility of a dataset in analyifistatistical

applications decreases as the number of independent entities represented in the dataset declines.

The distinction between the EDR program and administrative data systems is important for several
reasons. Administrative data are used routibglpgency staff to execute specific regulatory procedures,

in many cases producing direct effects on specific regulated entities. As a result, the content of
administrative data systems, procedures and applications for data use, and relevant data quality
requirements and limitations are familiar to a relatively large number of both agency staff and data
submitters. The much smaller scope of EDR data collections, and distinct decision support function it is
intended for, limit the range and frequency oflagapions of the data and the pool of potential users.

Many of the data collection procedures employed by the EDR program, including use of censuses (rather
than sampling), mandatory submission, and signed certification statements are incorporated in the

> The AKRO Application and Forms webpage provides a fairly comprehensive catalog of administrative report
forms, applications, and other data collection forms, includiDR&; that are administered by AKRO.
https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/fisheféggplications.

6 Such administrative purposes include granting or renewing a particular permit or fishery allocation to an individual
or a designated entity, assessment andcat@le of a specified fee from an individual or entity, and monitoring an
individual entityo6s conduct of regulated activities,
applications of such administrative data systems may involve use ofjatgye statistical values as composite
measurements over a population , such as determining the number of QS units represented in a pool of qualified IFQ
applicants for use in distributing an annual allocation among individual IFQ permits, estimativgrthge peunit

value (price) of fishery resources extracted by fishery participants for use in asselsgaigrumfees and taxes, or
monitoring the cumulative amount of withdrawals of an allocated fishery resource to determine when a catch limit is
reeched and a closure is ordered. Some elements of administrative records may be considered public information,
such as public permit registries enumerating permit numbers, the names and addresses of permit holders,
endorsements, and history of permit trarsénd renewals. In general, however, most administrative records are
confidential under federal and/or State of Alaska statutes and regulations.
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program design for data quality control purposes specific to EDR @&&eause these elements closely
resemble features of NMFS and ADFG administrative reporting forms, however, EDR submitters may
confuse the distinct purpose and permissible uses of ERRcdiections with those associated with
administrative reporting requirements, and have expectations for data quality requirements appropriate to
the latter that may be excessive for the intended uses of EDR data.

In most cases of Council engagemenrseeing development, design or revision of administrative

record systems or other data collections used-geason management and/or the harvest specification
process, the Council is substantially guided by the framework of quantitative metricsl defietional

Standard 1 and by specific data quality needs identified by the stock assessmeiseasdnin

management processes. The institutional structures associated with harvest specifications (i.e., Crab and
Groundfish Plans Teams and the SSC) arskason management provide continuous mechanisms for
improving the quality of information available to support the conservation management process.

Although the specific institutional structures established by different Regional Fishery Management
Councik (RFMCs) differ, the common framework of conservation management under NS1 (and
international equivalents) is associated with large body of science and associated communities of practice
that are endemic to fishery management and are densely populdtiedNNtFS and other fishery

management agencies. In contrast, institutional structures related to economic and social science
information in decisiormaking are substantially thinner than for other science domains within fishery
management. The National Stards provide much less guidance to RFMCs about the use of social
science and economic information in defining and assessing management objectives and outcomes.
Agency staff resources in economics and social science at regional offices and sciencareenters

similarly limited, including at AFSC and AKRO. Economic and social science expertise available to the
Council is generally concentrated in resource management subject areas, and does not generally include
deep expertise in business survey design atal QA/QC that are particular to statistical agencies to a
degree comparable to the depth of NMFS® scientifi

Over a 20year history of Council engagement on economic data collection, agency and Cadfncil s
economists and data system managers have been contributors to temporaeyaiaRvorkgroups

initiated by the Council (as well as plan teams and scientific panels dealing with data quality issues in
other domains). Over the successive iterationsbfe EDR devel opment process,
reliance during the initial phases on agency staff (independently or in collaboration with industry) to
provide research and technical analysis to support its decision making has declined relatigrio indu

input and other information sources.

3.2.2 Data quality principles and guidance

At the most gener al |l evel, 6édata qualityd refers
fulfill requirements for use in a particular setting. Beyond this rgeseral sense, operationalizing the

concept of data quality is necessarily conpecific, depending on the setting in which a decision is to

be informed through use of data and the nature of data proposed for use. There is no definitive framework

of terms and definitions used in technical discussions of data quality. Such discussions often begin with
acknowledgement that data quality is a complex, multidimensional concept, and that the vernacular
understanding of the t e operatibnalchonthand fonthee comglex taskafd e q u a t
rigorously designing a data system or evaluating data for fifoessse in a particular situation.

Apart from abstract conceptual and methodological perspectives on the issue of data quality, as a federal
agency, NMFS is subject to multiple tiers of statutory, regulatory, and administrative information quality

" Due to the impracticality of representative sampling in the small population frames targeted by the EDR
datacollections, and prior history of Alaska fishery industry response to voluntary economic surveys.
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requirements that apply to data and informé&ttbat it collects and disseminates, each of which includes

a set of definitions and standards that galhemcrease in specificity as they narrow in scope. At the

highest statutory level, the federal Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 fRRé)Data Quality Act (DQA;

2001)° vest the OMB with the principal responsibility for directing the promulgation of data quality

policy and standards throughout federal agencies, and statutory provisions of the MSA relate to standards
and mechanisms for ensuring the quality of informatised by NMFS and RFMCs in fishery

management. The following discussion provides a brief overview of regulatory guidelines and standards
issued by OMB and NOAA implementing the respective statutes with respect to data quality and
associated requirements asiated with the EDR program.

OMB regul ations i mplementing the PRA are intended
maximize the practical utility and public benefit of the information created, collected, disclosed,
maintained, used, sharedanddie mi nat ed by or for the Aleder al goV e

collections of informatiott proposed to be conducted or sponsored by a federal agency must gain
clearance from OMB subject to, among other items, completion of documentary and procedural
requirrments for public notice, solicitation and response to public comment, and review by OMB. The
PRA review procesé requires that an agency provide certification and supporting documentation (using
the PRA Supporting Statement, OMB Form 83I) demonstratiaigatiproposed information collection
meets specified criteria:

ils necessary for the proper erformance of th
the information to be collected wild.l have prac
ofinformat on ot her wi se reasonably accessible to the
practicable and appropriate the burden on persons who shall provide information to or

for the agency[ é]; is written using plain, coh
understad abl e t o those who are to respond; is to b
compatible, to the maximum extent practicable, with the existing reporting and

recordkeeping practices of those who are to re

p
e

8The terms 6data qualityd and 6information qualityé are
di scussion, as expl aiangdi ailn tmyadr @ sd eutsaeidl thoe If ove,u sii dant t he
involving the design and assessment of systems and methods for capturing and managing discrete items of

informati on, i . e., data and i nfor mat i denrangeoftbpeEst i 0 n ; il

including information synthesis, interpretation, production, and dissemination.

9 https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/USCOEI10+title44/USCODE2010title44-chap35subchapisec3501

10 section 515 of the Treasury and General Governdgntp r opr i ati ons Act for Fiscal Y €
554); although Section 515 of the Act is not officially titled, it is commonly referenced in official federal documents
variously as the Data Quality Act or the Information Quality Act.

" pefinedin5CF R 1 3 2 0 th® dbtaihing,acausing fio be obtained, soliciting, or requiring the disclosure to

an agency, third parties or the public of information by or for an agency by means of identical questions posed to,

or identical reporting, recordkeepingr disclosure requirements imposed on, ten or more persons, whether such

collection of information is mandatory, voluntary, or |
informationdé includes any r eq udinta@,metaimtrepatyor puldicdywieclkode f or p
information. As wused in this Part, ficoll ection of infol
information, to the information to be collected or disclosed, to a plan and/or an instrument &adlthg collection

or disclosure of information, or any of these, as appr

requirement contained in a rule of general applicability is deemed to involve ten or more peésons

2’NOAAGs fPapeiroworActRe@wicdanced webpage provides extensi
requirements, and official NOAA processes, procedures, schedules, and guidance to agency staff regarding PRA
compliance (https://www.cio.noaa.gov/services_programs/praguide.NMiBS Standard Operating Procedures

for PRA compliance are posted online at https://www.cio.noaa.gov/itmanagement/pdfs/INMFSSOP_032409.pdf.
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requirement he | ength of ti me persons are required t
[é€]; has been devel oped by an office that has

efficient and effective management and use of the information to be collected, including
the processing of the information in a manner which shall enhance, where appropriate,

the utility of the information to agencies and
statistical survey methodology appropriate to the purpose for which the informat@n is t
be coll ected; and to the maxi mum extent pract.

technology to reduce burden and improve data quality, agency efficiency and
responsiveness to the public.0(5 CFR 1320.9)

Stringent adherence to these criteria requiresatiaigency clearly demonstrate need for and the intended
(or actual, in the case of renewal or clearance for ongoing collections) use of the collected information
and balance the cost of the collection, in terms of financial and time burden requirgebotissgs,

against the quality of information obtained relat
utilityo requires that:
ithe actual, not merely the theoretical or pot
agency, taking intaccount its accuracy, validity, adequacy, and reliability, and the
agency's ability to process the information it
I n determining whether information wil!/ have 0
account whetér the agency demonstrates actual timely use for the information either to
carry out its functions or make it available [
interest in entities or transactions over which the agency has jurisdiction. In the case of
recodkeeping requirements or gener al purpose st a
t hat actual uses can be demonstrated. o (5 CFR

The public input requirements of the PRA clearance process and the review criteria represented in the
PRA Supportingstatement (Part A) apply to all proposed information collections, and are primarily
concerned with quantifying, minimizing, and justifying the reporting burden and cost expended by the
collection. As defined by OMB in Section 3.2.1 abastafistical sureysare a distinct category of
information collections that require additional documentation and review standards that do not apply to
fishery permit applications and recordkeeping and reporting requirements in reguRRénslearance

for statistical stveys requires completion of PRA Supporting Statersealtt B, describing sampling

design and procedurédsurvey design methods, testing procedures and results, statistical and analytical
methods, and contact information for individuals consulted inttiistcal design and the personnel
responsible for conducting the collection and data analysis. This additional information specifically
addresses data quality, and represents review criteria premised on the production of statistical estimates of
key varibles from collected data that are reliably representative of the population being surveyed. OMB
has issued Standards and Guidelines for Statistical Suttdgscribing review standards for PRA
clearance and best practices guidance on seven topic ae#mng): 1) development of concepts,

methods, and design; 2) collection of data; 3) processing and editing of data; 4) production of estimates
and projections; 5) data analysis; 6) review procedures; and 7) dissemination of information products.
Many of he standards described apply directly to aspects of data collections implemented according to
Council recommendations, including EDR programs, particularly Sections 1, 2, 6 and 7. Two key

13 OMB has defined sample design to include a full population census, as employed in the EDR program.

1471 FR 555220MB Statistical Policy Directive Number&tandards and Guidelines for Statistical Surveys

(2006).
https://obamawhiteduse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/omb/inforeg/statpolicy/standards_stat_surveys.p
df
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standards define design principles for aligning the objectivesafata collection, the design of survey
instruments and procedures, and the quality of expected data and information output:

In distinctly referencing measurement error and data quality, Standard 2.3 makes a distinction between

Survey Planning

Standard 1.1: Agencies initiating a new survey or major revision of an existing survey
must develop aritten plan that sets forth a justification, including: goals and objectives;
potential users; the decisions the survey is designed to inform; key survey estimates; the
precision required of the estimates (e.g., the size of differences that need techedjiet

the tabulations and analytic results that will inform decisions and other uses; related and
previous surveys; steps taken to prevent unnecessary duplication with other sources of
information; when and how frequently users need the data; and tleofedetail needed

in tabulations, confidential microdata, and publise data files.

Data Collection Methodology

Standard 2.3: Agencies must design and administer their data collection instruments and
methods in a manner that achieves the best balanesebe maximizing data quality and
controlling measurement error while minimizing respondent burden and cost.

the quality of measurement achieved by iidliial survey questions, and the broader data quality

considerations addressed in Standard 1.1. That is, for a proposed statistical survey to comply with PRA

requirements, the justification must describe data quality requirements broadly and in conbext, not
terms of measurement error and individual survey questions, but rather in termsfodinved decision

scenarios, how statistical values estimated from collected data are expected to inform such decisions, and
the minimum precision of estimates neeggdo effectively provide such information. Failure to address
this broader conceptual framework in the justification risks failure in the PRA review process, regardless

of whether the agency adequately demonstrates that measurement error is appnoimiatedgd.

Consistent with principles stated in PRA review guidelines, NOAA 1Q guidelines acknowledge that

Afaccuracyo is not an absolute metric, but must

an acceptable degree of imprecision ooreappropriate to the particular kind of information at issue and
ot herwi se meets commonly accepted scientific
original and supporting data that are within an acceptable degree of imprecision, alyao @sult that

is within an acceptable degree of imprecision or error, are by definition within the agency standard and

ar e

therefore considered correct. 0

National Standard 2 develops additional data quality guidance beyond NOAA 1Q Guidelines that is

particularly applicable to evaluation of EDR data as scientific information in developing and evaluating

EDR data collections:

600.315 (a)(6)Criteria to consider when evaluating best scientific information are
relevance, inclusiveness, objectivity, traagency and openness, timeliness, verification
and validation, and peer review, as appropriate.

(i) Relevance. Scientific information should be pertinent to the current questions or issues
under consideration and should be representative of the fisherg b&naged. ...

(ii) Inclusiveness. Three aspects of inclusiveness should be considered when developing
and evaluating best scientific information: (A) The relevant range of scientific disciplines
should be consulted to encompass the scope of potentaitisngf the management

decision. (B) Alternative scientific points of view should be acknowledged and addressed
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openly when there is a diversity of scientific thought. (C) Relevant local and traditional
knowledge (e.qg., fishermen's empirical knowledge tath@ubehavior and distribution of

fish stocks) should be obtained, where appropriate, and considered when evaluating the
BSIA.

(i) Objectivity. Scientific information should be accurate, with a known degree of
precision, without addressable bias, an@gented in an accurate, clear, complete, and
balanced manner. Scientific processes should be free of undue nonscientific influences
and considerations.

(iv) Transparency and openne$A) The Magnusoistevens Act provides broad public

and stakeholder acceso the fishery conservation and management process, including
access to the scientific information upon which the process and management measures
are based. ...(B) Scientific information products should describe data collection methods,
report sources afincertainty or statistical error, and acknowledge other data limitations.
Such products should explain any decisions to exclude data from analysis. ...

(v) Timeliness. ... Data collection methods are expected to be subjected to appropriate
review before pviding data used to inform management decisions. ...

(vi) Verification and validation. Methods used to produce scientific information should be
verified and validated to the extent possible. (A) Verification means that the data and
procedures used to pdace the scientific information are documented in sufficient detail
to allow reproduction of the analysis by others with an acceptable degree of precision.
External reviewers of scientific information require this level of documentation to
conduct a thorogh review. (B) Validation refers to the testing of analytical methods to
ensure that they perform as intended.
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4 Description and History of Economic Data Collection

4.1 Overview of national fisheries economic data collections

Evaluation of the economic effecaitfishery management decisions emphasizes analysis of how
regulatory programs affect net benefits to society as well as the profitability of fishing firms, which
requires information on both benefits and costs. Additionally, Councils and NMFS have de\ahap
adopted measures of economic performance to monitor whether fishery management programs are
meeting management objectives. These economic performance measures may include: costs, earnings,
and profitability (net revenue); productivity change andecaic efficiency; capacity; employment,
economic stability; net benefits to society; distribution of economic net benefits; and market power or
concentration.

To meet these needs, NMFS6 Office of Sci efnce and
commercial fisheries by providing dedicated funding to regional Science Centers. Funding of cost data
collection in catch share fisheries has been further enhanced by the NMFS Office of Sustainable Fisheries
and through cost recovery. This programmatipport has led to an expansion of systematic cost data
collections in the U.S., from five collections in 2002 to 26 in 2018. Each of these data collections has

been tailored to suit regional Council requirements and complement and take advantageegiother

specific fisherydependent or fishesyndependent data collection programs.

NMFS has a long history of economic studies of costs and returns in U.S. domestic commercial fisheries.
Most early cost and earnings studies were conducted to evaluateitioenéc performance of one or

more fisheries due to a resource change or external shock having an adverse effect on profitability or
competitivenessiVhile such surveys provided useful economic data at the time, they were done without
dedicated funding ansb could not be replicated. This inhibited the ability to conduct economic
assessments of management changes over time.

Beginning in the2001,NMFS begara strategic initiative tprovide funding for regional economics

programs to take a systematic pragraatic approach to cost data collectibhese efforts led to a

gradual expansion of data collection programs across regions, which are chronicled in Table 1. By 2002,
continuous data collection was in place in the Northeast, South Atlantic, and HigmbtdWgSpecies
(HMS) fisheries, including the South Atlantic coa
mandatory cost data collection program. Similar data collection programs were implemented in the
Hawaii longline fishery in 2004, and in 2005ntimuous annual data collection programs were

implemented in fisheries of the Gulf of Mexico and the BSAI crab fishery. Systematic rotation of cost
surveys for key fisheries in the Northwest was established by 2006. With the exception of 2012, at least
onenew data collection program was added in each year through#d 8ost recent new data

collection program began in 2015 when the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Trawl data collection was
established.

Table2 displays the 19 data collection programs, which include all 26 data collections reference above,

i mpl emented and managed by economists in each of
Northwest Groundfish Trawl Rationalization Economic Data Collection and Alaska Economic Data

Reports include multiple fleets or fisheries but share common data collection methods and protocols. For
this reason, each of the two are treated as a single digtetiool program within their region. Each of the
programs within the Alaska Economic Data Reports will be discussed in detail below in Section 4.2.3.
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Table 1 Summary of NOAA Fisheries Cost Data Collections 2000 to 2018 (cells shaded in green indicate data collection events)
DataCollectionProgram 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 200820092010 2011 2012 2013 2014 20152016 20172018
AK BSAI Crab®
AK Amendment 80
AK Amendment 91 Chinook Salm&n
AK Gulf of Alaska Trawt

NW Groundfish Trawl Rationalization Economic D&tallectiort
NW Limited Entry Groundfish Trawl -,

NW Limited Entry Groundfish Fixed Gear

NW Open Access Groundfish, Salmon, Crab, and Shrimp Cost ¢
Earnings

Pl Cost DataCollection of the Hawaii Longline Fishery

Pl Cost Data Collection of the American Samoa Longline Fisher)

Pl Cost Data Collection Program in Three Territorial Areas
SW West Coast AlbacoiBroll and PoleandLine Fishery

SW West Coast Commercial Swordfish Fishery

SE Triplevel Economic Survey of South Atlantic Coastal Fisherig

SE Annual Economic Survey of South AtlanBioastal Fisheries

SE Triplevel Economic Survey of Gulf of Mexico Coastal Fisheri

SE Annual Economic Survey of Gulf of Mexico Coastal Fisherieg

SE Economic Survey of Federal Gulf of Mexigbrimp

SE Economic Survey of Federal South Atlantic Shrimp

SE Economic Survey of Federal South Atlantic Golden Crab
SE Economic Survey of Wreckfish ITQ Holders
US Caribbean Smafcale Fisheri¢s

NE Northeast Trip Costs Survey
NE Northeast Fixed Costs Survey
Atlantic HMS Trip Cost Survey

Atlantic HMS Annual Cost Survéy
Lincludes data collection for catcher vessel, catphecessor, mothership, and first receiver sectors of the Northwest Groundfish Trawl Rationalization program.
2The limited entry groundfish trawl data collection transitioned tavtaedatory Groundfish Trawl Rationalization Economic Data Collection program in 2010.

3 Part of Alaska Economic Data RepBrbgram including BSAI Crab, Amendment 80, Amendment 91 Chinook Salamoithe GOA Trawl EDR

4Includes Puerto Rico and U.S. Virdslands (St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. John).

5Voluntary reporting of Atlantic HMS cost data collection was initiated in 1996 and became mandatory in 2003.
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Table 2 Meta-Data Summary of NOAA Fisheries Economics Progem Current Cost Data Collection Programs (2018 or most recent year)
Samplin Unit of
Requirement g Observation Survey Vehicle Frequency
Regime
M =
mail, W Y = yearly,
= web, O=
T = telephone, ongoing,
M = mandatory, S = T = trip, L= Iogbo_ok, _ 3Y =every 3 years,
Program Name V = voluntary sample, C A= P1 = personal interview 5Y = every 5 years
= census annual OB = observer 5-7Y =51to 7 years
AK Alaska Economic Data Repért M C A w Y
NW Groundfish TrawRationalization Economic Data Collection Progfan M C M,W Y
NW Open Access Groundfish, Salmon, Crab, and Shrimp Cost and Ear \% C A T,PI 3Y
NW Limited Entry Groundfish Fixed Gear \% C A T,PI 3Y
PI1 Cost Data Collection Program of the Hawaingline Fishery \Y, S T OB (0]
PI1 Cost Data Collection Program of the American Samoa Longline Fish \Y, S T P1,0B (0]
PI Cost Data Collection Program in Three Territorial Areas \% S T Pl (0]
SW West Coast Albacore Troll and PaledLine Fishery \Y S A M,PI 5Y
SW West Coast Commercial Swordfish Fishery \% S A M 5Y
SE Triplevel Economic Survey of Southeast Coastal Fisheries M S T L (0]
SE Annual Economic Survey of Southeast Coastal Fisheries M S A M Y
SE Economic Survey of Federal Gulf and Atlantic Shrimp M S A M Y
SE Economic Survey of Federal South Atlantic Golden Crab \% C A M 5Y
SE Economic Survey of Wreckfish Individual Transferable Quota Holde \% C A M 5Y
US Caribbean Smaficale Fisheries \Y, S T T,PI 5-7Y
NE Northeast Trip Costs Survey \% S T OB (0]
NE Northeast Fixed Costs Survey \% S A M,W 3Y
Atlantic HMS Trip Cost Survey M S T L (0]

Atlantic HMS Annual Cost Survey M S A M Y

1Alaska EDR program covers data collection programs for BSAI Crab, Amendment 80, Amendment 91 Chinook Salmon, aAth&af Triawl
2Includes data collection for catcher vessel, catphecessor, mothership, and first receiver sectors of the Northwest Groundfish Trawl Rationalization.program
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Figure2 breaks down the evolution of commercial fisheries cost data collections across the U.S., by those
collecting fixed costs and those collecting operating dostach regionWhat is clear frm Figure 2 is

that despite the attention paid to collecting better economic data in the North Pacific, other regions have
been more successful in implementing economic data collection programs over this period. One program
that benefitted substantially frolearning from the missteps in the original Crab EDR and is successfully
implementing an economic data collection for a similar fleet of vessHlsriewest Groundfish Trawl
Rationalization Economic Data Collecti@BDC) Program which is summarized imée following

section
100%
80%
60%
0%
20% ‘
vl
Pacific Islands Alaska Northwest Southwest Southeast Northeast Atlantic HMS
No Data Collected
100%
80%
80%
40%
ol ol
Pacific Islands Alaska Northwest Southwest Southeast Northeast Atlantic HMS
No Data Collected

Figure 2 Percent of U.S. Fisheries with Fishing Vessel Cost Data (2001-2016)

Source: Slide 11 from Drew Kitts presentation for the NMFS Office of Science and Technology Economics and Human Dimensions
Science Review, September 2017. Available at: https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/Assets/science_program/econ-hd-program-
review/commercial_fisheries_kitts_FINAL.pdf
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4.1.1 Summary of the Northwest Groundfish Trawl Rationalization Economic Data Collection

Program
The U.S. West Coast groundfish fishery takes place off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California,
and targets more than 90 species of fish, harddxith commercially and recreationally. The commercial
fishery has four components: limited entry with a trawl endorsement, limited entry with a fixed gear
endorsementbpen access, and tribal. In January 2011, the West Coast Limited Entry Groundfish Trawl
fishery transitioned to the West Coast Groundfish Trawl Catch Share Program. The catch share program
consists of cooperatives for thessta mothership (including catcher vessels and motherships) and
catcherprocessor fleets, and an individual fishing gu@FQ) program for the shotsed trawl fleet.

