
Improving Coverage Rates in the Partial Coverage Program 
 
In order to develop options for improving coverage rates, it may be helpful to identify reference points 
for coverage in each stratum.  In effect, instead of having the annual observer budget (fee proceeds) be 
the limiting factor, identify ‘reference’ or ‘target’ coverage levels and then determine how to fund up to 
that coverage level with the regulatory and non-regulatory vehicles available to each stratum. Relative 
to the task of improving coverage rates in the partial coverage program, this approach could help inform 
how to utilize the zero selection pool, EM optimization, contract changes, and options to increase the 
observer fee. It is intended to show how much additional funding is needed in each stratum to reach 
target coverage goals, which helps determine a reasonable suite of options to achieve those goals.  
 
An approach for the workgroup to consider is: 

1. Identify low, medium and high reference points for coverage in each stratum, or a 
reference point in which spatial and temporal ‘boxes’ were sufficiently met (2016).   

2. Translate these reference points into the number of sea days that would be monitored. 
3. Assign a portion of the annual fees to each stratum based on the number of target sea days 

to be monitored. 
4. Identify stratum specific approaches to meet the coverage reference points within the 

assigned budgets.    
 

Methods to achieve a target coverage rate within an assigned budget will likely be different for each 
stratum.  The purpose of reference points is to provide scale for developing actions needed to meet 
coverage levels.  They should be considered as OAC subgroup discussion points only. Example reference 
points include: 

 
● Equal Base Rate: The Observer Science Committee identified a flat 15 percent selection rate 

across all strata as a base starting point (hurdle approach to be evaluated in 2018 ADP).  
● Gear Specific Base Rate: The OAC and AP recommended a strata specific approach to the 

“hurdle” concept, an example of which could be expressed as a 10/15/25 percent 
(pot/longline/trawl) reference point.   

● 2016 Rate: The 2016 actual coverage rates of 15/15/28 percent have also been identified as a 
starting point where the 2016 annual report shows the spatial and temporal needs of the catch 
accounting program were satisfied. 

● High Reference Point:  A high reference point could be expressed as a 15/20/40 percent 
scenario. 

 
Policy factors that other reference points can be based upon include: 

● Management area coverage needs for catch accounting purposes (gap analysis to evaluate 
spatial and temporal bias) 

● Reducing the observer effect 
o Obtaining a representative sample given the gear/target fishery complexity of the 

various strata 



o Minimum levels of coverage needed to minimize fishing behavior effects 
o The ability to detect/evaluate/report observer effects at the needed resolution (i.e. 

target fishery level) by stratum.  
● Target fishery level data quality and precision priorities for species of concern such as PSC or 

other identified species.  
● Operational priorities of fishery participants (multi-area fishing, tender deliveries, rare species 

precision, etc.) 
● Compliance with regulations (careful release, area reporting, etc.) 
 

Note that the rates listed in the reference points were based on trips, not sea days.  To simplify the 
concept and provide a way to translate the reference points for coverage into monitored sea days and 
associated budgets, these trip selection rates can be applied to the sea days for each strata listed in 
Table 3-1 (p,61) from the 2016 June annual report ( pot (4,622), longline (13,493), and trawl (7,192)).   In 
practical terms, trips will continue to be the unit selected by ODDs, and deriving actual selection rates 
based on trips that yield the expected sea days can be a follow-up exercise. 
 
One way to apportion the annual fees among strata is to simply identify the percentage of total sea days 
assigned to each stratum under the various reference scenarios and assign the same portion of the 
annual fees to those strata.  Table 2-1 (p. 24) of the 2016 annual report shows that approximately $3.77 
million in fees were collected from industry in 2017.   

Example Reference Points and resulting budgets 

 

Equal Base Rate 

Stratu
m 

Selectio
n rate 

Trip 
Days/Sector 

Selected 
Sea Days 

% 
Total 
Sea 

Days 

Assigned 
Budget 

$/sea day 
target 

Additional 
funding needed 
from 2016 base 

($1,049) 

Pot 15% 
               
4,622              693  18% 

 $        
688,498  

 $        
993  $38,774  

HAL 15% 13,493  
         
2,024  53%  $    2,009,931  

 $        
993  $113,192  

Trawl 15% 
               
7,192  

         
1,079  28%  $    1,071,328  

 $        
993  $60,333  

Total    25,307  
         
3,796           3,769,757    $212,299  

        
Gear Specific Base Rate 

Stratu
m 

Selectio
n rate 

Trip 
Days/Sector 

Selected 
Sea Days 

% 
Total 
Sea 

Days 

Assigned 
Budget 

$/sea day 
target 

Additional 
funding needed 
from 2016 base 

($1,049) 



Pot 10% 
               
4,622              462  11% 

 $        
406,704  

 $        
880  $78,144  

HAL 15%             13,493  
         
2,024  47%  $    1,780,937  

 $        
880  $342,187  

Trawl 25% 
               
7,192  

         
1,798  42%  $    1,582,116  

 $        
880  $303,986  

Total                25,307  
         
4,284           3,769,757    $724,316  

        
2016 

Stratu
m 

Selectio
n rate 

Trip 
Days/Sector 

Selected 
Sea Days 

% 
Total 
Sea 

Days 

Assigned 
Budget 

$/sea day 
target 

Additional 
funding needed 
from 2016 base 

($1,049) 

Pot 15% 
               
4,622              693  15% 

 $        
552,434  

 $        
797  $174,837  

HAL 15%             13,493  
         
2,024  43%  $    1,612,721  

 $        
797  $510,402  

Trawl 28% 
               
7,192  

         
2,014  43%  $    1,604,602  

 $        
797  $507,833  

Total                25,307  
         
4,731           3,769,757    $1,193,072  

        
High Reference point 

Stratu
m 

Selectio
n rate 

Trip 
Days/Sector 

Selected 
Sea Days 

% 
Total 
Sea 

Days 

Assigned 
Budget 

$/sea day 
target 

Additional 
funding needed 
from 2016 base 

($1,049) 

Pot 15% 
               
4,622              693  11% 

 $        
416,924  

 $        
601  $310,348  

HAL 20%             13,493  
         
2,699  43%  $    1,622,835  

 $        
601  $1,207,996  

Trawl 40% 
               
7,192  

         
2,877  46%  $    1,729,998  

 $        
601  $1,287,765  

Total                25,307  
         
6,269           3,769,757    $2,806,109  

 

Discussion points: 

● Allocating the fees based on % of total sea days can be used to maintain the principle that all 
sectors benefit from the at-sea data collected by the observer program through the sharing of 
the 1.25% base fee, yet allow consideration of sector specific supplemental fee increase to meet 
target coverage levels.   

● The right-hand columns show how much additional funding is necessary by stratum to reach the 
coverage target. The purpose is to inform options to reach those funding/coverage goals.  



● The $/sea day target column helps scale the type of measures for all strata needed to meet the 
target coverage rate without a fee increase.  It can also be used to inform discussions on 
optimizing the number of EM vessels and EM selection rate in fixed gear strata to meet the 
coverage target within a combined observer/EM budget.   

● Across most of the reference points, the