The economic benefits of the West Coast groundfish trawl fishery and the distribution of these benefits
were expected to change under the West Coast groundfish trawl catch share program. To monitor these
changes, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) proposed the implementation of the
mandatory collection of economic data. Using data collected from industry partiéipaohsding

information on operating costs, revenues, and vessel and processitygclaaracteristic§ the EDC

Program monitors whether some of the goals of the catch share program have been met. The EDC
program is also intended to help meet the MSA requirement to determine whether a catch share program
is meeting its goals, and whettany modifications of the program are necessary to meet those goals.

Economic performance measures include: costs, earnings, and profitability (net revenue); economic
efficiency; capacity; economic stability; net benefits to society; distribution of etonet benefits;
product quality; functioning of the quota market; incentives to reduce bycatch; market power; and
spillover effects in other fisheries. Some of these measures are presented in rpghlethed reports
produced using EDC data, while etk will require more specific and involved analysis.

The EDC Program is a mandatory component of the West Coast Groundfish Trawl Catch Share Program,
collecting information annually from all (census) catch share participants: catduessors, catcher

vessels, motherships, first receivers, and shased processors. Catcher vessels and cgtobegssors

are required to fill out the survey if they had a Limited Entry Trawl permit on their vessel at any time
during the calendar year. Motherships with atimership permit on their vessel at any time during the
calendar year must fill out the survey, as must any first receiver orlshsed processor that held a first
receiver license at any point during the preceding year.

Separate survey forms are useddatcher vessels, catcher processors, motherships, and first
receivers/shor®ased processors. Each survey form is tailored to the circumstances appropriate to each of
these categories and are mailed each year to collect data covering informatiompfar thear.

Participants in the EDC Program may also complete their forms via an onlifflerretEDC survey

forms and analytical reports are available on the NWFSC EDC webpage.

4.2 Review of North Pacific economic data collections

4.2.1 Non-EDR data sources of fisheries economic data

The requirements for participants in the North Pacific groundfish, halibut, and crab fisheries to submit
information about their fishing and processing activities are organized into about thirty different

Ai nfor mat i onesealledtiansinciude fiskernien, Yebsel, processor, and cooperative permit
applications; quota transfer applications; vessel and processor logbooks; data collected by observers and
through electronic monitoring (EM) and other equipment and catch mowgjt@guirements; landing and
production reports; annual reports; cost recovery submissions; and economic data reports. While the EDR

15 More information about the EDC Program is available at
https:/iwww.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/fram/economic/overview.cfm
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requirements are focused specifically on the collection of economic and business information from
individual fishermen angrocessors, almost all of the other data collections also provide information that
is economic in nature and essential to analyzing the economic impacts of fishery conservation and
management actions.

Some of the most important econormitormation collected through ndeDR sources is information

about participants in the fisheries; the species, product form, weight, aeds{ or first wholesale

value of the catch and production; and the location of landings and production. Thisatndaris

provided by vessel |l anding reports (Afish tickets
data; and the State of Al askads Commerci al Operat
vessel logbooks provides detailed imf@tion about the timing and location of fishing, gear used, catch

and discards, and number of crew onboard the vessel each fishing day. This information is used to

describe the existing fisheries and participants, and to project, either qualitativegnttagively, the

changes in the amount, location, and timing of fishing and processing that may occur as a result of a

change in a fishery or a proposed fishery conservation or management action. Based on those projected
changes, analysts address qualiedy and, where possible quantitatively, the potential benefits and costs

and distributive impacts of a proposed action or alternative on individuals, entities, and communities, and
the fAinet benefits to the nation. o

4.2.2 Overview of current EDR program framework

To enhance the availability of social and economic information needed to inform its oversight of catch
share management in North Pacific fisheries, the Council has overseen the development, and
implementation by NMFS, of four mandatory Economic DatadRegata collections to date. At early

stages of developing FMP amendments for BSAI Crab Rationalization (70 FR 10174) and BSAI
Amendment 80 (72 FR 52668) programs, the Council included mandatory annual reporting of
comprehensive cost, earnings, productenmd employment data by program participants as an element of
the program design described in the respective FMP amendments. Following implementation of Chinook
salmon bycatch management measures in the AFA pollock fishery under Amendment 91 to the Bering
Sea groundfish FMP, the Council designed an EDR specifically intended to inform analyses of the cost
and effectiveness of the A91 bycatch avoidance measures by collecting a targeted set of variables from
vessel owners and other AFA program participantsHRR 5389). Following an extensive review of Crab
EDR implementation, the Council took final action on Amendment 42 to the Crab FMP (78 FR 36122),
substantially revising crab EDR reporting requirements. Most recently, the Council recommended the
implementéion of an EDR to collect cost and employment data from vessels and processors active in the
Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish trawl fishery (79 FR 71313); although Council action on GOA
rationalization was suspended in December 2016, the Gulf of Alaskd Ecawomic Data Report

represents an effort to improve the quality of information describing baseline economic conditions
achieved in implementation of earlier catch share programs.

As described in more detail in Section 4.2.3, each of the EDRs wasglevelo t hr ough t he Cour
and regulatory development and review process, beginning with the specification of purpose and needs

for the data collection followed by the development, analysis, and selection of a preferred alternative. In
reaching final aiton on preferred alternatives for each new or revised EDR, the Council specified

submission requirements, administrative procedures, and enforcement mechanisms for the data

collections, and in all cases included detailed descriptions of the informatitentof EDR forms in

their regulatory recommendations to NME$ EDR development and ongoing oversight, the Council

18 Detailed specifications of the content of EDR forms by the Council have been alternately described in the text of
final action motions, by reference to draft EDR forms in addenda, and/or by reference to detailed descriptions in
regulatory review documentBer Council recommendations, final rules implementing the Crab Rationalization
Program and Amendment 80 included detailed specifications of EDR form content describing each data element in
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has relied on committees and/or workgroups of varying industry, agency, and/or scientific composition
and purpose, and has varied inrésponsiveness to AP and SSC review recommendations.
Notwithstanding differences in EDR form content and specific elements of implementing rules (e.g.,
target populations) between the four EDRSs, the general structure of the EDR program is largely ttonsisten
with that of the original Crab EDR as developed by the Council and implemented by NMFS. Each of the
four EDRs employs mandatory annual censuses of the target populations of designated reporting entities
participating in the associated fishery managemeasgrams.’ and all include provisions for thindarty

data verification audits in the implementing rules.

Within the recommended framework developed by the Council, the EDR program is managed jointly by
AKRO and AFSC (primarily by the ESSR program), witicFic States Marine Fisheries Commission
(PSMFC) acting as NMFSO Y¥Wreconmunctdo withissaandeofn Agent ( DC
implementing regulations for EDRs, AKRO is required to gain PRA clearance for EDR forms from OMB
as described in Section 3.2 2oae, which must be renewed every three years. AFSC economists, in
collaboration with AKRO and Council staff, develop and refine draft survey questionnaires consistent
with Council specifications, coordinate and conduct outreach to industry entitiesetst jpred improve

survey wording and identify potential data quality concerns with individual data items for referral to the
Council where substantive changes may be required. Finalized draft EDR forms are submitted to the
Council before submission to OMBIfPRA review. AFSC assists with preparing documentation for

PRA review, particularly in developing and documenting statistical methods required to complete Part B
of the PRA Supporting Statement and in preparing responses to public comment received.by OMB

As the DCA for the EDR program, PSMFC provides primary administrative support for collection and
database management for all four EDR collections. AFSC and PSMFC collaborate on development and
maintenance of workplans for implementation of new or reM&BRs, including development of Scope

of Work documents and RFP procedures for soliciting and selecting bids for required IT application
development and Data Verification Audit work subcontracted by PSMFC, with AFSC monitoring
implementation and oversegiquality control of PSMFCs administrative process and communication

with submitters. PSMFC hosts and maintains webpages for each of the EDRs that provide access to
current (reporting year and OMB expiration dates) versions of EDR forms in pdf formaglgene
submission instructions and background information, and access to the EDR welf portaklly, 34

mont hs in advance of EDR form submission deadline
(AKFIN) queries eLandings and permit registry databasealevelop contact lists for entities subject to
submission requirements for each EDR form according to the implementing rules, and confirms the list
with AFSC. Subject entities and individuals are notified by PSMFC via certified mail 60 days prier to th
respective submission deadline, with instructions for online EDR submission or submission by mail, and

the respective forms. In the final action motion on the A91 BbBdcember, 2009, the Council recommended that
NMFS develop the implementing rule in a manner that provides greater flexibility to revise survey forms as needed
(subject to Council oversight), and subsequent rules implementing new or revised EDREEDR, falrms

currently in use) have not specified survey form content.

17 All EDR forms collect data for the previous calendar year of operations (i.e., forms reporting information
pertaining to 2018 calendgear operations will be collected during 2019).

B¥Defined in 50 CFR 6 7Dnta@olleatinndagebt(DCE)MBanstide @ntitd selected ffy the
Regional Administrator to distribute an EDR to a person required to complete it, to receive the completed EDR, to
review and verify the accuracy d¢fet data in the EDR, and to provide those data to authorized recigient® s

described further in sections 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.3.6, the Council specified enhanced confidential data protections for the
Crab EDR (50 CFR 680.6(a)(2)) and the GOA Trawl EDR@ER 679.110(b)(1)), requiring that associated EDR
forms be submitted directly to the DCA. Although applicable rules for other EDR forms do not require NMFS to
administer the data collection through a thpatty DCA, it has proven more practical to empR&MFC to perform
applicable DCA functions for the EDR program as a whole.

9 PSMFCs EDR Program webpadmgtp://www.psmfc.org/program/pre?pid=17
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contacts for obtaining support and information from PSMFC and AFSCYEIR pdf files posted

online are updated for the current reporting year,thaedvebform implementation is updated and
reviewed for possible improvements to streamline the submission process and incorporate automated
error checking and primary data validation procedures, with testing completed prior to distribution of
EDR notices.

All nine EDR forms include a certification section which serves two functions: specifying conditions

under which the individual noticed by PSMFC is exempt from completing the data portion of the EDR
form,2t and a statement requiring the submitterto attesby si gnat ure t hat @Al cert
perjury that | have reviewed all the information in this report and that it is true and complete to the best of
my knowledged. With the exception of the A91 EDR
submitted by mail or email using the posted pdf versions, but all EDR submitters are encouraged to use
the secure online EDR web portal hosted by PSMFC, with customized web applications for each EDR
form and submitter type. During the EDR collection winda®, 60 days prior to submission deadlines,

with additional time needed for late submitters granted deadline extensions), PSMFC actively monitors
submissions, inputs data from forms submitted by mail, provides daily (Mdtritdgy) email and phone
supportto answer submitter questions and resolve webform problems. Upon receipt of certified EDR

forms (webform submission is finalized by a digital signature), PSMFC reviews the results of automated
data validation logs and contacts submitters to confirm eecbidentified errors. Noticed entities that do

not complete the certification and submission of required forms by the deadline are contacted by PSMFC
during the next business day to determine if reasonable extensions are warranted, and any noncompliance
as of 14 days after the submission deadline is referred to AFSC and/or AKRO for consideration of
additional extensions or referral to NMFS OLE as appropriate. Noncompliance with applicable EDR
reporting requirements may result in enforcement action by @ckiding fines, and could potentially

result in permit sanctions. In addition, under several provisions in 50 CFR 680, timely submission of the
annual Crab EDR form submission to the DCA is required as a condition of an application for issuance of
an anmial permit issued under the CR program (e.g., annual Crab IFQ/Individual Processing Quota (IPQ)
allocation permits, RCR permits, Hired Master permits). However, since initial implementation, the

annual submission deadline for Crab EDRs has shifted fromIMayluly 31, which is too late to allow

AKRO to confirm EDR compliance as a condition of IFQ allocations.

Following receipt of all final, certified EDR forms, completion of primary data validation, the
preproduction (stage) version of the EDR data rexcard integrated with catch accounting, fish tickets,
observer data and other sources and analyzed for secondary validation by AFSC and AKFIN. Reported
data values and various prata indices are visually reviewed for outliers and anomalies (e.qg., saifi
deviations of reported values from those reported by the same entity in previous years). Potential data
errors identified in secondary validation are reviewed for follow up with submitters by PSMFC or for
third party verification audit by the CPA fisrcontracted by PSMFC. Procedures and results of data
verification audits are described in Section 5 below. Data corrections confirmed with submitters by
PSMFC and/or auditors are logged and entered in place of error values in the database, and h@aded to t
production version of the dataset and made available to authorized analysts by AKFIN.

20 pSMFC EDR Program Manager Geana Tyler anS@@fEconomist Brian Garbéfonts have been the designated

staff contacts for the EDR program since 2006.

21 Exemption conditions are, in general, those in which the owner of a vessel or plant did not participate in the

activities to which the data portion thfe form pertains, because either the vessel/plant was idle during the fishery

season, or because the vessel/plant was sold prior to the season or was operated during the season by a lessee. In the
event that an entity is noticed by PSMFC of a requirettestibmit an EDR but meets one of the specified

exemptions, they are only required to indicate the exemption, sign the certification statement, and complete a
Acerti-dnlcyad isombmi ssi on. When gener ati ng ntstafemakeram u a | cont
effort to minimize notification of exempt submitters where possible.
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EDR data records are considered confidential information and are protected from public disclosure
consistent with MSA Section 402(b), 50 CFR 600-4@3, and NOAA Adhinistrative Order 21:4.00.

Access to confidential EDR records is limited to agency personnel, contractors, and Council staff that are
authorized to access confidential fishery data and haignad nondisclosure agreementfile with

AKRO and PSMFC.

In addition to data confidentiality requirements that apply to other categories of confidential fisheries

data, the Council has specified additional protocols for EDR data. As noted above, implementing rules for
Crab and GOA Trawl EDRs require that the daglection be conducted by a DCA, and limits release of
unaggregated EDR data in blind format off AKFIN staff maintain analytical versions of crab and

GOA Trawl EDR data tables, integrated with ancillary data and with identifiers replaced with anonymous
record IDs for use by authorized analysts; blind data protocols are not applied to A80 and A91 EDR data.
Due to concerns regarding the sensitivity of prop
requested AFSC to develop enhanced confidenttal platocols for EDR data following the initial

collection of annual Crab EDRs in 2006; based on a review of OMB guidance and best practices for
nondisclosure contr@nd interagency consultation, it was determined that a minimum aggregation

standard of ®lata records would be employed for public disclosure of aggregate statistics reporting EDR
results (compared to a minimum of three records required for all other federal and state sources of North
Pacific fishery data). Tbdeguentlybeea apfliedby RSMECIAKEINd st and
and AFSC to all public release of statistics derived from EDR Program data. In addition, AKFIN and

AFSC follow federal guidelines for primary and secondary cell suppression described in FCSM (2005).

4.2.3 Current EDR Data Collections

The following subsections provide summary descriptions of each of the four current EDR data
collections, including the initial year of implementation, target entity populations and conditions requiring
submission of the associated EDR formg] arsummary description of the data elements collected in the
respective forms. This is followed by a summary overview of EDR variables collected in the EDR
Program as a whole.

423.1 Crab rationalization program EDR
The Council set forth the purpose and needHie Crab EDR in its June, 2002 motion as follows:

AA mandatory data collection program shal/l be
the crab rationalization program and continued through the life of the program. Cost,

revenue, ownership and employment data will be collected on a periodic basis (based on

scientific requirements) to provide the information necessary to study the impacts of the

crab rationalization program as well as collecting data that could be used to analyze the

economic and social impacts of future FMP amendments on industry, regidns, a

localities. This data collection effort is also required to fulfill the Council problem
statement requiring a crab rationalization p
the harvesting and processing sexfaqrorso and t
harvesters, processors and coastal communities. Both statutory and regulatory language

shall be developed to ensure the confidentiality of these data.

ro
(0]

Any mandatory data collection program shall include:

2Defined in 679.2 and 680.2 as fABlind data means any d:
collection agent that are subsequently amended by remogmgmal identifiers, including, but not limited to social

security numbers, crew permit numbers, names and addresses, Federal fisheries permit numbers, Federal processor
permit numbers, Federal tax identification numbers, and State of Alaska vessedtiegisind permit numbers, and

by adding in their place a nonspecific identifier.o
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A comprehensive discussion of the enforcemifesiich a program, including
enforcement actions that would be taken if inaccuracies in the data are found. The intent
of this action would be to ensure that accurate data are collected without being overly

burdensome on industry for unintended errors.

The Crab EDR was implemented concurrent with the Crab Rationalization Program under Amendments
18 and 19 of the BSAI Crab FMP (70 FR 10174), effective April 1, 2005. The rule requiring EDR
submission was codified in 50 CFR 680.6, which retroactively redaiffected entities to submit

Ahi storical o EDR forms for 1998, 2001, and 2004
an annual EDR form for calendar year 2005 and thereafter by a deadline of May 1 of the following year.
The Council tookihal action on Amendment 42 in December, 2012, revising Crab EDR reporting
requirements, and NMFS published the final rule (78 FR 36122), effective July 17, 2013. The amended
rule extended the annual submission deadline to July 31. This section focasgsseniption of the

current Crab EDR data collection, with Section 4.3 below providing a more detailed discussion of the
Council and NMFS process for developing and implementing the Crab EDR prior to 2013. However, as
each of the revised EDR forms maimidl a subset of the original data elements, the majority of data
elements in the current Crab EDR have been collected continuously (with modifications where noted)
since the baseline historical EDRs were submitted in 2005.

Under 680.6, the reporting regeinents for the Crab EDR apply to a) owners and leaseholders of vessels
and catcher/processors with landings of BSAI program crab (including CDQ allocation crab), and b)
owners and leaseholders of shbesed processing plants, and Registered Crab Rec€@RERS), who
purchase and/or process landed BSAI crab during a calendaf ffeaboth groups, the annual

submission requirement is conditional on active participation in harvest, purchase, and/or processing
(including providing custom processing) of CRib.

Under the CR program, both harvest quota (QS/IFQ) and processing quota (PQS/IPQ) are held by
gualified corporate entities or harvest cooperatives that are typically distinct from the entities that operate
the crab vessels and from the processottsatteasubject to the EDR requirement. The Crab EDR is
comprised of three EDR forms developed for the respective sectors: the Crab CV EDR, Crab Processor
EDR, and the Crab C/P EDRThe CV and processor forms collect distinct sets of data elements, with

the CP form comprised of a combination of all data elements collected in the catcher vessel form and
applicable elements from the processor form. Data elements collected in each of the Crab EDR forms are
the following:

Crab CVs and CPs

Estimated market valuend replacement value of vessel,

Crab landings volume (pounds) andwssel revenue, by CR fishery and quota type;
Annual total fuel cost and gallons;

Fuel gallons consumed, by CR fishery;

Provisions costs, by CR fishery;

Bait costs, by CR fishery;

Quota lease costs, by CR fishery and quota type

=8 =4 =8 -8 -8 -89

BPSMFCb6s Crab EDR webpage provides access to EDR for ms,

http://www.psmfc.org/alaska_crab/

24The EDR requirement for RCRs was added in the Amendment 42 EDR revision, beginning 2012 calendar year.
Prior to 2012, RCRs that held crab IPQ and purchased landed crab for custom processing, and did not operate a
plant, were notequired to submit an annual EDR.

25 The forms are formally labeled in 680.6(b) as the Annual Crab Catcher Vessel Crab EDR, Annual stationary
floating crab processor and shoreside crab processor EDR, and the Annual catcher/processor crab EDR.
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Total labor payments to crew (total of final settlement payments), by CR fishery;

Total labor payments to captains (total of final settlementneays), by CR fishery;

Annual total direct labor payments to crew (inclusive of crab settlements);

Health Insurance and Retirement Benefits provided to crew; (Y/N), by fishing crew/captains;
Commercial crew license number or CFEC gear operator permitarumpindividual crew
member that worked on vessel during CR crab season; and

9 Vessel used for tendering during calendar year, (Y/N)

= =4 =8 =8 =9

Crab processors, RCRs, and CPs

9 Estimated market value and Borough assessed value (shore plants) or Replacement value

(floating processors);

1 Crab product sales to affiliated/unaffiliated buyers, volume (pounds) and first wholesale revenue,
by crab species, product code, process code, and box size (large/small);
Custom processing services provided, revenue, raw pounds, atmfinijounds, by CR fishery,
product code, and process code;
Crab purchased from landing vessels, pounds and cost, by CR fishery and quota type;
IPQ leased, pounds and cost, by CR fishery and quota type; and
Custom processing services purchased, raw pofintd$ied pounds, and processing fees paid, by
CR fishery, product code, and process code;

=A =4 =4 =

Crab processors and RCRs
9 Processing labor gross wages and paid hours, by CR fishery (CPs report processing crew labor
cost combined with fishing crew);
1 Processingmployee count, by location of residence, CR Crab total and Annual total
1 Nonprocessing employment (annual total number employed), and total annual gross wages and
salaries

4.2.3.2 Amendment 80 economic data EDR

The Council set forth the purpose and needdferAmendment 80 NeAFA Trawl C/P EDR (A80 ER)
in its June 10, 2006 motion as follows:

AThe purpose of the data collection program I
the Amendment 80 program on vessels or entities regulated by this action, and to
inform future management actions. The data is needed to assess whether Amendment
80 addresses some goals in the problem statement to mitigate, to some degree, the
costs associated with bycatch reduction. Data will be used by Council and agency
staff, recogming that confidentiality is of extreme importance.

Economic data collected under this program include employment data by vessel
collected to determine the labor amounts and costs for the sector. In addition, revenue
and cost data by vessel will be collgtto evaluate trends in returns to the sector that

may be compared with elements of the Amendment 80 program, such as bycatch

reduction measureso

The A80 EDR6was implemented in regulation at 50 CFR 679.94, as part of the Amendment 80
management prograrpublished by NMFS on September 14, 2007 (72 FR 52668), effective January 20,
2008. The initial A80 EDR submissions were due June 1, 2009 reporting data for the 2008 calendar year.

26p S MF C 6 sxdmann&) EDR webpage provides access to EDR forms, submitter instructions, and validation
audit reportshttp://www.psmfc.org/am80edr/
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The A80 EDR reporting requirement under the original rule applied to alhdment 80 Quota Share

(QS) permit holders, with permit holders who actively operated an A80 vessel required to complete and
the entire EDR form, and QS permit holders who did not operate a vessel required to complete portions of
the form pertaining to QSgpmit sale and/or lease costs and revenues.

NMFSO6 publication of the rule implementing the GO
amendments to 679.94, redesignating the A80 EDR a
Dat a Repor t 0 ormlreportmgletbmenhts t thelform;ithe rule also extended the requirement

to complete the all portions of the EDR form to owners/leaseholders of any vessel named on a LLP
groundfishlicenseauthorizing a C/P using trawl gear to harvest and process ldupdfish species in

the GOA27 The association between the GOA Trawl (CV and ProceEf2R) and Annual TrawC/P

EDRs has resulted in confusion. For the sake of clarity, the EDR currently specified under 50 CFR 679.94

is referenced in this discussion papeithe A80 EDR, and that under 679(a)(1) and (2) as the GOA Trawl

EDR; any relevant distinctions and/or overlaps are described as needed.

The A80 EDR form has been submitted annually by A80 QS holders since 2008, consistently collecting
comprehensive, quétative data for the following data elements:

Vessel characteristics and registry details (home port, tonnage, fuel capacity, shaft horsepower,

year built);

Survey value, date, and included assets;

Fuel consumption rate (gal/hour), and annual total gak@mmsumed, by operating activity;

Freezer storage and throughput capacity, and processing line throughput capacity, by A80 and

GOA groundfish species and product code;

1 Fishery product sales volume and revenue, LLP sale revenue, quota lease revenuedsid pou
and other vessel operations income;

1 Annual total capital expenditure, grouped by fishing gear, processing equipment, other
equipment, and other vessel capital,

1 Nonlabor vessel operating expenses, annual totals grouped by: fuel; lubrication; pspvision

repair and maintenance, vessel/equipment lease costs, fishing gear purchases, leases and repair

costs; freight and storage costs for product sales; other freight and storage; materials; observer

fees and reporting/monitoring costs; cooperative feegrgeadministrative/management

overhead, vessel insurance; fisheries landing taxes, total cost and volume of raw fish purchases;

and QS lease quantity and costs by A80 species;

Gross labor costs, grouped by: deck crew, processing crew, and all ottwarécrew

Average number of crew onboard and total crew members employed in year, grouped by: deck

crew, processing crew, and all otherlwrard crew; and

1 Use of sharesystem for crew compensation (y/n), by processingfironessingrew

=A =4 =4 =

)l
)l

Beginning in 2016the revised Annual Trawl CP EDR added collection of individual commercial crew
license or CFEC gear operator permit numbers for all individual crew members that worked on the vessel
during the calendar year.

4.2.3.3 Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR

The Council seforth the purpose and need for the Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR (A91 EDR) in
its December, 2009 motion as follows:

27 As a matter of public record, the addition of the EDR requiretee®OA Trawl CPs as defined in the 2014 rule
effectively added the owner of one CP to the population of entities subject to the A80 EDR requirement.
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Al n April 2009 the Council approved Amendment
to reduce Chinook salmon bycatch in the Bering Séagsofleet. Under Amendment 91,

the pollock fishery has the option of participating in a NMdgproved Incentive Plan

Agreement (IPA) to access a higher hard cap than is available in the absence of an IPA.

The IPAs provide a new and innovative methodyoatcth management. A data

collection program is needed in conjunction with Amendment 91 to understand the effects

and impact of the IPAs. The data collection program will focus on: (1) evaluating the

effectiveness of the IPA incentives in times of high@amdevels of salmon bycatch

abundance, the hard cap, and the performance standard in terms of reducing salmon
bycatch, and (2) evalwuating how the Council 6s
pollock fishing and salmon bycatch occur. The data collegfogram will also provide

data for the agency to study and verify conclusions drawn by industry in the IPA annual

reports. To ensure that a full assessment of the program is possible, the data collection

program should be implemented at the time Amend@deistimplemented or as soon as

practicable.

To ensure that a full assessment of the program is possible from the start of the program,

the data collection program should be separated into two phases, with a suite of data

collection measureisnplemented at the time Amendment 91 goes into effect and sent to

the Comprehensive Economic Data Collection Committee after IPAs have been fully

developed and submitted to NMFS. The objective of this collection is to provide an

improvement in the amount data available to evaluate the effectiveness of incentives to

mi ni mize Chinook sal mon bycatch under Amendmen

The A91 EDRe and additional record keeping and reporting requirements associated with monitoring of
Chinook salmon bycatch avoidance measumplemented concurrently, were published by NMFS on
February 2, 2012 (77 FR 5389), effective March 5, 2012, approximately 17 months after rules
implementing Amendment 91 (75 FR 53026) went into effect. The initial submission of EDR forms
required undeb0 CFR 679.65 were due on June 1, 2013 reporting data for the 2012 calendar year.

The A91 EDR reporting requirement applies most broadly to owners and leaseholderspéitited

catcher vessels, catchgrocessors, and motherships active in the Be3iga pollock fishery, and to

entities eligible to receive Chinook salmon PSC allocations (apart from AFA vessel owners, this includes
AFA In-shore Sector harvest cooperative representatives, $&sed Incentive Plan Agreement
representatives, and CommiynDevelopment Quota Program group representatives), all of whom are
annually noticed of EDR submission requirements by PSMFC as described previously. In addition,
captains of AFA vessels who were active in the A or B season of the previous year pstieck dire the

target population of one of the three A91 EDR forms, but are assigned by vessel owners and not directly
required to submit EDR forms to NMFS.

The Amendment 91 EDR is comprised of three separate forms: the Compensated Transfer Report, the

Vessel Fuel Survey, and the Vessel Master Survey. The Compensated Transfer Report (CTR) is intended

to collect transacticfevel data on all bipartite transfers of Chinook PSQ allocation units during the

pollock season in which monetary paymentisincludedtit r ansac-ki nd ¢énl g0, t Aansa
are exempted). For each individual PSC transfer, the submitter is required to report: the NMFS id of the

other party, the type of association between the submitter and the other party, the entity typthef the

party, the number of Chinook salmon PSC transferred, the payment in $US transferred, and a Y/N
indicator that other assets besides Chinook PSC w

BPSMFC6s Amendment 91 Chinook Sal mon EDR webpage provi
andvalidation audit reportsttp://www.psmfc.org/chinookedr/
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intention that the CTR would capture "spoarket" PSCriansfers, exempting pieason or other

transfers in which salmon PSC and pollock quota are coupled and avoiding revelation of pollock quota

lease value. The form is to be completed by all entities participating as lessor or lessee in one or more
"compensted transfers" of Chinook PSC; however, no such transactions have been reported, and all CTR
form submi ssions to datgohaudbmbesmofecertification

The Vessel fuel survey is required for all AFA vessels that harvested BSAI pollock durpmgiaus
year, and collects four data elements:

9 Average hourly rate of fuel consumption for the vessel while operating in the BSAI pollock
fishery, reported separately for fishing and transiting; and
9 Total annual amount (in gallons) of fuel loaded touwbssel during the year, and total fuel cost.

The vessel master survey is comprised of a series of qualitative response questions regarding fishing and
bycatch conditions observed by vessel masters during the BSAI pollock fishery, and factors in éffect tha
motivated Chinook bycatch avoidance (survey questions are listed below).

1 If the vessel participated in an Incentive Plan Agreement, did the IPA affect your fishing
strategy? If yes, please describe and discuss what incentives had the largest impact on y
strategy.

9 Did the amount and/or cost of Chinook PSC allocation available to the vessel lead you to make
changes in pollock fishing operations? If yes, please describe.

1 How would you compare the Chinook salmon bycatch and pollock conditions duringatia: B\
seasons this year relative to the last two years? Please describe any unique aspects of the season.

9 Did Chinook salmon bycatch conditions cause you to delay the start of your pollock fishing or
otherwise alter the timing of your pollock fishing &mme period during the past A and/or B
season? If yes, please describe the Chinook salmon bycatch condition, when it occurred, and any
change in your pollock fishing as a result.

1 Inthe past year, did you end a trip and return to port early because obikaimon bycatch
conditions? [] YES [] NO. If YES, please indicate the number of trips that this occurred in each
season (use a checkmark to indicate appropriate answer for each season).

1 Please describe how any area closures or restrictions for fhespuwf reducing Chinook salmon
bycatch affected where and how you fished.

1 Please describe how any regulatory or other area closures or restrictions for a purpose other than
reducing Chinook salmon bycatch affected where and how you fished.

1 Compared to aypical year, did weather or sea ice conditions have more, less or about the same
impact on fishing as in a typical year? Please describe especially if there were particularly
uncommon conditions at any point this year. If these conditions had an impamtraability to
avoid Chinook salmon bycatch, please describe.

1 Were there exceptional factors that affected your pollock fishing this year? For example, were
there unusual market or stock conditions, unusual pollock fishing conditions, or maintenance
problems? Please describe.

1 Separate from an Incentive Plan Agreement, were there other incentives for you to reduce
Chinook salmon bycatch? If yes, please describe.

9 Did actual or potential bycatch of species other than Chinook salmon cause you to change your
harvesting decisions during the pollock season? If yes, please describe.

The structure of the A91 EDR is distinct from the other three EDRs in that its three forms are submitted
separately, with AFA vessel owners as the primary submitter group, from wihilsrea of the forms are
required. The CTR form is also required from PSC entities, for whom it is the only EDR requirement.
Vessel owners are also required to submit the fuel survey form, and to collect and submit vessel master
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surveys completed by thatain(s) of the vessel designated by the owhall.three forms include

certification sections, which include conditions under which the submitter is exempted from the data

reporting portion of the form, and is required only to submit the certificagictios of the form if such

exemptions apply. The requirement to complete the data portion of the CTR form is conditional on
participation in a Acompensated transfero as def.i
forms, is conditional othe vessel being active in harvesting BSAI pollock during the reporting year. In
addition, the implementing rule for the A91 EDR specified that all forms be electronically submitted

online. This required development by PSMFC of a more complicated webadiopl interface to

facilitate vessel owners assignment of vessel master surveys while ensuring security of confidential data
between linked users accounts.

4234 Gulf of Alaska trawl EDR

The Council set forth the purpose and need for the GOA Trawl EDR kebruary, 2013 motion as
follows:

iThe Council is interested in developing a dat
established prior to the implementation of a trawl catch share program in the GOA. This

fasttracked data collection would provide the Coillmand analysts with relevant

baseline information that can be used to assess the impacts of a catch share program on

affected harvesters, processors, and communities in the GOA.

In developing a data collection program that can be implemented quicktjerfy, and

with minimal burden on participating stakeholders, the Council intends to prioritize the
collection of information that is relevant, reliable, and for which existing data sources do
not exist. Given the potential for implementation of cal@res in both the Central and
Western GOA, the scope of the analysis should include participants in both management
areas. 0

The final rule implementing the GOA Trawl EBfRvas published December 2, 2014 (79 FR 71313),
effective January 1, 2015, and estaihg an initial submission due date of June 1, 2016 for EDRs

reporting 2015 calendar year data. As noted previously, the EDR was intended by the Council to be
implemented in advance of a catsare program for the GOA that wasdievelopment at the timd its

2013 motion. However, Council action on GOA bycatch management was suspended in December 2016.

The target population for the GOA Trawl EDR includes owners and leaseholders of catcher vessels and
catcher/processors active in the Central and Weste gg@undfish trawl fishery, and operators of
shoreside processing facilities that receive groundfish catch from the GOA. The EDR is comprised of
three EDR forms: in addition to the Annual Trawl CP EDR described in Section 4.2.3.2 above, the
Annual Trawl C&her Vessel EDR, Annual Shoreside Processor EDR, and Annual Trawl CP EDR forms.

®679.65(d) states: fAVessel Master Survey. (1) For any
Sea in the previous year) The vessel master must complete the Vessel Master Survey, and the Vessel Master

certification following the instructions on the form. (i) An owner or leaseholder must complete the Vessel owner
certification following instructions on the form. (iii) Aowner or leaseholder must submit all Vessel Master

Surveys, and each Vessel owner certification electroni
Afvessel mastero is applicable to AFA vessel s.

¥PSMFCds GOA Tr awl EDR ste&DRfamsesubmitter nstracions, anctvalidasion audit
reports:http://www.psmfc.org/goatrawl/
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The Trawl CV EDR form is required for all trawl CVs that harvested groundfish in the GOA during the
previous year. The form collects the following data elements:

9 Estimated meket value and replacement value of vessel,

9 Fishing gear coststotal direct capitalized expenditures and fully expensed costs for purchase,

lease, installation and repair of a) salmon and halibut excluder gear, and b) trawl gear (including

excluder geaother than salmon and halibut);

Annual total fuel and lubrication cost and gallons;

Total labor payments to a) crew and b) captain (total of final settlement payments), and number

of crew, GOA groundfish only;

1 Commercial crew license number or CFEC gegmerator permit number, by individual crew
member that worked on vessel durB@A groundfish trawl fishing

= =4

The Annual Shoreside Processor EDR form is required from all-blagex] processors that receive and
process groundfish from GOA trawl fisheriesielforms collects the following data elements:

Estimated market value; Borough assessed value or Replacement value;

Municipal water utility consumption, gallons and cost, by month, Kodiak plants only;
Municipal electrical utility consumption, kilowalktours and cost, by month, Kodiak plants only;
Processing labor gross wages and hours, by month and hasteting (housed, nemused),
groundfish processing only;

1 Number of processing employees, by month, groundfish only;

1 Non-processing employment, number doyed, total wages and salaries, annual total.

T
T
T
T

4.2.35 Summary overview of EDR variables by EDR form

Table3 below provides a comparative overview of all data elements collgcted EDR program as a

whole (with the exception of the A91 Vessel Master Survey). The first column groups together data
element collected in one or multiple EDR forms by category: vessel/plant characteristics; revenue, capital
expenditures, netabor opeating costs; employment and labor costs; and other operational data, with
individual data elements broken out to show the comparison the scope of elements collected in the
respective EDR forms. The description of data elements by EDR form shown in Rimdicate the
particular specification of the data element in the respective from, including stratification/aggregation (by
fishery, annual), scope or reporting (annual, groundfish only), and other variations between EDR forms.
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Table 3 Comparative overview of EDR variables across EDR forms
BSAI crab GOA trawl / Amendment 80 Amendment 91
EDR Variables, by Shoreside & Shoreside & Vessel Fuel Compensated
general group Catcher vessel Catcher Processor floating Catcher vessel Catcher processor floating Survey Transfer
processor processor Report

Name of Cooperative | Annual Annual Annual
General vessel

Annual

characteristics (1)

Value of Vessel (Plant)
andequipment

Note: Assessed value
reported for Shoreside
processors only;
Replacement value
reported for CVs and
floating processors
only

Estimated market
value;
replacement valug

Estimated market
value; replacement
value

Estimated
market value;
Borough
assesed value
or Replacement
value

Estimated market
value;
replacement value

Survey value (survey
date and inclusions)

Estimated
market value;
Borough
assessed value
or Replacement
value

By activity By activity
. (fishing/processing; (fishing;

z\lﬁ;gg?;;nvﬁé%?)rate' steaming loaded; transiting);
steaming empty); Pollock
Annual fishery

Freezer capacity

storage capacity

(pounds) and Annual

maximum product

throughput (pounds pe

hour)

Processing capacity
number of processing

lines and maximum A80 and GOA
throughput (pounds pe Groundfish
hour)

By species and produc
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Revenue

Ex-vessel

Revenue and
pounds, by CR
fishery and quota
type

APRIL 2019
BSAI crab GOA trawl / Amendment 80 Amendment 91
EDR Variables, by Shoreside & Shoreside & Vessel Fuel Compensated
general group Catcher vessel Catcher Processor floating Catcher vessel Catcher processor floating Surve Transfer
processor processor y Report

1st Wholesale

Revenue and pounds,
by affiliated (y/n),
crab species, product,

Revenue and
pounds, by

affiliated (y/n),
crab species,

Revenue and pounds
(includes custom

process, and box size product, processing); Annual
’ process, and
box size
Revenue, raw
Revenue, rayounds, | pounds, and
Custom processing and finished pounds, | finished pounds,
provided by CR fishery, by CR fishery,
product, and process | product, and
process

Other vessel operation
income

Revenue; Annual

LLP sale revenue

By LLP sold

Quotaroyalty revenue

Capitalized plus
expensed value;
by type

Shares (mt) and royalty
revenue; by A80 quota

species
Capital expenditures \ | ‘

Fishing gear(3) (halibut/salmon Annual
excluder), Trawl
gear
Processing equipment Annual
Other equipment Annual
Other capital Annual
expenditures
LLP purchase cost Annual
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Fuel and lubrication

1) Fuel cost and
gallons; Annual
2) Fuel gallons,
by CR Fishery

1) Fuel cost and
gallons; Annual

2) Fuel gallons, by CR
Fishery

Fuel and
lubrication cost
and fuel gallons;
Annual

1) Fuel cost, lubrication
cost; Annual

2) Fuel gallons, by
activity
(fishing/processing;
steaming loaded;
steaming empty);

Operating costs, nelabor (annual expenses)

APRIL 2019
BSAI crab GOA trawl / Amendment 80 Amendment 91
EDR Variables, by Shoreside & Shoreside & Vessel Fuel Compensated
general group Catcher vessel Catcher Processor floating Catcher vessel Catcher processor floating Surve Transfer
processor processor y Report

Fuel cost
and gallons;
Annual

Annual
Food and provisions By CR fishery By CR fishery Annual
Bait cost By CR fishery By CR fishery
Vessel and equipment
repair and maintenancg Annual
costs
Vessel and equipment Annual
lease costs
Fishing gear
purchases, Ie_ase, repal Annual
costs (excluding
finance costs)
Freight, storage, other
sales costs for nen Annual
FOB sales
Freight and storage
other than for products Annual
Produ_ct and packaging Annual
materials
Observer / monitoring Annual
fees
Cooperative fees Annual
General Administrative
Cost Annual
Insurance Annual
Fisheries landing taxes Annual
Raw fish purchases ) )
from other vessels, Bl)JloiIaRthSP;ery and gr): dCFfJgtsahterye Annual
quantity and cost q yp q yp

Chinook PSC;
QS/PQS lease amount| By CR fishery By CR fishery and By CR fishery . by
and cost and quota type quota type and quota type By A0 quota species compensated
transfer

Customprocessing
purchased quantity

and revenue

By CR fishery,

product, process

By CR fishery,

product, process
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BSAI crab GOA trawl / Amendment 80 Amendment 91
EDR Variables, by Shoreside & Shoreside & Vessel Fuel Compensated
general group Catcher vessel Catcher Processor floating Catcher vessel Catcher processor floating Surve Transfer
processor processor y Report
Gallons and
Utilities (municipal)- cost, by month;
water quantity and cost Kodiak plants
only
Utilities (municipal)- E\;"; ana cost
gi)escitncny quantity and Kodiak plants
only
Labor cost and employment
EQSI tsc?ttaﬂlek;; ent Final settlement paid, Fin_al settlement Gross wages, total by
Labor cost harvesting crev\;type to_tal_bycrewtypc_a paid, total py . crewtype (de’ck crew;
(4) (fishing crew; (flshlng/progessmg crewtype (f'.Shmg other nomprocessing ,
captains) an(’J CR| crew; captains) and crew, captains); crew); Annual
fishery CR fishery GOA trawl '
Gross wages an(
Lab N . Combined with Gross wages hogrﬁ, by_month
abor cost processing ombined wi ) . and housing
5) harvesting labor cost and _hours, by Gross wages; Annual status (housed,
CR fishery .
nonhoused);
Groundfish only
Total wages and Total wages and
Labor cost Other salaries_non salariesz non
processing processing
personnel(6) personnel; personnel;
Annual Annual
Total direct
Labor cost total payment to crew Total dirgct payment
vessel labor (inclusive of to crew (inclusive of
settlements); settlements); Annual
Annual
R‘m‘;ﬁts}?:g\éaed Benefitsprovided Total_benefits,
Labor cost nonwage type (’fishing (Y/N), by crewtype recruitment, travel, and
expenses crew, captains); (flshlng crew; nornwage employment
CR érab ' | captains); CR Crab costs; Annual
Count of paid Employee count and
Employment crew (excluding average positions, by.
harvesting captains); GOA crewdtype (deck crew,
trawl other nomprocessing
crew); Annual
Employee Employee count, Employee count,
Employment count, by average positions, and| by month;
processing location of average hours per Groundfish
residence; CR employeeday; Annual | fisheries
Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 46



D5 Economic Data Reporting

non-processing

count; Annual

Annual

APRIL 2019
BSAI crab GOA trawl / Amendment 80 Amendment 91

EDR Variables, by Shoreside & Shoreside & Vessel Fuel Compensated
general group Catcher vessel Catcher Processor floating Catcher vessel Catcher processor floating Survey Transfer

processor processor Report

Crab and

Annual
Employment other Employee Employee count;

Employment Crew
licenses and permits

License/permit
number, by crew
member; CR
Crab

License/permit
number, by crew
member; CR Crab

License/permit
number, by crew
member; GOA
groundfish

License/permit number
by crewmember;
Annual

Crew share system in
use

YIN, by some/all,
processing/non
processing; Annual

By activity (fishing;

Other operational data

Active days- processing) and fishery

fishing/processing (A80, GOA groundfish,
other)

Inactive days Annual

Travel/offload days Annual

Did vessel perform
tendering?

Y/N; Annual

Notes:

1. Home port, gross/net tonnage, length overall, beam, shaft horsepower, fuel capacity, year built
2:BSAl crab CV + CP 0OA trawl CV: estimated market value and replacement vah@A trawl CP. survey valueBSAI crab shoreside processor + GOA
trawl shoreside procsar: borough assessed value, current estimated vRaB&| crab floating processor + GOA trawl floating pros@scurrent estimated

market value, current estimated replacement value
3: GOA trawl CV:separate reporting of excluder gear and trawl gear costs, includes total direct expenditures for lease, purchasa, erstdal&yiar of gear;

excludes financeasts;GOA trawl CP:separate reporting of fishing gear capital expenditures and fishing gear leases, repairs, and purchases fully expensed in
calendar year

4: BSAI crab CV + CP + GOA trawl C\eporting of labor payments to harvest crew and captain exchatevage expenses such as payroll taxes,
unemployment insurance, and worker's compensa@@nh trawl CP:reporting of deck crew labor expenses lumps together captain and other harvesting crew
reporting, and includes bonuses and payroll taxes but exchetesfits and insurance

5: GOA trawl CP:includes bonuses and payroll taxes but excludes benefits and insurance

6: BSAI + GOA trawl shoreside/floating processmporting of labor payments excludes ngage expenses such as payroll taxes, unemployment insurance,

and worker's compensatioBOA trawl CP:reporting of labor expenses for other employees includes bonuses and payroll taxes but excludes benefits and
insurance.
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An examination offable3 indicates a number of inconsistencies, at different scales, across EDR forms.
The most obvious disparity is between the relative comprehensiveness of the content reported in the A80
EDR form caonpared to the scope of data collected in other EDR forms.

The A80 EDR collects measures of the physical capital stock of the vessel, and collects revenue and costs
using a framework that has been tested for consistency with financial and other reeong gysise by

vessel owners. Revenue is collected for four primary income streams generated by the vessel and
associated assets, each of which is reported as a simple annual aggregate value rather than disaggregated
by fishery or bounded to one fisheryperiod during the yeaCapital expenditures are collected for four

major categories that collectively represent the physical and intangible assets comprising the productive
capital of the vessel, and annual expenses are broken out into a reasonabliec®hpfeaccounting

categories that likely correspond readily to information that vessel owners maintain as a matter of

standard business tax and financial accounts. Labor costs and employment are broken out into coherent
labor classes.

In contrast to th A80 form, no other EDRs collects general capital investment expenditures. The crab CP
EDR form collects four categories of ntabor operating costs compared to 14 in the A80 CP form, but
requires stratification by individual crab fishery. The Crab Cvhfaollects fuel, provisions, and bait by

crab fishery, whereas the GOA CV form collects annual fuel expenditures.

At a finer scale, there are additional inconsistencies across EDR forms in the specification of individual
data items, as in the GOA CV refing of trawl gear and excluder devices combines capitalized
expenditures (paid over multiple years) with annual expenses, compared to separate treatment of fishing
gear capitalized and expense costs in the Trawl CP form. Also notably, the GOA CV fardegitiree
alternate scales of reporting: values aggregated to total annual value, GOA trawl value, and GOA
groundfish value.

4.3 Historical overview of EDR development process

A review of the documentary history of the Council and NMFS efforts to developmimdata

collections spans 20 years of Council minutes and Federal Register nidickest below provides a

sequential timeline of significant events in the 20 yeaodasver which EDRs evolved from the
ambitiousness of the original crab EDR to the more modest goals of the GOA Trawl EDR. Current status
of the EDR program. The timeline is drawn largely from Council minutes, and follows the course of
significant actionand events in the development of each of the respective EDR collections, initially
through the Council process, followed by raaking and OMB review processes, to administration of
annual EDR submissions and production of data. The brief text desdhbimdgntified events are

primarily intended to provide sufficient context and a reference to the documentary record (i.e., minutes
from the Council; FR notice, or other source). Rows arealord ed f or each of the fo
Process for actiorgertaining to economic data collection generally, and Comprehensive Data Collection
for the Council committee and associated initiative suspended in 2010.
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Table 4 Comprehensive timeline of Alaska Economic Data Reporting actions in the Council and regulatory processes, 1998-2018.

Program Action Date Action

Council Process April-98 Council received report on first meeting of the Social and Economic Data Committee (Dennis @liaiin

Council Process June00 SSCreceived a report from AFSC economists on the voluntary Cost, Earnings and Employment Survey of BSAI Pollock Fis
project

Council Process Septembef0 The Council received the report of-00tmeetingEgacdingF5C sairmey prdfecto n (

Council Process April-01 Council minutes regarding committees notes that the Socioeconomic Data Committee is still in place but the Council heedid
earlier that the committee would remain inactive until fall of 2001.

CouncilProcess Decembei01 I nteragency Ol ni-ecanhomect bPaCabl pcop&sal oon Counci l ager

Crab April-02 At initial review of Crab Rationalization alternatives, elements and options for analysis, the Council approved an awigieded |
statement and el ements and options for analysis, addi n¢
data, sufficient to monitor the-rreeltatoi/we odiidt riinb utheo pat

Crab June02 Council takes final action on selection of Crab Rationalization preferred alternative, including a more detailed degdEietioent
16: a mandatory economic data collection re: scope, purpose and need, confidentiality, arthenfpend noting need for
congressional action to authorize collection of processor economic data. Tasks data collection committee to develeptidata c
alternatives for analysis.

Crab October02 Council receives data collection committee repothwiternative draft survey designs; approves motion advancing three altern
for treatment of fixed costs and suboptions for spatial disaggregation of cost data, direction to develop enhancedaliynfidenti
protections and mandatory audit.

Crab Felruary-03 Council approves motion specifying mandatory data collection program elemé&ntdefining scope of reporting to CR crab fishe
costs; limiting fixed costs associated with variable costs;-frartly data collection and blind data protocol, fiestion and
enforcement.

A80 Decembei03 The Council finalized Amendment 80 a and b components and options for analysis, including a socioeconomic data collecti
program.

Crab July-04 NMFS publishes Final EIS for BSAI Crab Fisheries &1B/IRFA for Voluntary ThreePie Cooperative Program; RIR/IRFA Ch.
3.17 and Appendix-8 compile detailed record of EDR development process.

Crab May-05 EDR data collection implemented as part of the BSAI crab rationalization program under CFR 680.6, with Pacific States Me
Fisheries Commission designated as the official Data Collection Agent (DCA) charged with administration of the data eoitec
database custody. EDR forms are described in detail in CFR 680.6, based on design process in collaboration betweerr#{#-<
industry under Council oversight.

A80 June05 Council final moti on on A8 Ocollecing &as, regehua, ovinership, amtd @empéoyment data vraal
periodic basis to provide the information necessary to

Crab July-05 Deadline for mandatory EDR submission for-pationalization reference yeat998, 2001, and 2004. PSMFC distributes folapy
guestionnaire to solicit submitter feedback.

A80 February06 Council final motion on A80 tasks staff to work with NMFS to develop specific elements of socioeconomic data collection ar
include as appendix to EA/RIR/IRFA.

A80 April-06 Council reviews revised draft EA/RIR/IRFA, with draft economic survey as appddiiksS letter to Council (dated 3/28/06)

informing of newly issued OMB guidance re: requirements for PRA clearance for statistical surveys, advising appointtaent ¢
committee to address OMB guidelines in design of economic data collection elemdnndiioa includes description of Council
process for developing data collection program: 1) convene staff workgroup to address OMB requirements; 2) host industry
workshop at June Council meeting; 3) Council review and approval of program in consider&&® comments.
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Deadline for first Annual EDR submission, with mandatory submission of completed EDR forms reporting data for the previ
calendar year crab operations; EDR forms revised to incorporate limited modifications to addressesigvesrrors identified by
submitter feedback.

A80 June06

Council reviewed a final draft EA/RIR/IRFA and took final action to implement Amendment 80; Section 3.2.12.15 of analysit
includes detailed description of program corresponding to B&#oorting Statement Part B (i.e., justification; specification of da
elements; models and measures, confidentiality protection; data verification and audit process; costs and reportinijniatetgn
NMFS representative recommends Council developmaprehensive data collection rather than proggsame ci f i ¢ Ai s
i nformationo; Council tasks staff to develop discussiol

Comprehensive Data June06
Collection

During staff tasking Council requested that the agency prepare discpap@non a comprehensive socioeconomic data collectic
program, and bring it to the Council for review in October.

Comprehensive Data October06
Collection

Council reviews discussion paper on comprehensive economic data collection. Approves motiomge§E8€I to coordinate
workgroup of agency, Council, GC, OLE staff to further develop discussion paper on structure data collection program and
surveys by sector (including shoreside processors/motherships), and be responsive to AP and SSC comments.

Crab October06 Selected EDR submitters notified with directions for submission of audit materials, following AFSC/PSMFC development of
procedures for audit validation as required by CFR 680.6; selection of CPA firm AKT, LLP contracted by PSMFCiaspagyth
EDR auditor.

Crab Novembe+06 Informal discussions between AFSC and Council staff and industry representatives following the 2006 EDR submission ant
initiation of audit proceedings, identifying an array of data quality and confidentiality concerns.

Crab Decembei06 Council requestdevelopment of draft protocols for use of EDR data to address data quality and confidentiality concerns for
and industry review.

Crab March-07 Brian GarbetYont s of the AFSC presented AConfident iomdDat:yA and

Di scussi on EheAP rdgonmmpndesi thé protesses contained in the confidentiality and data quality protocols for
Crab Economic Data paper be followed. The Council motion acknowledges the process laid out in the discussiot gaypeves
the Advisory Panel s recommendati on.

Comprehensive Data March-07
Collection

Council receives comprehensive economic data collection discussion paper and workgroup progress report; noting neteg fo
input, NMFS indicates formal Counailorkgroup may be necessary to fully pursue data collection program. Council takes no
pending SSC review of discussion paper.

Crab April-07 Council receives discussion paper on development of data quality and confidentiality protoepprands process proposed.

Crab June07 Submission of EDR reports for CY 2006; deadline revised from May 1 to June 28 to accommodate tax reporting schedule a
finalization of exvessel and crew settlement contracts; online EDR foimpgemented for catcher vessel sector EDR with
automated validation checks; additional EDR revisions to address survey design errors identified by submitter feedbaskofN
December 2011, EDR forms and administrative process has remained larggyntseimce 2007.

Crab August07 Formal public meetings in Kodiak and Seattle to solicit further crab industry feedback regarding potential reportingdestovea
design flaws were held in July and August.

A80 August07 BSAI Amendment 80 EDR PRAagkage was prapproved by OIRA

A80 Septembef7 BSAI Amendment 80 EDR PRA package was approved without change by OIRA

Comprehensive Data October07
Collection

Council receives update on integency workgroup and reports from AP and SS@discussion paper. At staff tasking, Council
agrees that Chair will appoint small committee, to include industry sector and community representatives, to work-aggnicyer
workgroup on developing proposed data collection program, including clarifigatimram goals.

A80 October07

NMFS publishes final rule implementing BSAI Amendment 80 EDR (72 FR 52668); includes A80 EDR program under CFR
designating PSMFC as data collection agent.

Comprehensive Data February08
Collection

Council announces appointments@omprehensive Socioeconomic Data committee (Glenn Reed, Chair); Committee holds fir
meeting.
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Crab February08 Council receives report from AFSC on Crab EDR database documentation in the form of detailed tabular metadata, indaidir
quality evaliation protocols and results-tiate; Council initiates process for industry review of data use and confidentiality prot
through Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory Committee (PNCIAC).

Crab March-08 PSMFC/ AKFI' N completes initial transfer of the Crab EDR
system, enabling more robust database management and integration of EDR database with other fisheries databases in Ak
system; comple®A80 EDR database design in Oracle.

Crab May-08 Council receives updated report from AFSC on Crab EDR database documentation/metadata; Council establishes a proces
formal review of EDR metadata and suspends use of EDR data pending completioevafP&CIAC EDR subcommittee holds
meeting to review metadata document; formal public review of Crab EDR database initiated.

A80 June08 Deadline for first annual Amendment 80 EDR submission, with mandatory submission of completed EDR forms repfting d
the previous calendar year operations.

Crab June08 PNCIAC EDR subcommittee meeting: PNCIAC completes formal review Crab EDR metadata/data quality; subcommittee p
detailed comments on metadata and data guality findings.

Crab Septembef8 PNCIAC EDR subcommittee meeting: AFSC issues repliestoments; subcommittee meeting.

Crab October08 PNCIAC EDR subcommittee meeting: Twiay PNCIAC subcommittee workshop; Thitéer (A/B/C) data quality classification
applied to EDR data.

Crab Decembei08 Council receives report on Crab EDR data qudilit§iings and data use and confidentiality protocol recommendations finalized

PNCIAC subcommittee; Council votes to endorse THieredata quality classification and approves use of A/B quality data iterr
tasks staff to initiate process to revise EIDRns to improve data quality and reduce burden.

Comprehensive Data
Collection

February09

Council receives staff report intagency workgroup progress, includes draft agenda for industry workshop in February.

Crab

February09

AFSC releaseproposals for revisions to EDRs; subcommittee meetings to review data use protocols and best practices guit
EDR submitters for recordkeeping.

A91

April-09

Council takes final action to approve BSAI FMP Amendment 91. In staff tasking, Coemeédsts AFSC develop a discussion pa
for a data collection program for the pollock fleet to provide information necessary to evaluate whether the prograngithmeet
Council's intent; Chair to assign Salmon Bycatch Committee members to the SooiniecData Committee.

A9l

May-09

Comprehensive Data Collection Committee meeting to revi

drafts recommendations on range of potential data collection alternatives.

A91

June09

Council receves discussion paper on establishing the BSAI Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR from AFSC and report on
Collection Committee recommendations; tasks staff with an analysis of a range of alternatives for the BSAI Amendmemi©1
salmon EDR.

Crab

July-09

PNCIAC EDR subcommittee meets to review AFSC working drafts of revised Crab EDR forms; PNCIAC rejects proposed E
revisions and initiates crab sector workgroups to complete industry review of accuracy and burden by EDR variable.

Crab

October09

PNCIAC Subcommittee Sector workgroups complete industry review of accuracy and burden by EDR variable. PNCIAC iss
report to Council on conclusion of metadata/data quality review process.

Council Process

October09

Council approves motion tkisg staff to draft a discussion paper to: review objectives and structuring of data collection; addre
potential to directly inform relatively immediate, specific, and routine management questions versus research quedtirenst of i
relevance to specifc Counci | analyses and decisions; incorporate
PNCIAC's review, and other information from the Amendment 80 EDR and Chinook salmon bycatch data collection analysi
discuss the effectivenessadsta collection in serving analytical and research needs before the Council with the goal of assistil
Council in developing future data collection programs, setting collection and analytical priorities, and revising th@@yaticEc
Data Reports.

A91

October09

Council initial review of draft RIR/IRFA for BSAl Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR; the Council; final motion amends the
alternative set and tasks staff to return draft analysis for initial review in December.
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Councilreceives public review draft of A91 BSAI Salmon Bycatch Data Collection RIR/IRFA; approves motion adopting a p!
and needs statement for the data collection, selecting a preferred alternative, and advising that implementing rulelasigaleidbe
to provide flexibility to revise EDR forms as needed, subject to Council review.

Crab

Februaryl0

Council receives staff discussion paper on economic data collection and initiates review of crab EDR program, to béyalowe
review of the AB0 EDR; approsemotion requesting staff discussion paper assessing crab EDR purpose and need and evalu
informative value, accuracy, and collection cost by variable; motion also suspends further development of economictitatta c
(i.e., Comprehensive Data [Btion initiative) pending completion of review.

Crab

July-10

PSMFEC/AKFIN develop and implement database audit test plan to validate database integrity.

A9l

August10

NMES publishes final rule implementing Amendment 91 to BSAI Groundfish FMP (75 FR 53026)

Crab

October10

Council receives discussion paper on Crab EDR revision; adopts and amends AP motion stating purpose and need forag@ot
on Crab EDR Revision and tasking discussion paper developing alternatives for EDR revision based on retaining varifibls
as fAcritical operational componentso and opti ons fporefines t
and verify methods for accurately collecting additional informative data elements the Council will consider exgaheidata
collection program to include those elements. This process can also inform the future Council action regarding othanéxistin
future EDR programs. o

Crab

Octoberl0

AFSC releases draft Crab SAFE Economic Status Reppresenting first public release of statistical summaries of Crab EDR

A9l

October10

Council review of draft regulations, EDR forms, draft of revised logbook forms, and PRA Supporting Statement for A91 Chir
salmon EDR, and regulatory markup BfA and cooperative annual report requirements and logbook revision; Council adopts
motion to approve EDR forms with minor revisions.

Crab

April-11

Council receives staff discussion paper on crab EDR revision and advances alternaitivgal faview.

Crab

Augustl1l

AFSC holds Center for Independent Experts (CIE) review of BSAI Crab EDR program, to review methods and practices err
date and provide independent reviews and recommendations for methodatogrcakements and appropriate standards. Public
meeting convened at AFSC 823 (Dr. Chris Anderson/Univ. Rhode Island, Chair) included the participation of crab industry
representatives and other members of the public.

A91

Februaryl2

NMFS publishes finlrule implementing BSAI Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR data collection (77 FR 5389) under CFR
679.65

Crab

Februaryl2

Council adopts a preferred alternative for Amendment 42 to Crab FMP amending the crab EDR program; final motions recc
implementing regulations be developed to permit flexibility to modify forms as needed, subject to Council review. Discatsiol
tasking recommends ficooling offo of efforts to i mpl emer

A91

March12

OMB approves PRAlearance for BSAI Amendment 91 Chinook salmon EDR

GOA Trawl

Octoberl2

Council approves motion tasking staff to draft a discussion paper developing proposed elements and options on a basetine
data reporting program for Western and Central G@#ltindustries, including harvesters, processors, and catcher processors

GOA Trawl

Februaryl3

Council receives discussion paper on economic data collection for Central GOA Trawl fishery; approves motion to inisi&te a
of a datecollection program for the CGOA and WGOA trawl sectors that would collect economic dai@ghreshares to understar
the effects of a GOA trawl catch share program on harvesters, processors, communities and catcher processors.

GOA Trawl

Junel3

Councilinitial review of draft RIR/IRFA for GOA Trawl Data Collection; approves motion adopting modified Alternative 2 as
PPA, and recommends release of RIR/IRFA for public review. SSC recommends that the draft document not be released fc
review at tlis time, pending clearer articulation of purpose and objectives for the proposed data collection action. AP recomr
that thirdparty EDR data collection agent be used.

GOA Trawl

Octoberl3

Council final action on GOA Trawl Economic Data Collection; gidqreferred alternative including specified reporting
requirements for catcher vessels, catcher processors, and shoreside processors active in Central and Western GOAagvbun
fisheries, revising A80 EDR form, and requiring thpdrty data colletion agent, blind data protocol for CV and shoreside proce:
data, and data verification consistent with Crab EDR audit protocols. SSC recommends that the draft document not foz rele
public review.
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A91 Februaryl4 Council receives report from AT on A91 Chinook Salmon EDR data collection measures, process, data quality findings ant
implementation issues to date; report notes problems in logbook checkbox implementation, no data submitted in Compens:
Transfer Report forms, and potentigled for revising Vessel Master Survey questions. Council takes no action.

GOA Trawl April-14 Council receives staff presentation from AFSC on proposed data collection procedures and draft EDR forms for GOA Traw/
and approach famplementation rule. Council approves motion recommending NMFS proceed with rulemaking, and provide
clearance package and any revisions to EDR forms for Council review prior to submission to OMB.

A80 April-14 Council receives report on eadyaft of Amendment 80-§ear review document from staff. SSC report on review of draft docun
identifies suggestions for improvement, noting the draft includes an evaluation of quality and the accessibility of (DB A8GE
identifies some duplicatiowith other data reporting, and suggesting some refinements in questionnaire to improve clarity tha
be considered in finalizing revised Trawl CP form for GOA Trawl EDR implementation.

A9l Junel4 Deadline for first annual A91 Chinook salmon EDibmission.

GOA Decemberl4 OMB approves PRA clearance for GOA trawl EDR (includes thygse extension with revisions for A80/Trawl CP EDR)

GOA/A80 Decemberl4 NMES publishes final rule implementing GOA Trawl EDR and Annual Taatcher/Processor (revised A80) EDR (79 FR 7131

Crab Junel6 Council receives staff presentation on BSAI Crab RationalizatievieEd Review document and Social Impact Analysis appendi
approvesnotion accepting the review as complete and final, aattiition of items recommended by SSC

Council Process Junel6 Council approves motion to develop a proposal to establish a Social Science Planning Team

GOA Junel6 Deadline for first annual GOA Trawl EDR submission.

GOA Decemberl6 Council moved tgostpone further work on the Gulf of Alaska Trawl Bycatch Management action indefinitely

Council Process April-18 Staff Tasking: The Council requests that NMFS prepare a discussion paper that describes the Economic Data Report réayui

all prograns, explains how the data are used, and provides estimates of the costs of complying with the EDR requirements.
Council can then use the information in the discussion paper to determine if revisions to EDR requirements are needed anc
priority and pocess for analysis of proposed revisions.

SourcesCouncil minutes available attps://www.npfmc.org/meetinminutes/ PRA Clearance search available at
https://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRASearch
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The detailed history of the various economic data collection initiatives sholabia4 is documented in
the RIR/IRFA sectior, including workgroup reports, descriptions of alternatives, and the factors
considered in evaluating alternatives in the analyses. For the purpose of this discussiorspajiersia
of this history is more appropriate than a detailed recounting.

With passage of the American Fisheries Act in 1998, following on from the introduction of the
Halibut/Sablefish IFQ program in 1995, both the Council and agencies were confroliteidaipns in

their ability to assess the complex social and economic dynamics involved in transitioning to rationalized
management. A critical and pervasive analytical limitation was the lack of economic data collections
consistently collecting social dreconomic data beyond gross revenue values from commercial fishing
industry participants. The Council formed the Social and Economic Committee in 1998 to work with
members of the AFA pollock sectors to develop an agreement from industry to voluntamityfirep

level cost data. Concurrently and in coordination with that effort, AFSC economists worked with pollock

industry economists and financial analysts to develop detailed cost, earnings and employment surveys for

the CV, CP, Floating processor, and&side sectors. Survey instruments and other materials jointly
devel oped by AFSC and pollock industry economi
website*? A visual comparison of the pollock surveys developed in that project with thaalrigab

EDR forms, the pollock CPsurvey, and the current A80 survey reveals obvious evidence of parentage.
It is also notable that the data verification process envisiofeed/oluntary surveys employed third

party CPA audit review of supporting mds, and that this element of the project was included at the
request of pollock industry representatives to
and industry sectors. o Foll owing muetopment,ABSC, t wo
working with PSMFC, fielded the pollock cost/earnings surveys in early 2000, receiving only one
completed response. Although the pollock survey project was unsuccessful as a voluntary survey, it laid
the groundwork for both the Crab andGABDRs, although ultimately to different effect, and several of

the questionnaire and survey design and implementation elements of that project are reflected in the
framework of the current EDR program as summarized in Section 4.2.2 above.

With the failue of both AFSC6s pollock survey project
Committee, which was discontinued after 2000, an interagency effort to develop mandatory economic
data reporting for FMP fisheries was initiated in 2001. The course of developfika original Crab

EDR beginning in 2002 followed from the work undertaken by the interagency working group, and to a
large extent followed the model established by the pollock survey project, though in the context of

31 Crab EDR a) An extract of EIS (NMFS, 2004a) and RIR/IRFA (NMFS, 2004b) sections addyéssieconomic
data collection element of the Crab Rationalization program, with Appendi (trisssing from the RIR/IRFA) are
available from AFSC dtttps://www.afg.noaa.gov/REFM/Socioeconomics/PDFs/EIS _EDRsections.pdf
b) The RIR/IRFA for Amendment 42 to the Crab FMP (NMFS, 2013) describes the analysis of alternatives for
restructuring the Crab EDR and rationale for the preferred alternative that specified¢iné aab EDR forms. The
summary of the CIE review of the Crab EDR program is a notable representation of the competing visions of
economic data collection that have contended throughout the series of initiatives referenced in Table 4 above.
https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/analyses/amd42ririrfa021 3. pdf

A80 EDR:The Amendment 80 EA/RIR/IRFA (NPFMC, 2007), Section1.11.13.16 (availéble a
https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/analyses/earirfrfa090doptdins the analysis of alternatives for
the A80 EDR, including the judication and statistical methods incorporated into the PRA StaterRamt B
prepared for OMB review.

A91 EDR:Draft RIR/IRFA for a Proposed Chinook Salmon Bycatch Data Collection Program (NPFMC, 2014),
available ahttps://www.npfmc.org/wgcontent/PDFdocuments/bycatch/ChinookDataCollection1209.pdf

GOA Trawl EDR: RIR/IRFA(NMFS, 2014b) available at
https://www.reguldbns.gov/contentStreamer?documentld=NGANMFS-201400350010&contentType=pdf.

32 PSMFC Fisheries Economics Data Program Surveys welpagéwww.psmfc.org/efin/surveys/survey.html

33 http://www.psmfc.org/efin/surveys/ak_surv_cp.pdf
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mandatory reporting. The processnell documented in the RIR/IRFA produced for the CR Program
(NMFS, 2004; in particular, Appendix 306 to the RIR/IRFA).

The draft Crab EDR forms developed by the Couapjpointed data collection committee were

adaptations of the pollock survey instrungm@nd were intended to support the production of the same

set of standard economic and financial performance metrics that pollock industry and AFSC economists
had spent two years developing. As such, the committee retained an equivalent scope of ivatti@bles
Crab EDRs, buincreasedhe level of disaggregation. That is, whereas the pollock surveys directed
respondents to report the annual total value for each variable, followed by more detailed breakouts by
fishery, the crab EDRs required submittersejport byfishery values for all variables, but not annual
values. Further, in order to address community effects of rationalization, the crab forms added
disaggregation by location of purchase for most of the cost variables. The decision was alsatiagle th
EDRs would be limited as much as possible to collecting data about crab fishery activity only. Therefore,
the EDR design that the Council selected as the preferred alternative specified that variable costs were
only reported for crab fisheries, afied costs would only be reported for expenditures that affected
variable cost expenditures in crab fisheries. The result of the additional layers of stratification resulted in
surveys of daunting complexity. Industry representatives on the data commeitteaonetheless

confident that they could be completed, and pretesting of the forms with a small number of volunteer
vessel owners and accountants was appeared to be reasonably successful at the time, but did not fully
replicate the breadth of challendesthe actual submission process.

The design of the AB0 EDR also started by adapting the pollock CP survey and relied on the same
conceptual frameworkcghe asur es and metrics. The Council 6s pur
more narrowly focused orssessing economic performance within the A80 sector, and in particular, the
effectiveness of efficiency gains achieved by the program in providing more flexibility to avoid bycatch.

As such, rather than increasing the complexity of the pollock surveydiygaadditional stratification,

the A80 survey simplified the original by eliminating-fishery disaggregation and limited required

reporting to annual aggregate values for most variables. As a result, 1) the reporting burden and cost are
much lower; 2)he accuracy of the data reported is sufficient for use in most applications; and 3) the
analytical framework originally conceived in the design of the EDR has been effectively applied in the

A80 5-Year review and is used as the basis for annual updaties ABO chapter of the Groundfish

Economic SAFE. In simplifying the A80 EDR from the more disaggregated detail used in the pollock

survey, significant data quality may have been sacrificed. That is, the aggregate level of the data may not
capture the adddnal degree of statistical variation that would be needed to test a model using EDR data
alone. The A80 sector is, by some measures, increasingly homogeneous, and further statistical
investigation of changes within the sector in response to ongoing nmagaigeay prove limited by the
aggregate | evel of the data. This has not proven
far, and may be irreducible with the small number of operators in this fishery.

The outcome of the original Crab EDRysvmarkedly different. The twstep approach used in the

pollock survey, reporting annual aggregate values in the first step, followed by disaggregating fishery
level values in the second step, might have prevented some of the ensuing problems. T tilsalyould

have been straightforward and unchallenged on the basis of accuracy or burden. The complexity of the
crab EDRs, however, resulted in excessive submitter burden and heightened industry doubts about the
quality of the data. In addition, the opticsvefification audits and certification statements threatening
prosecution of perjury caused anxiety and misapprehensions about the precision that respondents were
expected to meet in EDR data. If the EDRs had retained annual aggregate values, theseecbaihha
readily reported by respondents, verified by auditors if needed, and flskehpreakouts would likely
have been interpreted as Ato the best of your abi
proved intractable, a ready sotut would have been to retain anrielel reporting and to assess
alternatives for revising the stratification design of the forms. Anlewal data would also have been

made available to Council staff much sooner and synthesized into informationtytatie Council
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much sooner, with a clearer path to rebalancing the burden and data quality in revising the EDR design.

This retrospective analysis of the Crab and A80 EDR designs is informed by hindsight. At the time, Crab
EDRs were being designed ircallaborative effort with industry, but in the midst of developing the rest

of the rationalization program. The Council ds pur
multiple analytical objectives, and the EDRs were designed in an effocdmptish all of them. Given

the commitment under statute of limited timeline for implementation, the pretest of the survey

instruments with a small panel of crab vessel owners and processing sector accountants was incomplete

and not adequately representatof the heterogeneous populations of submitters, or the actual business
processes that would be involved in completing the suifeys.

In retrospect, AFSC and PSMFC were unprepared to
timely resultsfromhe cr ab EDR, both in response to the Coun
in producing and facilitating useful analyses from the data. Apart from the burden of completing the

original EDRs for submitters, the complexity of the data collectedrhadmed administrative resources

needed to manage the data efficiently. The highly stratified nature of the data required the use of a
relati onal database and qualified database progra
March of 2008 tht Crab EDR data were transferred to the AKFIN Oracle server and became reasonably
accessible to analysts, and database administration continued to present significant challenges until July

of 2011.

The complexity of the challenges in implementing the GBR program were underestimated and many

were unanticipated. AFSCb6s attempt to retroactive
sufficient experience and resources, contributed to counterproductive communication with industry and

the Council. Thelevelopment and presentation of the Crab EDR metadata document to the Council at the
March, 2008 meeting did not provide sufficient basis for determining how to proceed toward release of

EDR data for use by analysts, gmubed the Council with the techaligroblem of synthesizing metadata

into a practical index of data quality.

This was resolved by approval of a motion initiating a metadata review process recommended by

PNCIAC®, specifying a series of public meetings for staff to present EDR metadatavereomments

and recommendations provided by PNCIAC and the pu
into a revised draft metadata document, and final comments and recommendations resulting from the

review to be provided to the Council by PMTI. Theresult of that process was the introduction of an

A/B/C data quality grade, summarizing the comments and recommendations AFSC received from

PNCIAC and crab industry members as a summary indicattatafquality in the EDR metadata.

PNCIAC presentg its report to the Council at the October, 2009 meeting, and the Council initiated a staff

di scussion paper fAreviewing the potenti al objecti
data collection initi atpéciically addressirgc hi eve t hose obj e

(1) Relativelyimmediate, specific, and routine management questions and
(2) Lessdefined research initiatives that may have more indirect relevance to specific Council
analyses and decisions.

The Council took final action at the December, 2009 meeting on its preferred alternative for the A91
Chinook salmon EDR. As described above, in its purpose and need and selection of preferred alternative,
the Council pursued a narrow data collection aralyical objectivefocusedon assessing the

34 Snijkers, et al. (2013) provides a detailed treatment and guidelines for implementing survey design and testing of
complex surveys of busise enterprises. The burdbour estimates that Crab EDR submitters reported to NMFS

and PSMFC during the initial years of the data collection exceeded 40 hours, and were evidence of a more complex
response process than indicated in the pretests perfonfiedlizing the Crab EDR forms.

35NPFMC April 2008 Motion, G2(b)BSAI Crab Rationalization Program: Economic Data Reporting
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effectiveness of specific bycatch avoidance incentives measures under Amendment 91. The preferred
alternative limited cost data collection to two items relevant to bycatch avoidance choice behavior (fuel
and Chimok salmon PSC). The alternatives considered for analysis did not include additional data
collection items and analytical methods recommended by AFSC to more fully capture the direct and
opportunity costs of bycatch avoidance and other factors formirgctimmic context of bycatch
avoidance choices.

The discussion paper reviewing economic data collection objectives and associated data needs was
presented at the February, 2010 meeting. The paper covered some of the same history discussed here and
offers alditional insights on the process. The paper made several recommendations, three of which appear
to have been influential in subsequent Council actions: data collections should be 1) implemented
independent of major management actions; 2) limited to Hatartform management decisions, are not
duplicative, and can be accurately and cost effectively collected; and 3) should be developed deliberately
and incrementally. The Council tasked staff to begin an analysis of the Crab EDR, assessing the purpose
andneed and evaluating the accuracy, cost, and information value of data elements in the Crab EDR

forms, and suspending further action on new data collection pending resolution of challenges with the

Crab and A80 EDRs.

In the process of developing Amendme#tid revise the Crab EDR, the Council defined its purpose and
need as follows:

i...Counci.l review of the EDR program, devel op
PNCIAC and testimony from the industry has resulted in the identification of substantial

portionsof the EDR data that are inaccurate. In addition, several elements are wholly or

partially redundant with other existing data collection requirements, and some

components may not further the Council's objectives. The cost to industry, both directly

throughdata submission, and indirectly through cost recovery funding of program

administration, outweigh the benefits of the resultant data and greatly exceed estimates

provided in the initial analysis of the EDR program and in the accompanying regulatory

analyes.

To address these problems, the Council intends to amend the EDR process so that the
data collected is accurate, informative to the Council, not redundant with existing
reporting requirements, and can be reported by industry and administered at a
reasorable cost.

The Council expressly wants to limit the EDR to the collection of data that have been
demonstrated, through the development of the EDR metadata, and other reviews of the
data, to be sufficiently accurate. Data collection should be structured @axific

elements identified, to minimize costs while maintaining accuracy and providing the
greatest information value to the management decision making process.

As analysts develop, refine, and verify methods for accurately collecting additional
informative data elements the Council will consider expansion of the data collection
program to include those elements. This process can also inform the future Council
action regarding other existing and future EDR programs.

The Council requests staff to prepaeliscussion paper developing the following
alternatives for Council consideration:

1) critical operational components by individual crab fishery,

2) critical operational components from all crab fisheries (aggregated across all crab
fisheries), 3) critichoperational components from all fisheries (aggregated across all
fisheries), and
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4) all operational components by individual crab fishery (similar to current data
collection program). o

It is unclear to what degree this purpose and need modifegpbesededvhat had previously been

conveyed as the fundamental purpose of economic data collection in the purpose and need statements and
analyses for the Council s previous action. Previ
described in angses as collecting data to permit economic analysis, using specific metrics recognized by
economists and policy makers as indicators of economic performance. The analysis of alternatives for the
Council 6s action addr ess adsotigmaintentt pot enti al to add

Ailn its original consideration of this action,
the program should be used to support several types of economic and social analyses

(such as estimates of profits, quasi rents, and thébdistn of revenues from the

fisheries). The Council ds purpose and need for
program may not be providing the benefit anticipated due to data inaccuracies. Implicit in

that statement is the suggestion that tia dnay not support the anticipated analyses.

The following table (see Table 1) is a brief summary of analyses identified by in the

analysis of the Council dés initial action and a
alternatives considered herestgpport those analyses. In general, none of the data

collection alternatives under consideration (including the status quo) provide adequate

data to support most of the economic measures of concern to the Council in the initial
analysis. o (RBMFS, 2013, pp. 8

As is clear from review of the analysis, no alternatives were considered that simplified the disaggregated
reporting requirements identified as the principal cause of reporting errors in metadata reviewed by
PNCIAC and in the CIE review of the Crab EPRgram (CIE, 2011). In stating a purpose and need

limiting EDRs to collecting data that are accurate and informative in themselves, the Council did not
identify a revised analytical purpose other than
criteria.

Relatively soon after the Council adopted their preferred alternative for Amendment 42 amending the
crab EDR program, the Council apprdwemotion tasking a discussion paper developing proposed
elements and options on a baseline economicrdptating program for Western and Central GOA trawl
industries, including harvesters, processors, and catcher processors in October, 2012. The Council
received a discussion paper on economic data collection for Central GOA Trawl fishery in February 2013
and approves motion to initiate analysis of a data collection program for the CGOA and WGOA trawl
sectors that would collect economic data-gaitch shares to understand the effects of a GOA trawl catch
share program on harvesters, processors, communitiesatoher processors. By June 2013, the Council
reviewedthe draft RIR/IRFA for GOA Trawl Data Collection and approves motion adopting modified
Alternative 2 as the preliminary preferred alternative (PR final reviewin October the Council

adopedthe preferred alternative including specified reporting requirements for catcher vessels, catcher
processors, and shoreside processors active in Central and Western GOA groundfish trawl fisheries,
revisingthe A80 EDR form, and requiring third-party daa collection agerandblind data protocol for

CV and shoreside processor data, and data verification consistent with Crab EDR audit protocols. OMB
approved the PRA clearance for the GOA trawl EDR in December 2014, with a June 2016 deadline for
thefirsty ar 6s EDR submission. The Council post poned f
Management in its December 2016 meeting, but the GOA Trawl EDR reporting requirements remain
unchanged.
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5 EDR Program Operations, Costs, and Limitations

51 Summary of EDR program operations

5.1.1 Datacollection to-date

5.1.1.1 Summary of EDR forms submitted and reporting compliance

Table5 summarizes the number of EDR forms submitted for each reporting year, beginning with
historical Crab EDR forms that were submitted to PSMFC in 2005. The table reports submission of
completed ad certified EDR data forms. Certificatiamnly EDR submissions are not shot#in.

Compliance with EDR submission requirements is effectively 100%. Grossomapliance with EDR
submission requirements has been limited to a small number of cases that ibaolkegtcy and/or

more extensive violations of federal fishery regulations. Late EDR submissions are handled by PSMFC
on caseby-case grant of deadline extensions up toweaks. Since 2005, 40 EDR submissions have

been referred to NMFS OLE due to muléiphissed deadline extensions or failure to provide timely
response to audit requests. Other than one formal written warning from OLE in 2007, late EDR and audit
materials have submitted following a phone contact from OLE.

Timely compliance with EDR subnsiion and audit requests have been somewhat more problematic in
the GOA CV sector, but not excessive for a new reporting requirement, and submitters have generally
cooperated with PSMFC in goddith to complete EDR submissions and audit requirements. r€kyrre

2017 Annual GOA Trawl CV EDRs remaining outstanding from 2018, however 7 of these appear to be
incidental catch amounts and only two appear to have significant landings of Central and Western GOA
groundfish. Referral to OLE will be considered degirg on compliance in the ongoing 2018 EDR
collection.

36 As described in Section 4.2, certificationly submissions occur in cases where entities are subject to the EDR
submission as a permit holder or owner of a vessel or processing plant under the applicable subsection of 50 CFR
679 or 680, but did not opeeain the fishery or management program that an EDR form pertains to and is exempted
from completing the data portion of the form. Certificatmmy Crab EDR submissions prior to 2005 were nearly
equivalent to the number of completed data forms, and nemais high as 25% of the number of completed data

forms through 2011. To avoid needless paperwork burden of certifieatigrEDRSs, in 2012 PSMFC/AKFIN

improved methods for minimizing the number of certificatary submissions by avoiding distributiofiEDR

notices to entities that can be confirmed by administrative records (e.g., catch accounting) as exempt from EDR data
submission requirements.
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Table 5 Counts of Completed EDR Data Forms by EDR Reporting Year
CRAB EDR A80/GOA TRAWL EDR | A91 CHINOOK SALMON EDR
ReE)EEring CV CP | Processors ASOC/:%OA CVv GSOPA CTR Slfjlrj\iy é{%fg
All EDR Forms
1998 | 218 8 25 251
2001 | 218 7 23 248
2004 | 237 10 20 267
Loosaacs| 673 25 68 766
2005 | 166 8 17 191
2006 | 96 5 13 114
2007 | 82 5 14 101
2008| 91 5 15 24 135
2009 84 5 18 23 130
2010 76 3 18 24 121
2011| 74 3 19 24 120
2012 80 3 20 20 0 86 135 344
2013| 79 2 24 18 0 86 133 342
2014 | 74 2 19 18 0 75 126 314
2015| 80 2 19 19| 69 12 0 64 121 386
2016 80 2 18 18| 70 6 0 65 117 376
2017| 70 2 18 20| 66 13 0 61 116 366
TZ?;Z'te 1805 72 300 208 | 205| 31 0 437 748 3806
5.1.1.2 Data verification/audit administration
EDR data verification is required under EDR rul es
shall .. .06 (680.6), or NANMEFS, t he DCA, or the DDCA
verification of information with [a person requiremdubmit the applicable EDR or a designated
representative] 0. I n shdfldirecgon to theeCH,ithe rules raquirathe EDR | | o w

submitter to respond to inquiries from the DCA within 20 days, require the submitter to provide

supporting records to the DCA as requested, and authorize thealDditarto review the records for the

purposeof substantiating values reported inthe EDR.-he Counci |l 6s intent for th
and of the thireparty audit in that process, is not explicitly stated in the rule, and authorizes rather than

directs that data verification is accomplistmdauditor review of supporting records. In developing the

data verification and audit procedures for PSMFC,
for guidance regarding intent. The Crab Rationalization Program RIR/IRFA (NMFS, 2004b) pritnide
background, and has beenused in subsequent analyses for the other EDRs:

AAntici pated Enforcement of the Data Collectio
Under 680.2, fAAuditor means an examiner empveriyyed by,
data submitted in an economic data report.o There is s

1

NMFS6 access to supporting r ecor dpartyautditbr(DDCA)éns of NMFS,
verification audits; 680.6(f) ates the clearest differentiation between the role of the DCA versus the DDCA, and
PSMFCb6s audit procedures have been developed by AFSC b
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The analysts anticipate that enforcement of the data collection program will be different
from enforcement programsed to ensure that accurate landings are reported. It is
critical that landings data are reported in an accurate and timely manner, especially
under an IFQ system, to properly monitor catch and remaining quota.

However, because it is unlikely that the emmit data will be used for iseason
management, it is anticipated that persons submitting the data will have an opportunity
to correct omissions and errors before any enforcement action would be taken. Giving
the person submitting data a chance to corgroblems is considered important because
of the complexities associated with generating these data. Only if the agency and the
person submitting the data cannot reach a solution would the enforcement agency be
contacted. The intent of this program is tsere that accurate data are collected

without being overly burdensome on industry for unintended errors.

A discussion of four scenarios will be presented to reflect the analysts understanding of

how the enforcement program would function. The four scesare: 1) a case where

no information is provided on a survey; 2) a case where partial information is provided;

3) a case where the agency has questions regarding the accuracy of the data that has

been submitted; and 4) a rifythesdatadobsenotegrea r andom 0
with data submitted in the survey.

In the first case, the person required to fill out the survey does not do so. In the second
case, the person fills out some of the requested information, but the survey is incomplete.
Under ether case that person would be contacted by the agency collecting the data and
asked to fulfill their obligation to provide the required information. If the problem is
resolved and the requested data are provided, no other action would be taken. If that
person does not comply with the request, the collecting agency would notify enforcement
that the person is not complying with the requirement to provide the data. Enforcement
would then use their discretion regarding the best method to achieve compliaose. Th
methods would likely include fines or loss of quota and could include criminal
prosecution.

In the third case the person fills out all of the requested information, but the agency
collecting the data, or the analysts using the data, have questionsliregyaome of the
information provided. For example, this may occur when information provided by one
company is much different than that provided by similar companies. These data would
only be called into question when obvious differences are encouréredd these

cases arise, the agency collecting the data would request that the person providing the
data double check the information. Any reporting errors could be corrected at that time.

If the person submitting the data indicates that the data areratecand the agency still

has questions regarding the data, that firmds
that the review of data would be conducted by an accounting firm selected jointly by the
agency and members of industry. Only when thatrifioses to comply with the

collecting agencies attempts to verify the accuracy of the data would enforcement be
contacted. Once contacted, enforcement would once again use their discretion on how to
achieve compliance.

The fourth case would resultwhenth@ udi t 0 reports different inforl
survey. The fAaudito procedure being contempl at
that which was envisioned for use in the pollock data collection program developed by

NMFS and Pacific States Marine Feslies Commission (PSMFC). During the design of

this process, input from certified public accountants was solicited in order to develop a

verification process that is |l ess costly and c
That protocol involves usirgn accounting firm, agreed upon by the agency and
industry, to conduct a random review of certai
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iSince some of the information requested in

companies and must be calculated, itisgndsie t hat di fferences between

data from financial statements and survey data may arise. In that case the person filling
out the survey would be asked to show how their numbers were derived (footnote 41). If
their explanation resolves the preloh, there would be no further action needed. If
guestions remained, the agency would continue to work with the providers of the data.
Only when an impasse is reached would enforcement be called upon to resolve the issue.
It is hoped that this system wouldlp to prevent abuse of the verification and

enforcement authority.

In summary, members of the crab industry will be contacted and given the opportunity to

explain and/or correct any problems with the data, that are not willful and intentional

attempts tomislead, before enforcement actions are taken. Agency staff does not view
enforcement of this program as they would a quota monitoring program. Because these

data are not being collected in Areal o ti me,
problems as part of the data collection system. Development of a program that collects

the best information possible to conduct analyses of the crab rationalization program,

minimizes the burden on industry, and minimizes the need for enforcement actioes are th
goals of the data collection initiative. 0

[ e]

Aiverification of data including auditing and
The mandatory data collection program provides that verification of data, auditing, and

error checking would be the primary responsibility of thiedtparty agent. Consistent

with procedures set forth in the motion, the agent will be obligated to develop an

appropriate system for identifying outliers, incomplete data, or anomalies in the data

submissions. Further, the third party agent will be olikghto retain qualified

professional analysts or accountants to review data submissions and identify errors or

flag possible fraudulent submissions. 0

ASFC and PSMFC began developing data verification protocols and procedures for the Crab EDR in
2005 and hve continued to improve and refine the process to efficiently identify and correct data
reporting errors while reducing the cost and burden of the audit process. Prior to incorporation of EDR
data into the AKFIN relational database in 2011, EDR dataat#iid was largely reliant on the audit
process. Automated validation routines now allow PSMFC to identify most errors and obtain corrections
from submitters shortly after EDRs are submitted. AFSC developed revised audit selection and review
protocols in 2Q7, which were used by PSMFC in the RFP for CPA firms to contract the audit review.

EDR data verification currently employs a series of validation procedures, including 1) primary,

automated data validation procedures programmed and maintained by AKE&I BPR database, 2)
secondary validation employing statistical procedures and visual inspection to identify data anomalies and
statistical outliers, and 3) editing and imputation for data errors identified by data users that were not
detected and corramd in primary and secondary validation.

Primary validation procedures involve programmed tests to identify logical errors and inconsistencies in
individual EDR records, e.g., upper and lower bounds for reported values and ratios ofcvalues,

missing dé&a for one or more bfishery EDR data fields where fishery participation is indicated in the

EDR record or in catch accounting data. Primary routines are executed by PSMFC staff on each EDR
record shortly after receiving a certified EDR submission, walllod-up contacts with submitters to

obtain corrections as needed. Most primary validation errors are identified and corrected easily with a
phone call and result in a-certified EDR submission within 2 weeks of the submission.
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Secondary validation begirafter primary validation is completed and all EDR records are certified final
by submitters. Once EDRs are completed, AKFIN completes integration of current year EDR records
with other datasets, calculation of various-pata and statistical indices,dplotting for visual

inspection. AFSC and PSMFC review the results to identify and flag visual outliers and anomalies as
potential reporting errors. Flagged values are selected for correction throughupllopP SMFC staff,

or selection to thirgbarty \erification audit.

Audit protocols specified in the Scope of Work (S
auditors to notify EDR submitters that have been selected for audit and to request appropriate supporting
materials to enable auditorsgabstantiate reported values. After audit selections have been identified,

and prior to the auditor distributing notices, ASFC and PSMFC consult with the auditor to determine the
appropriate forms of supporting evidence and level of review appropriatéféent types of data. For
example, quota lease data tends to be more challenging to validate and requires a higher level of review
compared to provisions costs. Once auditors have received the requested records, and/or with additional
phone contactshe auditors identify and confirm a correct value for the data item (either the original
reported value or a corrected value). Auditors also evaluate the quality of supporting records and
information provided by the submitter, and characterize the qualétypmort and nature of reporting

errors using a coding system developed by AFSC and specified in the®3@idit corrections are

entered into the EDR database by PSMFC and AKFINs production version of the EDR database is
finalized after all audit resultsre entered.

As noted above, the data validation process and procedures have been implemented by AFSC and
PSMFC based on interpretation of -partyaudiCoouessthasl 6s r e
been maodified as the process envisionethénGouncil record has been implemented through alternative
database management procedures that enable more timely and efficient error corrections at lower cost and
burden to submitters.

Two issues that have emerged from the practical experience of AESESMFC in working with CPA

firms under contract are especially worth noting: 1) in all audits reviews conducted since 2006, there has

not been a single finding of intentional misreporting, or of any bias in the direction of reporting errors

identified byauditors; and 2) verifying the quality of results produced by auditors requires considerable

effort by AFSC and PSMFC. On the latter point, contracting for the services of CPA firms to conduct

data validation audits is not straightforward, and the taskdved are unfamiliar to CPAs and require

one or two iterations to gain experience. However
upon to maintain staffing stability for EDR contracts, and PSMFC is required to issue RFPs to renew

ongoing serice every three years at minimum.

5.1.1.3 Program expenditures and cost recovery

This section describes the financial cost of implementing the EDR Program and identifies the extent of
which those costs have been recovered from the fishing industry by the Nstarited Fisheries

Service. These costs are primarily borne by the AFSC and will be the main focus of this section, but the
AKRO does also provide funds for the Crab Rationalization program and will be described in context.
This section focuses on the costovery amounts rather than the full cost to the NMFS as in the years
prior to cost recovery being implemented in the programs, NMFS did not calculatekthe in

contribution of staff time on EDRs until required to do so for cost recovery purposes.

The cost of running the EDR Program also includes the costs of the PSMFC and their subcontractors in
their role as DCA, providing administrative support for the data collections, software development, web

38 The SOW for the audit of 2017 Annual Crab EDR data is attached as Appendix B, aumitaleports posted on
PSMFCs webpages for the four EDR programs, which can b
http://www.psmfc.org/program/prez?pid=17.

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 63


http://www.psmfc.org/program/prog-2?pid=17

D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

services, and database administratlorE time preided by the AFSC includes oversight of PSMFCs

work, performing additional data QA/QC, survey development and refinement, collaboration with AKRO
staff on PRA clearance and publication of authorizing regulations, and associated public outreach
(meetings, onsultations and user support). AFSC also provides office space, computer equipment, and
other administrative services.

In addition to cost recovery measures implemented by AKRO concurrently with rationalization of the
crab and Central GOA rockfish fishesi and in 2000 in halibut and sablefish, new cost recovery
requirements went into effect during 2016 for AFA pollock, Amendment 80, and all CDQ fisheries. The
GOA Trawl fishery is not part of a catch share fishery and is therefore not subject to costy.eEbg

costs reported for the GOA Trawl EDR only reflect the PSMFC administrative costs and do not include
the costs of NMFS staff time, and therefore serve as a lower bound on the total cost of the GOA Trawl
EDR.

Table6 describes the annual cost recovery amounts for the three cost recovery eligible EDR fisheries and
the PSMFC administrative costs for the GOA Trawl EDR. Note that the cost recovery amount for the
Crab DR is listed in the first year of the crab season, but is typically received and used by NMFS and
PSMFC during the NMFS fiscal year that coincides with the second year of the crab season. The costs
have been quite variable in the Crab EDR Program, whietaged $286,013 over all years, and

fluctuates largely due to changes in the cost of audits each year as well as the costs associated with
database administration, support, and changes to the EDR forms. Costs have remained relatively stable in
the AB0 EDRaveraging $90,733/year for the first three years of cost recovery-228j. For the

inshore sector of the A91 EDR, the only sector from which EDR Program costs are now recovered, costs
have averaged $57,260 per year since costs have been recoves&D$cTo approximate the cost of
implementing the GOA Trawl EDR, the PSMFC administrative costs of implementing the GOA Trawl
EDR are included, but have not included any NMFS staff time as these are not routinely documented for
non-cost recoverable actties. These costs have averaged $70,159 per year over the four years of the
data collection, with costs varying largely due to changes in the need for audits.
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Table 6 Cost Recovery and PSMFC Administrative costs of the EDR Programs
Cost
S N T T e Mo i
Total
2005 $ 150,000 $150,000 $150,000
20069 $ 150,000 $150,000 $150,000
2007 $ 259,938 $259,938 $259,938
2008 $ 338,276 $338,276 $338,276
2009 $ 314,303 $314,303 $314,303
201Q0 $ 352,508 $352,508 $352,508
2011 $ 323,588 $323,588 $323,588
2017 $ 373,316 $373,316 $373,316
2013 $ 318,278 $318,278 $318,278
2014 $ 342,703 $342,703 $342,703
2015 $ 269,583 $269,583| $ 53,771 $323,354
2014 $ 345509 $ 88,254 $62,859| $496,622| $ 73,221 | $569,843
2017 $180,168| $ 91,482 $69,369| $341,019| $ 91,879| $432,898
2018 $ 92,462 $40,631 $ 61,765

! The year listed in this table reflects the first year of the crab fishing seas
2 Only includes costs associated with the inshore sector.

3 Only includes PSMFC administrative costs.

APRIL 2019

While these costs are not insignificant, they represent a small fraction oftlesset value generated by
these fisheriesTable7), with EDRrelated costs averaging 0.15% of thevessel value for the Crab
EDR, 0.09% for the A80 EDR, 0.04% for the A91 EDR, and 0.10% for the GOA Trawl EDRd5rl|

values for the Crab A80 EDR, and A91 EDR come from the annual cost recovery reports, while the

values for GOA Trawl represent their GOA Trawl relateedvegsel revenue for all vessels required to
submit a GOA Trawl EDR and was calculated directly by AKFIN.
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Table 7 EDR Program costs as share of fishery ex-vessel value
Program/Yeajr Cratd A80 AFA?  |GOA Trawf

2005 0.11%

2006 0.13%

2007 0.13%

2008 0.16%

2009 0.21%

2010 0.13%

2011 0.11%

2012 0.16%

2013 0.15%

2014 0.15%

2015 0.12% 0.08%

2016 0.18% 0.10% 0.04% 0.11%

2017 0.08% 0.04% 0.13%

! The year listed in this table reflects the first year of the crab fishing s
2 Only includes the inshore sector.
% Only includes PSMFC administrative costs.

However, the share of total cost recoverable costs associated with the EDR Program varies by each EDR
as incremental costs associated with catch share programs vary by programEsenethb EDR

represents on average approximately 9% of the total direct program costs which averaged $3.4 million
from the 2005/2006 fishing season through 2016/2017. The costs are slightly higher proportionally in the
A80 EDR Program, averaging 19% bet$584,541 average annual direct program costs for 2016 and

2017. The inshore A91 EDR represents over 29% of the average annual direct program cost of the inshore
sector in the AFA program, which has averaged $252,911 over 2016 and 2017. There is nabtempa

metric for comparison in the GOA Trawl fishery.

5.1.1.4 Estimated costs to industry of preparing and submitting EDRs

As noted in an earlier section, the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) was implemented in 1980 to reduce

the total amount of paperwork burden Berleral Government imposes on private businesses and citizens

and to establish a process through which Federal agencies must obtain approval from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) before collecting information from the public. Under the PRA, IMFS

required to obtain approval for new information collection requirements implemented through Federal
regulations and for voluntary requests for information. Voluntary requests include information collected
through surveys or through other A@gulatoryme ans, such as the Council s r
of specific additional information in annual cooperative reports. NMFS also must apply for and receive
approval from OMB for any revisions to existing information collection requirements that ecaur a

result of a change in Federal regulations or a change in a voluntary information request. When OMB
approves an information collection, it assigns th
number , expiration da eddurdefi ho@dVidaéd actheranfopnationvnaustbe e st i ma
displayed on all forms used to collect information.

The Alaska Region manages approximately 30 information collections ranging from collections for
logbooks, catch and landings reports, scales and weiglgagelhmonitoring systems, the Observer
Program and electronic monitoring, EDRs, and each of the catch share programs. Together these 30
information collections include approximately 200 forms or components, most of which are required by
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regulation. The Alska Region PRA supporting statements and documentation of OMB approval are on

the NOAA PRA Submission web page (http://www.cio.noaa.gov/services_programs/prasubs.html), listed
by OMB collection number, title of the collection, and approval date.

Although e regulations implementing information collection requirements only change if revised or

repeal ed by a

final rul e

publ i shed in

t he

collection expires every three years. Prior to the expiration datecbf collection, NMFS must submit a
request to OMB for approval to continue to collect the informafiable8 provides the OMB collection
numbers and expiration dates the four Alaska EDR programs.

Table 8 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Information Collections for the Alaska
Economic Data Reports.

Name of Information OMB Information Regulatory OMB Approval
Collection Collection Number Citation Expires
Crab EDR 0648-0518 50 CFR 680.6 7/31/2019
Amendment 80 and GOA
trawl CP EDR 0648-0564 50 CFR 679.94 12/31/2020
GOA trawl EDR (CV and
processors) 0648-0700 50 CFR 679.110 12/31/2020
BS Chinook sal bycatch
EoR o Samon BYeate 0648-0633 50 CFR 679.65 6/30/2021

To obtain approval from OMB for a new, revised, or expiring information collection, NMFS must prepare

and submit twd-ederal Registenotices and an application package that consists of an analysis called a
form

Asupporting

stat ement ,83l),and sopiesmfalt fgrmsfaondrinstrudticns/ B
associated with the information collection. The supporting statement describes the information collection

requirements, explains why the information should be collected or continue to be collected, eftanates

number of respondents and the cost to respondents of submitting the information, explains whether and

how confidentiality is protected, summarizes and responds to any public comments on the information
collection, and addresses a number of other elgwestions. The costs that are required to be included in
a supporting statement include the costs of the time that it takes to review instructions, search existing
data sources, gather and maintain the data needed, review the information to be s@nuigelmit the

information.

Prior to the expiration date of an information collection, NMFS issues two noticeshrdkeal Register

to solicit

publ i c

comment

on

t he i

nf ormati on

the crab EDR codiction expires on July 31, 2019. A notice was published if¢deral Registeon

March 7, 201984 FR 8303 soliciting comments on renewal of approval for this information collection.

This notice requests comments on any aspect of thieriation collection, but specifically requests

comment s
utility, o

on
t he

whet her

t he i
accuracy of

nf or mat.ii
esti

t he

ecti
burd

on col |
mat ed

minimize its burden. The secol@deral Registenotice will be published after NMFS submits the draft
renewal package to OMB. All notices soliciting comments on information collection renewals are posted

on

the supporting statement submitted to OMB.

N MF S 6 sNMiwRrésponds & comments receivedlaminformation collection requirements in

Table9 summarizes the estimated hours and costs to industry of preparing andisgleath form or

information collection component of the four Alaska EDRs. The table provides the estimated annual
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number of respondents for each form or component each year, the estimated time it takes a respondent to
prepare and submit the required imf@tion, the estimated cost per hour for preparing and submitting

each response, the estimated annual cost per respondent, and the estimated annual total labor cost for all
respondents. The rows title ATot alabofcostof Col | ecti on
submitting the required EDR information for each of the four EDR programs. For example, NMFS
estimates that it costs approximately $312,000 per year for respondents to provide the information
required for the crab EDR; approximately $19,000y@ar for the Amendment 80 and GOA trawl
catcher/processor EDR, approximately $48,000 per year for the GOA trawl catcher vessel and processors
EDR, and approximately $60,000 per year for the BS Chinook salmon bycatch EDR. The total estimated
cost for allof the EDRs is $439,504. These are the cost estimates for preparing, reviewing, and submitting
the required information and are in addition to the EDR administrative costs described in Section 5.1.1.3,
some of which are recovered from the industry thraragt recovery.

Table 9 Estimated Number of Respondents and Costs to Prepare and Submit Alaska Economic Data
Reports.
Estimated Cost Per Submission
Name of EDR Number of and in Total
Program or respondents Hours per Cost per Total labor
Submission per year response hour for Cost per costs of
respondent o
respondent submission
Crab EDR
707 full EDR 20 $165Y $3,300 $231,000
Catcher vessels 17 cert. only? 1 $165 $165 $165
Catcher/processors 27 full EDR 20 $165 $3,300 $6,600
Processors 1817 full EDR 16 $165 $2,640 $47,520
417 cert. only 1 $165 $165 $660
16 CVs $21,120
Verification/audit 0 CPs 8 $165 $1,320 $0
4 processors $5,280
Total for Collection 95 $312,345
Amendment 80 and GOA Trawl| Catcher/Processors
217 full EDR 22 $37¢ $814 $17,094
Annual EDR 61 cert. only 1 $37 $37 $222
Verification/audit 8 5 $37 $185 $1,480
Total for Collection 27 $18,796
Gulf of Alaska Trawl EDR for Trawl Catcher Vessels
and Shoreside Processors Taking Deliveries from Trawl CVs
Catcher vessels 671 full EDR 15 $37 $555 $37,185
3417 cert. only 1 $37 $37 $1,258
Processors 137 full EDR 15 $37 $555 $7,215
. . 10 CVs 4 $37 $148 $1,480
Verification/audit 5 processors 5 $37 $185 $925
Total for Collection 114 $48,063
BS Chinook Salmon EDR
07 transfer rpt 40 $754 $3,000 $0
Annual Compensated | 967 cert. only 1 $75 $75 $7,200
Transfer Report (O]
verification/audit 4 $75 $300 $0
Vessel Fuel Survey 61 4 $75 $300 $18,300
Vessel Master
Survey 116 4 $75 $300 $34,800
Total for Collection $60,300
TOTAL for all EDRs $439,504

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 68



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

Y Estimated cost per hour of an accountant hired to prepare the crab EDRs and information requested for the

verification process.

2/ Respondent submitted only the certification page indicating that they were not required to complete the full EDR

that year.

3 Standard baseline assumption of cost perhourfor most of the Al aska Regiondés infor ma
4/ Cost per hour estimate from the original supporting statement for the BS Chinook Salmon EDR final rule, assuming

a higher average cost per hour for submissions made by vessel owner or operators.

The estimates of time burden and cost per hour in Table 9 represent the estimates used in the most recent
PRA supporting statements or updates generated since then through ongoing operation of the program.
NMFS solicits comments on these burdhenir estimates and cost estimates in the proposed rule for the
information collection requirement and again in eagle&r renewal. If specific comments are received

on the burden hour or cost estimates, NMFS generally adjusts the estimates in thecgfiecifian.

Table 9 shows a fairly wide range of hourly cost estimates among the EDR programs. The $37 per hour
estimate is an average hourly cost estimate used
information collections. This estimate is based on the assunthtibimformation is being submitted by
operators of small vessels or administrative or management staff in processing plants or fishing
companies, and the closest average compensation for Federal Government employees of comparable
responsibility and compesation. This estimate has not been systematically validated through surveys and
has not been updated in several years. The estimates of $165 per hour for the crab EDR and $75 per hour
for the A91 EDR are based on comments received on past EDR renewabgpthmed of the type of

expertise needed to complete these particular EDRs and provided the associated costs per hour for people
with this expertise. As stated earlier, NMFS presents its burden hour and hourly cost estimates for public
comment and genalty updates and revises them if it receives information that supports doing so.

NMFS is considering conducting a more comprehensive review of the burden hours and costs per hour for

all of its Alaska Region information collections; however, this prdjkety would require a survey of
industry and competes for time and resources with
management, analytical, and operational responsibilities and has, to date, not been undertaken. NMFS

wel comes t he d@Goesunmgiblsdéd ngpprud iom t he need and priori
of information collection requirements.

NMFS sometimes identifies that a component of an information collection required by regulation is no
longer necessary, through eitherfistamalysis of the information collection or as a result of a comment
received from the industry on the collection. When this occurs as a result of a coMMEBtyesponds
accordingly in the supporting statement. If NMFS agrees with the comment, NM&8gaip by
recommending a regulatory amendment to revise or remove the requirement, and, if the Council agrees,
by proceeding with that regulatory amendment. Two recent examples of proposals to remove information
collection requirements that were identifildough the PRA renewal process are the BS pollock inshore
cooperative weekly catch report and the VMS registration fax/form. If NMFS does not agree with a
comment that an information collection or component of a collection is not necessary, NMFS rasponds
the supporting statement by restating the original justification for the information collection requirement
from the rulemaking that implemented the requirement, with additional explanation and justification, as
appropriate. Generally, OMB accepts NMFS ex pl anati on and rationale fo
information collection or component, although they may ask follpvwguestions or require additional
justification.

5.2 Limitations of EDR data

Limitations of the EDR Program span a range of issugkjreclude limitations on the quality and utility
of the data collected in the current respective EDR forms that arise from the conceptual design of the data
collections, to challenges in making the data that has been collected more readily accessibystty a
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more salient to the analytical applications intended by the Council, and more informative to the public. A
legitimate concern of the Council, as well as to industry and to EDR Program staff, is the relatively
limited use and utility EDR data hademonstrated, relative to Council expectations regarding frequent
and informative applications of the data. Given the expenditure of administrative and industry cost and
reporting burden incurred, the quality and utility of some portions of the EDR digtetions are in need

of further consideration. The following provides a discussion of data quality limitations of data currently
collected in EDR forms, followed by a broader discussion of limitations associated with the overall
design of data collectiom the EDR Program as a whole.

5.2.1 Data quality limitations in current EDR data collection

521.1 Crab EDR

Crab CV EDR Crab IFQ cost reporting in CV and CP forms shows indications thatvegkiel owners

may pool quota costs across vessels, in some cases farpose of balancing crew share earnings to
account for vessels incurring higher quota and/or fuel costs associated with northern deliveries. This
conflicts with the EDR form instructions, and complicates validation of reported quota values. This may
be a ase in which collecting annukdvel quota lease costs at the vessetl, by CR fishery and quota

type sufficiently diminishes data quality, in that vedegtl annual lease cost values are pooled over all
distinct lease arrangements at the vessel;leallecting quota transaction data from QS owners could
improve the calculation of reliable quota market activity statistics, including lease rates.

Crab Processor EDRRrocessing labor data collection in the EDR form currently collects hours and labor
cost by CR fishery, which misses overtime hours as an important determinant of hourly earnings and total
wage rates, and is a relevant indicator of labor productivity. Also, crab processing labor is collected by
CR fishery, compared to GOA Trawl processariere it is collected by month and housing status. The
reasons for inconsistency are unclear, but utility of the data would increase if collected consistently across
fisheries.

5.2.1.2 Amendment 80 EDR

The A80 EDR provides a comprehensive set of costand eathiagsa t hat supports the
objectives for the data collection without excessive reporting burden. Some variables, including vessel
activity days and processing line throughput capacity are somewhat duplicative and may not be the best
source of datéor their purposes. The collection of capital expenditure data in the EDR form aggregates
major, unique investment events (vessel purchase acquisitions and/or retrofits) which should be
differentiated from ordinary capital improvement cycle expenditureis. dan be resolved by consulting

with the submitter, but as a general matter, improved methods for collecting capital investment data that

are large and infrequent could be explored.

5.2.1.3 Amendment 91 EDR

AFSC has reported to the Council on the implementatidhe Amendment 91 EDR previously. The
concerns with the 91 EDR are:

Administration:The A91 EDR is more complicated to administer than other EDRs and yields minimal

data for the expense and burden. The fuel survey component was desigoraglamentogbook data
measurement identifying salmon avoidance movements of vessels, which have not been effectively

i mpl emented, and given conversations with vessel
avoidance travel costs. It was dgeed for a narrow set of analytical applications, rather than to yield

general purpose economic data. As a result, EDR data was not used in the AFA program review. The A91
EDR as a whole could produce data of much greater utility for the same or lessdcbstden if revised.

A91 Vessel Master SurveWell-considered, detailed answers are reported in the survey and are
informative, but an increasing proportion of answers ardgroa (verbatim duplicates of other
responses) and are not likely to pravigiuch utility as an ongoing information collection. The qualitative
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response data requires tioensuming coding in order to analyze quantitatively, but results of formal
analysis are impaired by data quality. Changes in the timing and implementatiersafiey, including

fielding the survey irseason or immediately pestason, direct reporting by skippers to NMFS, and

revising the survey content, could improve the data quality. These changes may increase cost and burden,
however, and would be difficuto implement within the current structure of the A91 EDR.

Compensated Transfer Report (CTR)compensated transfer is defined in the CTR form as one in which
Chinook salmon PSC is transferred between entities in exchange for monetary compensation, with
without the exchange of any other assets (pollock quota) included in the exchange. The CTR form
requires that such a transfer be reported, identifying the quantity of PSC, the monetary amount
exchanged, and a Y/N question indicating whether other agsetsexchanged. The purpose of the latter

is to ensure that any bundled transfer pollock quota and PSC reported in the CTR does not identify the
guantity of pollock quota and reveal a st price. However, the Council may wish to reconsider the
rationde for this approach as tracking quota lease prices in the AFA pollock fishery would provide an
informative statistic of the expected shtatm profitability in the fishery (Holland et al. 2015), and may

be of interest to the Council to monitor as thegsider broader changes to the EDR program or assess

the impact on the fishery if Chinook avoidance costs increase. As such, the design of the CTR form limits
the quality of the data. The CTR form has never been completed by a submitter, and induspoyrteas re
that the | PAds essentially prohibit Acompensated
representative are required under the A91 EDR rule to complete a certification statement indicating that
they did not participate in a compensated transfer

Fuel surveyThe A91 fuel survey collects four items of data. These are: hourly fuel consumajion
steaming, and b) towing, and annual fuel quantity and costs. Hourly rate data is largely estimated, and in
some cases is the daily fuel cost quotectFarter rates, divided by 24. As a result, the fuel rate data is
accurate to a degree, annual fuel expenditures are accurate to a higher degree, and although neither are
subject to verification audit, collectively represent the best scientific informaigitable on the

operating costs of AFA pollock vessels.

5214 GOA Trawl EDR

Trawl CV EDR:The reporting of notabor vessel cost data in the CV EDR is limited, and is inconsistent
with the structure employed in otimgementhDtResGOADespi t
EDR to use components from other EDRs that have demonstrated utility and quality, the specifications of

two of three norabor cost elements in the CV form are unique: annual trawl gear cost is reported as

inclusive of all expendituss including expensed items and capitalized purchases; annual expenditures on
salmon and halibut excluder gear is also combined over expensed and capitalized purchases, and is not
collected in any other EDR.

Trawl Processor EDRAs noted above, the GOAgressor EDR collects processing labor data as:

number of employees by month, and labor hours and gross pay, by month and housed/not housed. This
has two potentially important limitations: 1) regular and overtime hours should be reported separately in
orderto control for the relative effect of overtime premiums on average labor cost, and 2) the different
stratification applied to employee counts compared to labor hours and pay limits the ability to identify the
number of housed and ndtlwused employees; tieenployment data should be differentiated by housing
status, consistent with labor hours and pay. The collection of monthly water and electrical utility
consumption by processing plants is of some concern as well. The data are not generalizable as the
variables only apply to Kodiak plants, and do not adequately capture energy and water costs to plants that
are not fully dependent on municipal utility supply. The narrow scope of this data as currently collected
may be more suited to an administrative repgrtequirement than an EDR.
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5.2.15 Usability

Assessing the utility and useability of EDR data requires a consideration of the context in which the data
are (or arendt) being used. To varying degrees, t
assessment @articular effects of management measures, as in the case of the A91 EDR. The useability

of the EDR data collections in regard to specific applications intended by the Council is separate from the
broader consideration of utility and useability of the datéections to support more general analyses, for
exampl e, in ongoing assessment of the status of t
the FMPs, or to providing a common set of economic performance metrics that are generally egplicabl
industry sectors.

An important limitation on the use of EDR data for specific applications is the frequency with which the
particul ar management issues are taken up for con
intent in initiating theGOA Trawl CV and processor EDRs was to establish a baseline of economic data
for use in analyzing the effects of a change to ealare management. Notwithstanding the suspension

of GOA rationalization, the intent of the Council was to use the EDR toradate a set of baseline
measurements, against which later measurements collected after a management change could be
compared. The GOA EDR has captured a set of baseline measurements for the few variables that it
collects, and may continue to accumulatermer baseline of the same data. The useability of these data

for this intended purpose is uncertain, however, given that the envisioned management transition has not
occurred. In addition, the narrow range of variables collected in the CV and procefsopéses the

risk of not effectively capturing the dimensions of economic change that are most significantly afected

a result of management changes. As the EDR was designed to be implemented on a fast track before an
impending catch share program,isiting the design of the data collection under less time constraint

would likely produce a data collection of more general utility, if that is desired by the Council.

The broader issue of useability of EDR data is primarily limited byrdmmentary nature of the various

data collection forms. As illustrated in Table 3, there are only a small subset of variables that are
somewhat consistently collected across the EDRSs, e.g., harvesting and processing labor costs, crew
identifiers, and fuetosts. Most of the rest of the variables collected are unique to a particular EDR form.
Apart from the more fundamental limitations of not having general purpose EDRs that are administered
consistently at the sectmvel, the fragmentary nature of thestilict sets of variables collected in the

current EDRs, and the distinctions between EDRs in the way a given variable is measured, e.g., fuel cost,
substantially limits the utility of the data, particularly in the context of Council analyses. The dhility o
analysts to produce informative analysis requires familiarity with the base of readily available data.
Although EDR data are available to analysts through AKFIN, the fragmented information provided by
EDRs limit the potential for analysts to become sigfitly familiar with the data to enable general
usefulness. To make this more concrete: Council staff, and to a lesser degree AKRO analytical staff, rely
primarily on AKFIN as a centralized data source,
tades. The comprehensive tables are integrations of the primary fisheries administrative and monitoring
data systems (e.qg., fish tickets, COAR, DPR, NORPAC) developed by AKFIlWw efficient selection

and summarization of relevant data records for aicaly@pplications by agency staff. Existing EDR

datasets are not suitable for this approach due to the inconsistencies in the design of respective EDR
forms. In order for staff analysts to make ready use and application of cost, employment and other EDR
data requires that a consistent base of information is available across most or all industry sectors be
undertaken, that the data is structured to integrate into the existing data system efficiently, and that
sufficient time and access to the data are pexich allow development of routine analytical processes.

The unique confidentiality protocols that apply to EDR data records also impose limitations on the
useability of the data. The deésigoapedt Dlad-lh, Cahd e
50 aggregation standard, are unique to EDR dat a,
standard of confidential data protection to the cost data and other proprietary business information

collected in EDRs. Apart from the particulamplications of each element on useability and access to
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EDR data discussed below, these requirements are an additional aspect of the inconsistency of EDR data
that i mpedes regular use by Council and MNWFS anal
material and perceived risk of inadvertently disclosing confidential data. This has likely resulted in

avoidance of using EDR data in cases where it may have been the best information available, but
alternatives with lower risk and complexity were chof® the sake of timeliness.

The Hf5wWl mggregation standard specifies that a min
for public release of aggregated statistics and tabular summaries derived from EDR records. This is in
contr as teofttch rtelreed fsrttandard applied to other confide
NMFS and Council reciprocal access agreements and MOAs with ADFG and CFEC, and respective

agency administrative rules concerning confidential #¥addter consulting with DF&G and AKRO

staff, the ruleof-5 was proposed by AFSC in 2006 in response to a Council request for confidentiality

and data quality standards for use of Crab EDR data. The Council recommendedadh& asea

guideline rather than a formal requireminplemented in EDR rules, and AFSC has subsequently

applied this standard to all public release of statistical summaries using any EDR program data.

The small number of vessel and processor entities represented in EDR records, particularly in CR crab
fisheries, requires confidential data suppression of significant portions of the data collected in EDRs. In
particular, the small number of crab processors providing custom crab processing services prevents
release of data reported in the Crab Processor EDRforcustom processing service fees paid by

buyers and revenue received by custom process providers. This represents a substantial fraction of the
data reported in the crab processor EDR. Applying aafiteree standard would allow reporting of

custom pocessing data to some extent, but in many cases, there are only one or two providers within a
given crab fishery. The rudef-5 also requires data suppression for cost and employment data in smaller
crab fisheries that would otherwise be publishable uadateof-3. It is also notable that, in the potential
event of Chinook salmon PSC transfers that would be subject to reporting in the A91 CTR form,
application of the rul®f-5 would potentially be quite complicated and could prevent release of
information on compensated transfers to the Council or public.

The DCA/blinddata rule requires the collection of EDR forms to be performed by aphitgd DCA

(PSMFC), and requires removal of unique identifiers (e.g., vessel identifiers, permit numbers) from EDR
data records accessible to Council and agency staff. However, the Council only required this for Crab
EDR and GOA CV and processor EDR data. The blind data rule was considered when developing the
A80 and A91 EDRs, but was not included in the preferrednaltives for those EDRs. The bliata
requirement introduces significant administrative
the EDR program in collaboration with PSMFC because AFSC staff responsible for oversight of data
verification and vidation processes are prohibited from access to identifying information. This has
substantially impeded timely completion of verification audits and production of economic SAFE reports
on some occasions. In contrast, the DCA/blind data rules in 679.@1688r6 do not prohibit PSMFC

from authorizing subcontractors to access identifiers in EDR records (subject to nondisclosure
agreements). This is necessary for some IT application and database development for EDRs performed
for PSMFC under contract. In pgiple, this would not prohibit release of EDR microdata containing
identifiers to individuals contracted and authorized to perform research and analyses using EDR data, but
PSMFC and AFSC have consistently applied the Hiah protocol for all EDR dataleased to

contractors authorized for such purposes.

39 See Confidentialitydf Fisheries Information, Divisional Operating Procedure (DORPQ, ADF&G Division
of Commercial Fisheriettps://www.admin.adfg.state.ak.us/confluencgithy/CCFI/Confidentiality+DOP
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5.3 Applications of EDR data in analyses

Despite numerous limitations, the EDRs together provide considerable valuable insights into the
economic behavior of the fishing industiyhile there have been amber of f specific valuable

applications, the EDRs have also given analysts who use the data a deeper understanding of the diversity
within and across fleetfor example, from the Chinook salmon EDR skipper survey, it is clear that the
pollock fishery ishalancing a complex range of management challeftgadng a census of all skippers
reveals that different fishers have very different experiences in any given year, and that features such as
the extent of sea ice varies considerably and impact fishimgeshand the difficulty of avoiding Chinook
salmon bycatchin addition, all of the EDRs provide insights into the differences across the vessels in the
fleets they represent. This illustrates that some vessels may be much more flexible at movingse respo
to changing target and bycatch encounter rateis. section describes some of the analyses that have been
completed, are presently underway, and/or are continuing to be conducted using EDR data.

5.3.1 EDR Data Annual Reporting

To assess the performancelod Amendment 80 fleet under the rationalization program and subsequent
changes in fishery management economists and analysts at the AFSC use the Amendment 80 EDR data
collection to prepare an annual summary report that is included as a chapter to &h@uaiplication the
Economic Status of the Groundfish Fisheries off Ala3kee summary reports statistics that are intended

to indicate trends in a variety of economic indicators and metrics. The reported statistics provide a general
overview of fishery pgormance over time, and are not intended as a rigorous statistical analysis of
specific hypotheses regarding economic efficiency or other performance metrics. These generally include
changes in the physical characteristics of the participating vesdelisiddading productive capacity of

vessel physical plant (freezer and processing line capacity and maximum potential throughput) and fuel
consumption rates, efficiency and diversification of processing output, investment in vessel capital
improvements, ogrational costs incurred for fishing and processing in the Amendment 80 fisheries and
elsewhere, and employment and compensation of vessel crews and processing employees.

In addition to the Amendment 80 EDR annual report, economists and analysts at @aléd-Srepare

an annual summary of the crab EDR data colleclitve. crab annual summary is prepared as the

Economic Status of the BSAI King and Tanner Crab Fisheries off Alaska (&éohes and Lee, 2018).

This report presents information enonomic activity in commercial crab fisheries currently managed

under the Federal FMP for Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crab (with attention to the
subset of fisheries included in the Crab Rationalization Program). Statistics on hgraestiprocessing

activity; effort; revenue; labor employment and compensation; operational costs; and quota ownership,
usage and disposition among participants in the fisheries are provided. Additionally, this report provides a
summary of BSAI cralrelatal research being undertaken by the Economic and Social Sciences Research
Program (ESSRP) at the AFSC.

5.3.2 Council program reviews

The MSA requires a formal and detailed review of Limited Access Privilege Programs 5 years after the
implementation of the progmg and thereafter to coincide with scheduled Council review of the relevant
fishery management plan (but no less frequently than once every 7 yéar§rab Rationalization

Program has had thrgear, fiveyear and 1§ear program reviews prepared thas Both the Syear

and 10year crab program reviews relied on EDR data to document fleet performance with regard to quota
usage and leasing, effort levels, vessel operating costs, gross and net earnings, crew participation and
crew earningsThis informaton is also used to document changes in crew employment and compensation
and state of residency of creRrocessing labor, employment, and wages are also assessed using EDR
data.

The 10year crab program review also contained a Social Impact Assessignagan appendix to the
review.The SIA utilizes EDR data along with other data sources to provide, within the bounds of data

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 74



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

confidentiality constraints, a quantitative participation description by community, including harvest trends
by crab fishery, loal community fleet participation, catcher vessel crab harvest volume and value by
community, community processor participation, processor volume and value by community by share
type, and quota share distribution by community for Alaska, Washington, Qaagbother U.S. states
combined.The 1Qyear Crab Rationalization Program review also summarizes the social impacts of crab
rationalization by community, including discussions of vessel participation, catcher vessel owner
shareholdings, crew participatioratcher vessel crew shareholdings, locally operating processors,

support services, and local governance and revenues.

In 2017, a program review was conducted for the Central GOA Rockfish Prognaprogram review

also included an SIA that made extersiise of EDR data by developing cresak tables for catcher

vessel ownership address community and community of residence of crew on those vessels, along with
payments to | abor information, which g@mawaya | ook
that could not be done without EDR dakhis analysis showed some interesting patterns across

communities and regions. Data were also presented onisased processing labor hours and payments

to labor by processing crew members housed andausted by their employer. This analysis also made

use of the data on types of crew positions and payments to labor for relevant catcher/processor entities.

The Amendment 80 programy®ear review was completed in 2014 (Northern Economics, 2014). The
reviewprovides an overview of the EDR data collected and uses the data to summarize expenses and
revenues fleet wide. Operating expenses, including payments to labor, are documented and the EDR data
is used to develop a cash flow modéie Amendment 80-ear eview does not contain a social impact
assessment.

5.3.3 Use of EDR Data in Analyses

Council staff, NMFS staff, contractors, and academic partners have used EDR data, both from published
reports and custom queries, in several important we/sientioned abov& DR data have been used
extensively in catch share program revielwsaddition, it has been used in several regulatory action

analyses, such as for analyzing crew employment in the 2014 Final Environmental Impact Statement:
Steller Sea Lion Protection Msures for Groundfish Fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area. EDR data was also used in analyses of regulatory actions affecting the Amendment 80
fleet and is currently being used in a regulatory impact review of allowing ddaigsof halibut in non

pollock groundfish trawl fisheries (NMFS, 2019 in process).

EDR data have also been utilized in projects related to groundfish and crab stock assessments. Cost and
production data from crab EDRs were used to parameterize bioecamonhits to evaluate effects of
uncertainty buffers for catch projections (Punt et al. (2012), to parameterize cost and production functions
in bioeconomic models to evaluate letegm effects of ocean acidification on Bristol Bay red king crab

(Punt et al2014, Seung et al. 2015), and Eastern Bering Sea Tanner crab (Punt et aln2@dd)ion,

cost and production data from crab EDRs will be used to parameterize cost and production functions in
the joint snowTanner crab bioeconomic model under develapme

EDR data have also been used in several journal articles and/or technical memos that evaluate fishery
productivity and efficiency changes (Walden et. al. 2014, Fissel et. al. 2015, Thunberg et. al. 2015), and

in an analysis measuring the multiregioeabnomic contribution of an Alaska fishing fleet with linkages

to international markets (Waters et al., 2014). EDR data was used in an evaluation of economic impacts of
marine reserves in (Reimer and Haynie, 2018) and to calibrate a model that waseupdatéahe

sources of rents generated from ITQs (Reimer et al. 2014). Further, the Amendment 80 EDR data are
currently being used in an NPRB Project with Principal Investigators Matthew Reimer, Joshua Abbott,

and Alan HaynieAmendment 91 Chinook salm&DR data are also being used in several manuscripts

that are currently in peer review.
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Several recent Council action analyses have used EDRTt&2016 GOA trawl bycatch management
analysis included an SIA that made extensive use of EDRIdaddition, EDR data was used in the

recently completed (3/8/19) analysis titled BSAI Final Review Draft Social Impact Assessment:
Catcher/Processor Mothership Restrictions in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska
when taking Directed Ne@DQ Facific Cod Deliveries from Trawl Catcher Vessels. However, in this

case, complete data was not available for any of the different sectors involved and no EDR data was
available for some of the sectors involved. This action was essentially an allocatiesll¢mation)

between sectors and it would not be acceptable to present detailed data on one sector and not another. To
overcome this limitation, the analysts used some of the crew residence data for catcher vessels that filled
out a GOA EDR and worked thoin the GOA and the BSAI, with important caveats, as a work around
solution.

In addition to the use of EDR data in analysis identified above, several data evaluation reports have been
developedThese include the following

1 Bering Sea/Aleutian Island &l Economic Data Report Center for Independent Experts Review
August, 2011
(https:/www.afsc.noaa.qgov/REFM/Socioeconomics/PDFs/CIE%20review%20reports/2011 11%
20Anderson%20BSAI%20economic%20data%20collection%20meeting%20report. pdf

1 Amendment 91 AFA Chinook Salmon EDR Validation Reports, 2013 and PEMFC,
https://www.psmfc.org/chinookedr/

1 Amendment 80 Annual Economic Data Report Validation Audit Reports,-2008, PSMFC,
http://www.psmfc.org/goatrawl/index.html

1 BSAI Crab Annual Economic Data Report Validation Audit Reports, 2989%6, PSMFC,
http://www.psmfc.org/alaska_crab/

5.3.4 Analyst Feedback

Analysts from the Council staff, NMFS staff, and contractors who have potentially used EDR provided
some usefuleedback on the EDR collectioria.cases where EDR data was not used in analyses where it
may have been helpful, analysts may not have full access to the data or feel that they do not have the
familiarity and/or technical skills to access the data witlassistancd-urther, it has been reported by

analysts that the technical aspects of using EDR data necessitates advanced planning to obtain assistance
with the data access and management tasks and the economic analysis skills needed to use the EDR data.
Analysts have also indicated in some cases the alternatives to be analyzed in a council action are not
always directly informed by the EDR data currently collected.

Analysts described several areas of additional data collection they would like to hadedrialthe
future. These include the following suggestions

1 The Council conducts (contracts) AFA Program Reviews; however, there are no EDR data for the
pollock fishery.

1 Collect variable and fixed cost data that would allow assessment of profitabilaghrfishery.

9 Collect crew license numbers for all harvesting crew.

1 Collect information on the payments to processing crew by their home address for groundfish and
crab fisheries.

9 Collect a description of how inputs to the production process are acquipdahity and vessels.
For example, are they purchased locally or from vendors outside the community where the
fishing and/or processing is based and is there a consistent pattern of how the flow varies by input
type?

1 Collect information for all fisheriesaessel participates ifror example, some (but not all) of the
ABO vessels fish in the GOA, and there seemed to be some uncertainty as to whether those boats
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were required to summarize their GOA activity, or if they should summarize their GOA Activity
sepaately. In any case it doesn't seem like the EDR recognized that some A80 vessels participate
in other fisheries.

1 The Crab EDR doesn't acknowledge or account for participation in other fisheries. For the Crab
EDRs or any EDR to be of good value the forrasthto acknowledge participation in other
fisheries and be specific in the questions as to whether or not the respondent should include data
from those other fisheries.

T At present we dondét alll have a compdgadries pi ctur
versus the reports appended to the SAFE documents.

1 Collecting data that are consistent (in terms of the variables collected), available in an easily
accessible format, and comparable across all like sectors would be useful. Accomplishing this
would require adding some sectors to the data collection process and perhaps decreasing the level
of detail currently collected from other sectors.

1 Improve access to EDR data to researchers that are not NMFS or NPFMC employees.
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6 EDR Program Assessment and Recommendations

6.1 Short(er) term, practical recommendations to:

 Reduce costs and burden

o Eliminate routine thireparty data verification audits and limit the audit requirement to
instances of gross noncompliance with EDR submission requirements or where
intentional strategic misreporting is indicated or suspected. NMFS will continue to
research the degree of flexibility we have to minimize requirements under existing
regulations, and which types of modifications will require FMP and regulatory
amendments to impheent.

0 Review duplication of reporting requirements in EDR Program.

1 Improve data utility by streamlining data access

0 Reassess EDRpecific data protocols to improve utility and efficiency while
maintaining confidential data protections: spedtiiypd-data rule on the basis of a)
analytical users, and b) EDR administration users, and reconsidef+{ukeggregation
standard.

6.2 Long(er) term, recommendations to improve economic data collection processes:

91 Develop a systematic approachtoidentifyin@d pr i ori ti zing the Counci l
and social science information. This includes identifying relevant analytical and performance
metrics, minimum requirements for accuracy and precision of information outputs, and a
framework for balancintradeoffs between all relevant dimensions of information quality and
system costs.

0 Review survey population and survey frequency for EDR variables and consider survey
administration alternatives, including changes in the method, frequency, and respondent
popul ation of data collections to achieve t

o Improve application of National Standard 2 Guidelines to informatfonessein EDR
program oversight and ensure clearer distinctions beta@entific informatiorfrom
otherinformation content.

0 Minimize disincentives for voluntary industry cooperation with data collection efforts
and address concerns regarding confidentiality, cumulative reporting burden, and
negative consequences of revealing profitability and other fiabinéormation to the
federal government
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Appendix A1 FMP and Regulations

Fishery Management Plan and Federal Regulations for
Economic Data Collection Programs or Economic Data Reporting Requirements

Text below initalics are excerpts from the fishy management plans.

Fishery Management Plan for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crabs (crab FMP)

Requirements for the Crab Rationalization Program Economic Data Collection are in Chapter 11, Section
14 of the crab FMP. Thesequirements were elements of the Crab Rationalization Program, which was
added to the crab FMP in 2004 through Amendment 18. These requirements were revised in 2013 through
Amendment 42 to the crab FMP. The current text of the crab FMP for the EconamiC®&l&ction

Program and requirements are reproduced below:

14. Data Collection Program

The Crab Rationalization Program includes a mandatory economic data collection program which
requires owners or leaseholders of catcher vessels, catcher/procedsanesside crab processors, and
stationary floating crab processors, as well as PQS holders that purchase crab deliveries, in the BSAI
crab fisheries to submit an economic data report (EDR) on an annual basis. The purpose of the EDR is to
collect cost, regenue, ownership, and employment data to provide the Council and NMFS with the
information necessary to study the impacts of the Crab Rationalization Program. Participation is
mandatory.

14.1  Purpose

This data collection effort is required to addresséthe unci | 6 s ori gi nal probl em s
Rationalization Program. That problem statement r
harvesting and processing sectorso and fiéeconomic
commu n i tTheeCoundl revised the data collection program in 2012 to improve the quality of data

collected and eliminate redundancies with other collections of data.

The data collected is intended to aid the Council and NMFS in assessing the effitaec it

Rationalization Program and to determine its relative impact on fishery participants and communities.
The collected data may assist with the development of amendments to the Crab Rationalization Program
or could be used to analyze the economicsowdal impacts of future FMP amendments on industry,
regions, and localities.

14.2 Collection of Data

The EDR is administered by NMFS through contracts with Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
(PSMFC), an independent thimhrty data collection agda. Each owner or leaseholder of the BSAI crab
fishing industry must fill out the appropriate EDR form annudllye data collected is specific to the

crab fisheries in the Crab Rationalization Program and includes information on costs of fishing and
processing, revenues for harvesters and processors, and employment data.

14.3 Use of data

Data will be supplied to NMFS, Council staff, and any other authorized users according to statutory and
regulatory data confidentiality requirements in a blind and umaggted formThe blind format is

intended to safeguard information that is perceived to be highly proprietary and prevent analysts from
directly identifying the source of any observatiddgecifically, all identifiers associated with a data
submitter areeliminated and replaced with a unique number, which does not reveal the identity of the
submitter. However, in cases where the data (including identifiers) are requested by NMFS Enforcement,
NOAA General Counsel, the Department of Justice, or the Fetiemdé Commission for a purpose
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connected to law enforcement or qualification for quota and other Federal permits, PSMFC will continue
to provide the data and the identity of the submitter.

14.4 Verification of Data

The thirdparty data collection agemtill verify the data in a manner that assures accuracy of the
information supplied by private partieBhe data collection agent may review and request for the owner
or leaseholder to provide copies of additional data.

14.5 Duration
The data collectionnegram will continue through the life of the Crab Rationalization Program.
14.6  Failure to Submit Forms

Participation in the data collection program is mandatdsfould a submitter fail to submit the
appropriate EDR to PSMFC by the deadline, itifeaction will be referred to the Office of Law
Enforcement.

14.7 Enforcement of the Data Requirements

The intent of Amendment 42 for the wording of what was (F) Enforcement of Data Requirements is
unclear and further research is needed. The FMP amehdmgror may not have retained the following
text under paragraph 14.7:

The Council endorses the approach to enforcing the data requirements developed by the staff and the
Data Collection Committee, as set out on page-2Q the February 2003 documenint i t | ed A BSAI
Crab Rationalization Program, Trailing Amendments

Anticipated Enforcement of the Data Collection Program The analysts anticipate that enforcement of the
data collection program will be different from enforcement prograsesl io ensure that accurate

landings are reported. It is critical that landings data are reported in an accurate and timely manner,
especially under an IFQ system, to properly monitor catch and remaining quota. However, because it is
unlikely that the ecamic data will be used for iseason management, it is anticipated that persons
submitting the data will have an opportunity to correct omissions and éftwefore any enforcement

action would be taken. Giving the person submitting data a chance t@tproblems is considered
important because of the complexities associated with generating these data. Only if the agency and the
person submitting the data cannot reach a solution would the enforcement#genoyntacted. The

intent of this program i ensure that accurate data are collected without being overly burdensome on
industry for unintended errors.

A discussion of four scenarios will be presented to reflect the analysts understanding of how the

enforcement program would function. Ther scenarios areg(1) a case where no information is

provided on a survey2) a case where partial information is provid€d) a case where the agency has

guestions regarding the accuracy of the data that has been submitte@)andase where a raod

faudito to verify the data does not agree with da

In the first case, the person required to fill out the survey does not do so. In the second case, the person
fills out some of the requested information, but the surveyasnplete. Under either case that person

would be contacted by the agency collecting the data and asked to fulfill their obligation to provide the
required information. If the problem is resolved and the requested data are provided, no other action
would betaken. If that person does not comply with the request, the collecting agency would notify
enforcement that the person is not complying with the requirement to provide the data. Enforcement
would then use their discretion regarding the best method to\achi@mnpliance. Those methods would

likely include fines or loss of quota and could include criminal prosecution.
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In the third case the person fills out all of the requested information, but the agency collecting the data,

or the analysts using the data,veaquestions regarding some of the information provided. For example,

this may occur when information provided by one company is much different than that provided by

similar companies. These data would only be called into question when obvious diffarences

encountered. Should these cases arise, the agency collecting the data would request that the person
providing the data double check the information. Any reporting errors could be corrected at that time. If
the person submitting the data indicates tiat data are accurate and the agency still has questions
regarding the data, that firmbés data could be fau
conducted by an accounting firm selected jointly by the agency and members of indugtwhénihat

firm refuses to comply with the collecting agencies attempts to verify the accuracy of the data would
enforcement be contacted. Once contacted, enforcement would once again use their discretion on how to
achieve compliance.

The fourthcasewdud r es ul t wWhepaorts different ifif@miation than the survey. The

Afaudito procedure being contemplated is a verific
use in the pollock data collection program developed by NMFS and PIMFi@g the design of this

process, input from certified public accountants was solicited in order to develop a verification process
that is |l ess costly and cumbersome than a typical
accounting firm, agrestupon by the agency and industry, to conduct a random review of certain elements

of the data providetf.

Since some of the information requested in the surveys may not be maintained by companies and must be
calculated, it is possible that differencesbete'n t he fAauditedodo data from fin
data may arise. In that case the person filling out the survey would be asked to show how their numbers

were derived?! If their explanation resolves the problem, there would be no further autieded. If

guestions remained, the agency would continue to work with the providers of the data. Only when an

impasse is reached would enforcement be called upon to resolve the issue. It is hoped that this system

would help to prevent abuse of the verifioa and enforcement authority.

In summary, members of the crab industry will be contacted and given the opportunity to explain and/or
correct any problems with the data, that are not willful and intentional attempts to mislead, before
enforcement actiorare taken. Agency staff does not view enforcement of this program as they would a
guota monitoring program. Because these data are
opportunity to resolve occasional problems as part of the data collegtaders. Development of a

program that collects the best information possible to conduct analyses of the crab rationalization

program, minimizes the burden on industry, and minimizes the need for enforcement actions are the goals
of the data collection iniéitive.

Footnotes to 14:7

3" The intent of the program is to have enforcement actions triggered by the willful and intentional
submission of incorrect data or noncompliance with the requirements to submit data.

¥ The term enforcement agency in this aasg or may not include the RAM Division and the Office of
Administrative Appeals (in addition to NMFS Enforcement). Those details are still under discussion
within NOAA.

®This fAaudito could be the result nopfl aetietch eorr tahne fra
triggered under scenario three.

40 However, in cases of narompliance in which enforcement has to be notified, the data verification
process is likely be more comprehensive.

“Any time a number must be derived, the survey will geoglirection on how the calculate the

information requested. This direction should help minimize differences. However, when discrepancies do
arise, the firm will be given an opportunity to show how they derived their figures and correct the
information ifnecessary.
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Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Management
Area (BSAI FMP)

3.7.5 Amendment 80
3.7.5.9 Economic Data Report

A socioeconomic data collection program will be implemented for thédR@ntrawl CP secto Data

will be collected on a periodic basis. The purpose of the data collection program is to understand the
economic effects of the Amendment 80 program on vessels or entities regulated by this action, and to
inform future management actions.

3.6.2 Prolibited Species Catch Limits
3.6.2.1.6 Chinook Salmon

There is no reference to the Chinook salmon bycatch economic data collection requirements in the BSAI
FMP. The last sentence of section 3.6.2.1.6 states the following:

The process for allocating the Beg Sea Chinook salmon PSC limit among participants in the Bering

Sea pollock fishery; requirements governing the transfer and use of these allocations; and requirements
for an IPA, the performance standard, annual reporting, and other aspects of the Beaitighinook

Salmon Bycatch Management Program are specified in Federal regulations implementing the FMP.

The BSAI FMP also contains the following sections that generally authorize recordkeeping and reporting
requirements necessary to implement consemvatiml management measures regulations needed.

3.9.1 Recordkeeping and Reporting

The Council and NMFS must have the best available biological and socioeconomic information with
which to carry out their responsibilities for conserving and managnogndfish resources, as well as

other fish resources, such as crab, halibut, and salmon, that are incidentally caught in the groundfish
fishery. This information is used for making inseason and-s#ason management decisions that affect
these resourceas well as the fishing industry that utilize them. This information is also used to judge the
effectiveness of regulations guiding these decisions. The Council will recommend changes to regulations
when necessary on the basis of such information.

Theneed for the Council and NMFS to consider the best available information is explicit in the goals and
objectives as established by the Council and contained in the FMP. They are also explicit in the
MagnusonStevens Act, Executive Order 12866, the Regyl&tiexibility Act, the National

Environmental Policy Act, and other applicable law. The Secretary, therefore, will require segments of
the fishing industry to keep and report certain records as necessary to provide the Council and NMFS
with the needed infmation to accomplish these goals and objectives. The Secretary may implement and
amend regulations at times to carry out these requirements after receiving Council recommendations to
do so, or at other times as necessary to accomplish these goals aotivelj Regulations will be

proposed and implemented in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act, the MaSravsos

Act, and other applicable law.

Information on catch and production, effort, and price

In consultation with the Council, the Setary may require recordkeeping that is necessary and
appropriate to determine catch, production, effort, price, and other information necessary for
conservation and management of the fisheries. Such requirements may include the use of catch and/or
productlogs, product transfer logs, effort logs, or other records. The Secretary may require the industry
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to submit periodic reports or surveys of catch and fishery performance information derived from the logs
or other recordkeeping requirements.

Recordkeepingnd reporting is required of operators of catcher vessels, catcher/processor vessels,
mothership processor vessels, and by responsible officers of shoreside processor plants.

3.9.1.1 Processor Reports

All processors of groundfish shall report informaticecessary for the management of groundfish
resources. The regulations implementing this plan specify the information to be reported and the time
schedule for reporting.

Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA FMP)

There is no spefic reference to economic data collection or reporting requirements in the GOA FMP.
Requirements that apply to trawl catcher vessels, catcher/processors, and processors that operate in the
GOA are implemented under the general recordkeeping and repartitayity in section 3.9 of the GOA

FMP. Therefore, amending EDR requirements for the GOA should require only regulatory amendments
and revisions to forms and instructions.

3.9 Monitoring and Reporting

The Council and NMFS must have the best availabledital and socioeconomic information with

which to carry out their responsibilities for conserving and managing groundfish resources, as well as
other fish resources, such as crab, halibut, and salmon, which are incidentally caught in the groundfish
fishay. This catch monitoring and reporting information is used for making inseason andéason
management decisions that affect these resources as well as the fishing industry that utilize them.
Information collected from industry reports and through@ieserver Program constitutes the
standardized reporting methodology for the GOA groundfish fishery. The standardized reporting
methodology means established, consistent procedures used to collect, record, and report catch and
bycatch in the fisheries. Omd the purposes of industry reports and the Observer Program is to collect,
record, and report bycatch data in the fisheries that are used to assess the amount of type of bycatch
occurring in the fishery and inform the development of conservation andgeraeat measures that, to

the extent practicable, minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality.

Scientific evaluation of the information that is collected through the Observer Program is used to adjust
the sampling plan for observer and electronic monitoring @@pent. Monitoring and reporting

information is also used to judge the effectiveness of regulations guiding the standardized reporting
methodology. The Council will recommend changes to regulations when necessary on the basis of such
information

3.9.1 Recadkeeping and Reporting

The Council and NMFS must have the best available biological and socioeconomic information with
which to carry out their responsibilities for conserving and managing groundfish resources, as well as
other fish resources, such as brdalibut, and salmon, that are incidentally caught in the groundfish
fishery. This information is used for making inseason and-s#ason management decisions that affect
these resources as well as the fishing industry that utilize them. This infamrigaéilso used to judge the
effectiveness of regulations guiding these decisions. The Council will recommend changes to regulations
when necessary on the basis of such information.

The need for the Council and NMFS to consider the best available infomisigexplicit in the goals and
objectives as established by the Council and contained in the FMP. They are also explicit in the
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Magnuson Stevens Act, Executive Order 12866, the Regulatory Flexibility Act, the National
Environmental Policy Act, and othepplicable law. The Secretary, therefore, will require segments of

the fishing industry to keep and report certain records as necessary to provide the Council and NMFS
with the needed information to accomplish these goals and objectives. The Secretanpleragnt and
amend regulations at times to carry out these requirements after receiving Council recommendations to
do so, or at other times as necessary to accomplish these goals and objectives. Regulations will be
proposed and implemented in accordancthwie Administrative Procedure Act, the MagnuStevens

Act, and other applicable law.

3.9.1.1 Information on catch and production, effort, and price

In consultation with the Council, the Secretary may require recordkeeping that is necessary and
appropriate to determine catch, production, effort, price, and other information necessary for
conservation and management of the fisheries. Such requirements may include the use of catch and/or
product logs, product transfer logs, effort logs, or other recortie. Secretary may require the industry

to submit periodic reports or surveys of catch and fishery performance information derived from the logs
or other recordkeeping requirements.

Recordkeeping and reporting is required of operators of catcher vesselseidptocessor vessels,
mothership processor vessels, and by responsible officers of shoreside processor plants. Such
requirements will be contained in regulations implementing this FMP.
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Appendix B T Statement of Work

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission
Statement of Work: Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Crab

Rationalization Economic Data Report Data Validation
Aldrich CPAs Advisors LLP

$28,000 expires February 28, 2019

Description

Under regulations promulgated by the United States Secretary of Commerce, fishing and seafood
processing businesses and associated participants in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab
Rationalzation (CR), American Fisheries Act (AFA), and Amendment 80 (A80) fishery management
programs, and groundfish trawl fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA Trawl), are subject to mandatory
annual economic data collection censuses, referred to as Economidkptats (EDR). As developed by

the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and implemented by National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), EDR requirements for regulated participants in these fisheries are specified under 50
CFR 680.6, 679.65, 699, and 679.110, respectively. EDRs are intended to provide employment, cost,
alrftsSa FyR 20KSNJ 6dzaAySaa RFEGEF (42 AYyTF2NY (GKS /2dzy O
improved analyses afconomic performance of affected harvesters amdcessors participating in

these Alaska fisheries, and social and economic effects on associated communities. The Council placed a
high priority on data quality assurance (QA) in design of EDR programs. Compliance with EDR submission
requirements is mandary for all subject entities as a condition of federal fishery permit issuance and
renewal, and failure to submit required EDR forms in a timely manner is grounds for enforcement action
by NMFS Office of Law Enforcement. In addition to these and othar@Atelements, the Council

specified EDR regulations to include data verification audits of EDR records, to be performed by a
qualified financial auditor contracted and authorized to solicit and review financial and other supporting
company records from EDsubmitters, assess reported data values against supporting records, and

verify accurate values.

Data collection and management of EDR programs for Alaska fisheries is administered by the Pacific
State Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC), under a gganiNational Marine Fisheries Service

(NMFS) and in collaboration with NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC). For each distinct
category of participant in the respective fisheries, EDR questionnaire forms have been designed to
collect quantitative fimancial and administrative information about business operations with respect to

the previous calendar year. Submission due dates are July 31 for the Crab EDR, and June 1 for all other
EDR forms. Primary data validation is conducted by PSMFC during tke obdata collection and

employs automated database processes to identify gross and/or logical reporting errors and obtain
submitter corrections where possible. Following completion of primary validation and error correction,
the EDR database is furthemalyzed to identify a subset of records from the most rece@itylears of

EDR submissions for verification audit, to be conducted by a contracted CPA firm according to protocols
described below.

PSMFC subcontracting with Aldrich CPAs + Advisors LLPeémenplnd complete the thirgharty
verification audit protocols as specified below for EDR forms submitted for calendar year 2017.
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Specifications

The data verification audit will be conducted on selected data values reported in individual 2017

calendar yeaEDR forms submitted during 2018. The total set of EDR submissions is comprised of annual
EDR forms collected from each participating entity in the respective fishery management program,
including each vessel and processor in the BSAI crab program. igntleait operates two or more

vessels or processing facilities subject to EDR requirements is required to submit a separate form for
each vessel and/or plant. Distinct EDR forms are used for each of the industry sectors in the respective
EDR programs, withuestions/data items specifically addressing the nature of production and sales

within the sector!®

EDR forms are generally comprised of a certification section, containing identifying information for the
entity and a signature statement certifying theparted information as accurate and complete, and a

data section containing a series of tabular reporting grids which specify operational, employment, cost,
and earnings information to be reported. Validation audits are conducted only on information frem th
data section. Most data items are reported as annual, calendar year quantity (e.g., hours, pounds, etc)
and/or monetary value totals, categorized by one or more stratifying factors (e.g., fishery season, cost
category, product type, etc.). A smaller sétdata items in EDR records are categorical responses (e.g.,
yes/no) or annual average rates (e.g., price per pound or gallons per hour). The number of individual,
non-zero/nonnull data entries reported in a submitted EDR form is variable, dependingeotype of

form submitted and the number of applicable data items and/or strata. On average, crab catcher vessel
EDR submissions report approximately 70 distinct data entries across 16 data items, crab processor EDRs
report approximately 280 distinct eng$ across 18 data items, crab catcheocessor EDRS report
approximately 310 distinct entries across 26 data itefire(e.

Tablel: Counts osubmitted EDR forms and estimated data elements subject to potential selection for
verification audit

2017
EDR type Data items EDRs Data entries
Crab EDR Total 60 91 5460
Catcher/Processor 26 2 52
Shoreside Processor 18 19 342
Catcher Vessel 16 70 1,120

Only a subset of EDR records and data entries are selected for audit verification. All audit selection
procedures will be performed by PSMFC/ A¥8@sed on three sets of criteria:

40The current EDR forms are available for download at http://www.psmfc.org/alaska_crab/ for the BSAI crab EDR
program Online web application versions of each EDR form are hosted on PSMFC's website, which support more
streamlined data entry steps for the submitting entity as well as automatically generating electronic data records;
these are used by a majority of submitters, but completed paper forms may be delivered to PSMFC by mail/fax at
the option of the submitter.

41 In prior RFPs and contracts for EDR verification audits, the procedure for random audit selection was included in
the scope of worko be performed by theontracor. The random sampling procedure previously specified a

sampling formula and minimum samplirate designed to support statistical inferences of audit results from the
respective audit samples to the associated populations of EDR refasdRFP revises the audit selection process,
which will be performed entirely by PSMFC/ASFC.
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1.)Random selectionfor a predefined set of data items, a subset of EDR records will be
randomly selected for verification of reported values;

2.)Outlier selection:targeted selection of individual data values reported in specific EDR
records that fail primary and/or statistical validation tests performed by PSMFC/AFSC and are
thus identified as likely reporting errors; and

3.) For-cause selectionEDR records subrted by entities that have failed to meet minimum
standards for timeliness and/or accuracy in current or recent EDR submissions.

EDR records selected for audit will be provided to the contractor in an electronic database file
containing the EDR record numbeontact information for the submitting entity, and a table of
corresponding data items and reported values to be verified, as described in more detail below. Based
on EDR audits conducted to date and revised sampling procedures to be employed,idipgtat that

the total number of individual EDR records, distinct data items, and distinct data values selected for
audit will be as follows:

Table2: Estimated counts of EDR records selected for audit verification for 2017 EDRs
Estimated audit selections per year

EDRY Data items | Data entries
Crab EDR total for 201 16 14 71

EDR Program

Crab EDRs are due to PSMFC on Jéflgf3dach year. Time required to complete primary validation,
finalization of electronic EDR records, and outlier detection/selection may require up to six weeks.
Although there is some uncertainty regarding the date by which EDR records will be finatized a
selected for audit, usually all EDR data records subject to verification audit will be available to the
contractor by September 30th.

Scope of Work
The general protocol for validating EDR data values is the following:

PSMFC/NMFS will select EDR records for audit based on criteria outlined above. In all cases, the
verification procedures for a selected data entry are largely the same. The subset of data items
(variables) selected for audit varies each year, but typicalgprises a set of-85 distinct items from

each of the respective EDR forms. PSMFC will compile a single tabular data report listing all selected
data entries (total data entries shown in Table 2 above) by EDR record number (booklet_id), providing
an ablreviated description of the variable, the data entry value reported by the submitter, three fields
for recording verification results, and a description of the reason for selection (see Table 3 below). This
tabular report is to be used by the auditor agthrimary vehicle for recording final verification results

for each selected entry and delivery to PSMFC [Bdiverables: Audit results databaselow). The

integrity of information represented in the tabular data report is critical to satisfactory pexdnce of

the contract; auditors must ensure that the verification results are represented accurately, according to
all protocols detailed below, and that the tabular structure is carefully maintained to prevent corruption
of data contained thereinn seprate tables, PSMFC will also provide a listing of contact information for
the associated EDR submitters, and a set of EDR variable descriptions corresponding to each distinct
variable included in the audit selection, formatted for use in written commuitinawith EDR

submitters, and an archive of the complete EDR record for each respective EDR booklet included in the
audit selection.
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The auditor will review the EDR records and communicate with the submitters to request supporting
records for the specifitems to be verified. The auditor may requestd reviewcopies of additional

data or records provided by the EDR submitter, including but not limited to: previously audited or
reviewed financial statements, worksheets, tax returns, invoices, receipdsptiner original documents
substantiating the data. It is not possible to define the exact nature of the supporting information an
auditor may be provided with when conducting an audit because each company has their own style of
financial recordkeeping. &te follow-up communication may be necessary to identify and receive the
necessary records.

Using the supporting records supplied by the EDR submitter, the auditor will validate the reported
values. Validation includes evaluating the quality of supportimgudhentation supplied as the basis for
verification of reported EDR values; identification and classification of reporting errors; and, where
possible, identifying a correction and quantifying the amount of reporting error for each audited data
value. Somef the information collected in EDRs is not maintained in submitter records exactly as
described in the EDR form, requiring the submitter to derive or approximate the value to report (e.g. by
pro rata distribution). In these instances, the method of apgmmation and any calculations must be
documented by the submitter to be validated. The auditor will review and evaluate the methods used
for consistency with standard accounting practices, validate calculations, and where appropriate,
guantify the error ad identify a correction. Criteria for validation and classification of supporting
records and reporting errors are described below.

Validation results for each audited data entry will be recorded by auditors in a database that is
appropriately structuredor import into a relational database by PSMFC. Conformance to database
standards and attention to data integrity in recording and conveyance of audit result data to PSMFC is a
critical element in the proposal evaluation. In addition, the auditor will @texa document summarizing

the methods and results, including any additional quantitative and/or qualitative findings not captured

in the audit results database.

The Auditor shall not complete and/or submit Economic Data Reports (EDR) as the designated
representative of an EDR submitter while under contract for this work. In the event that the Auditor
knowingly provides information for a client for the express purpose of reporting in an EDR, the Auditor
must disclose this fact when samples are being selddtar this audit.

Selection of audits and data preparation:

1 NMFS will analyze the EDR data submitted for outliers and other data anomalies and select
records on this basis for audit verification (outlier selection).

1 PSMFC will identify fezause audiselections.

1 Conditional on the number and range of outlier and-¢ause selection, NMFS will select EDR
data items from each respective EDR form and generate a random selection of corresponding
EDR records to supplement the outlier and-éause sets.

o Use of randomized audit selection is discretionary.

o 9yUuAGASa GKFUG NBOSAOGSR | aFrAfté FdzRAG £ SGGSE

cause selection for audit, with consideration given to mitigating circumstances.

o All audit selections will includeRS a ONR LJGi A2y 2F (GKS NBFaz2y F2N

value is global outlier for variable, 10x greater than next highest reported value for

HAMT é-GF de¥F8XWJ FIAf RSGSNXYAYLFGAZ2Y AY HnmcéX Si
valueisreportedag > Y2y Yy dzYSNRAO 6abk! §€03 2NJ ydztt o0o0f |

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 92



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

logically valid entries for original and/or corrected value and corresponding validation
codes, e.g.:
A 1s 0 or N/A a plausible value for the variable
A C2NJ abk! £ 2 NJ mdtionygdnfirssyhé otiirakedtry, sHbuldd |
O2NNBEOUSR @I fdzS 0SS NBO2NRSR a n 6k fARI
code = 10).

1 The complete set of audit selections will be limited to between 4 and 15 items from each EDR
form, for a total of no morghan 40 distinct data items across all three sectors, and 75 to 800
total data entries selected.

1 PSMFC will compile the selected EDR records into a tabular data report to be used by the
Auditor to record validation results for each record.

1 PSMFC will prepa an archive of the complete EDR record for each submitter included in the
audit selection, provide contact information for all EDR submitters selected, and assist with
making arrangements between the Auditor and EDR submitters as needed.

1 PSMFC/NMFS wiovide letter templates for auditor to use in preparing formal notices for
mailing to EDR submitters (i.e., initial audit notices and submitter feedback letters).

1 PSMFC and NMFS will consult with the Auditor to determine the appropriate types of
documentdion and degree of supporting records detail that are sufficient and appropriate basis
the verify selected EDR variables.

Data verification and analysis:

9 The Auditor will coordinate preparation and mailing of written audit notices (using templates
provided) to solicit supporting information from the selected EDR submitters for selected data
entries.

9 The Auditor will monitor submitter response to audit notices, organize and manage all materials
and information received from submitters (including documentagterials and information
conveyed verbally), and conduct additional correspondence with the submitters as needed to
obtain additional records and information sufficient to complete the verification process.

1 The Auditor will analyze the records and otlsepporting information provided by submitters
and apply generally accepted accounting principles to evaluate the quality of supporting
information according and verify the accuracy of reported values. For each data value selected
for audit, data verificabn procedures are the following:

o Evaluate the quality of supporting records and other documentation supplied as the
basis for data verification;

o Evaluate accounting/recordkeeping methods, calculations, logical considerations,
and/or other factors used bthe submitter to derive or approximate the reported value
from supporting documentation;

o Evaluate the accuracy of the original reported value;

0 Where the original value cannot be verified and/or is determined to be inaccurate,
consult with thesubmitter to obtain corrections, additional records and other
information as needed to identify the accurate (verified) value, as confirmed by the
submitter.

1 The Auditor will record the evaluation and verification results for each value audited Auittie
results databasgeusing theSupport analysis coddramework (specified in Table 4 below).

9 The Auditor will prepare a final project report for public distribution, summarizing audit
procedures and administrative procedures, summary of results, a getiscaission of notable
issues identified during the course of the audit including problems encountered by submitters

Economic Data Reporting i Discussion Paper, April 2019 93



D5 Economic Data Reporting
APRIL 2019

with EDR forms and supporting records, audit procedures under the SOW, and
recommendations for modifications of EDR data collection andt gudcedures for the future.
The Auditor will coordinate preparation and mailing of Submitter Feedback Letters (following
consultation with PSMFC and NMFS and using templates provided) to notify audited EDR
submitters of audit results for their selectedtdaincluding summary audit finding (Well
supported/Semisupported/Fail), byitem verification results for their selected data, suggestions
for improved EDR reporting and record keeping, and notice of any failure of the submitter to
comply with verificatio audit requirements.

Deliverables:
Progress reports and invoices

1

T

T
T

The Auditor will submit verbal or written updates to PSMFC and NMFS every two to three weeks
to validate work and resolve questions or issues encountered.

Progress reports will act astermittent deliverables to ensure quality of work and to address

any problems that may arise throughout the project.

Charges for expenditures should be listed on the invoice as a separate line item.

CAYylLt Ay@2A0S aK2dzZ R 6S YINJSR GCAylféod

Audit results database

T

Upon completion of all audit validation procedures, validation results will be delivered to PSMFC
in an electronic database table, consolidating results for all EDR types (CP, CV, and shoreside
processor) in one table, listing each EDR entry sedeittr audit by booklet_id, table name,
variable name, cause for selection, and original reported value (all columns populated in the
table of audit selections provided by PSMFC), with Original Support Analysis Code, Validated
Value, and Validated Suppdkhalysis Code based on Auditors findings.
0 Tablebelow is an example of the tabular format of audit results data to be provided to
PSMFC by the Auditor.
o Depending on database software available to the Auditor (Microsoft Access, Excel, etc.),
PSMFC will work with the Auditor to provide a file structure and format for recording
audit results to ensure data integrity

Table3: Format of tabular audit resuldata

BookletID |Table name |Variable Cause fo|Original |OriginallValidated |Validated
name selection|Value |SupportValue Support
Analysis Analysis (Cod
(Code 0,1,5,7,9 or
0-10) 10)
2010V 5.2 Capital |Total_ High 250,456 |6 254,0055
4000A Expenditureg expenditure |global
outlier

o PSMFC will provide the contact information, BookletID, Table name, Variable name
(description of data item as it is listed in the EDR and referenced in the EDR database),
and Original Value of each variable to ha&lded.

0 ¢KS ! dzRAG2NI gAff LINPOARS (KS @OzaRSRa&h MR R
+ fdzS¢ ARSYGAFTASR o0& |dzRAG2NER 0Sljdz £f Ay 3
O2YyFTANNSR 08 (KS adzoYAGGSNE |&tR OISR RS
0,1,5,7,9 or 10).

0 Support analysis classification codes are showralslebelow.
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Table4: Support analysis codes
Audit | Documented | Documented | Validation result Measurement Correction
codes | support for support for error effect type
Original Verified Value
Value
o* No No Respondent did not respond to audit request for supporting records| None No
representsnoncompliance.
1* Yes Yes (same as | No error; reported value is clearly substantiated by compete recordy None No
original) ©0%SNR KI YRt Ay 3YCdréthvade ¥ b (ho c@riedtialz
Original and corrected code = 1.]
iT* Yes Yessameas | hNAIAYFf @FfdzS A& o6fly] 2N Wbk| None No
original) for fail letters)
2 Yes Yes (same as | Calculation error Respondent Yes
original)
2T Yes Yes (same as | Observable typographic erroronthéB & L2 Yy RSy (i Qa  LJ-| Respondent Yes
original)
3 Yes Yes (same as | Misinterpretation of question Questionnaire Yes
original) wording
4 Yes Yes (same as | Estimate is based on original documentation but flawed Questionnaire Yes
original) assumptions/logic specification +
Respondent
5* Yes Yes (same as | Data cannot be reported precisely as specified in EDR form and my Questionnaire No
original) be estimated; estimate is based on appropriate documentation and| specification
sound assumptions/logic and is considered validated
6 Yes Yes (updated) | Original value as reported correctly based on original documentatiq Questionnaire Yes
but corrected based on updated documentation specification
7* No No Original value is unsubstantiateand no validated value can be Questionnaire No
substantiated based on available records; original value is confirme| specification +
representing good faith "best guess” Respondent
8 No Yes (new) Original value is unsubstantiated; correction is lthea new Questionnaire Yes
documentation specification +
Respondent error
9* No No Original value is blank (missing data); available information Respondent No. Auditor leaves corrected
contraindicates 0 or N/A and no validated value can be confirmed value blank and enters 9 for
based on available records. If applied @litfated Support Analysis, Validated Support Analysis
iKA&E AYRAOIGSa | adznYAldSNna 3 *PSMFC enters9 values in
response to a verified value. Otherwise, apply Code 0. database UR notes to indicate
known item nonresponse.
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Audit | Documented | Documented | Validation result Measurement Correction
codes | support for support for error effect type
Original Verified Value
Value
10* No No Item "Not Applicable" to vessel None No *PSMFC enters values in
database UR notes to indicate
non-applicability of the data
element.
Docu | Yes Yes (samesa | Primary key error is defined as an error in the categorization of the | Respondent Yes
ment original) reported value by a stratifying variable (e.g., fishery code, location
code, product code, etc.), rather than an error in the reported value
itself. For example, a submittaiccidentally records EAG fishery activ
in the row for the WAG fishery.
Docu | Yes Yes (same as | Administrative errors should be documented in such a way that PS Administrative Yes
ment original) can identify where corrections to the database need tontede; and
baC{ Oly ARSyi(tATe G(G(KS NB&aLRYRS
from any error introduced by the administrative data entry process.

*denotes audit codes that should be used to classify corrected values
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indicate a 0 or N/A regmse (which are attributed to incomplete instructions in the questionnaire, and coded 1T and 10, respectively), andreapendént error where a
non-null/nonzero response can be validated. In such cases, audit codes 2,3,4,6, or 8 should be usextterizieathe type of response error indicated for the original (nu
value, and an appropriate audit code applied to the verified value. If the respondent is responsive to the audit regisegshable to resolve the null value (e.g., due to lo
of accounting records) to confirm a verified value, code 9 should be applied to both original and verified support code.dbnserés an audit request is provided
regarding a null original value, code 9 should be entered as the original support codatedhlidlue left blank, and code 0 entered as the validated support code to indi
audit noncompliance.
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Final project report

The Final Project Report to be prepared by the Auditor provides a brief summary of verification audit
methods, results, and general findings, and is intended for public distribution for PSMFC. The following
outlines the organization of the report contents:

1 A summary of background, description of verification audit methods and procedures
1 Summary of auditasults, organized by EDR type, providing
o Tabulated summaries of audit results for each selected variable (aggregated to protect
confidential submitter information) and general description of findings regarding quality
of records provided for support reptad values (e.g.,"8party documentation vs.
informal description of data source or estimation). Figure 1 below is an example of
presentation of summary audit results for one EDR data item (variable) in the final audit
report document
Figurel: Example of summary audit results for one EDR data item (variable)

o0 Summary or feedback by submitters regarding time required to 1) complete and submit
the EDR form, and 2) comply with verification audit requirements (i.e., collect and
deliver requested reords, communicate with auditors by phone, confirm verified data
values).

1 A general discussion of notable issues identified during the course of the audit, including:

0 General compliance with audit procedures (were submitters forthcoming timely
response tall requests for information, were multiple contacts required to obtain an
initial response or to obtain supplementary information)

0 General patterns in validation errors, e.g. directional bias in original values (consistently
higher/lower than verified vime), or general inconsistency of common recordkeeping
practices with auditor expectations

o Difficulty with particular questions in the EDR (e.g. interpretation or understanding of
the information to be reported, ability to identify an accurate value bagedavailable
records)

9 Discussion of any significant difficulties encountered with audit procedures as specified in the
SOW, and recommendations for modifications of EDR data collection and audit
procedures/SOW for the future

1 Examples of the most recent &hreports are located at:

o http://www.psmfc.org/alaska crab/documents/2015 2016 audit_results.pdf

o http://www.psmfc.org/am80edr/documents/2015 2016 audits.pdf
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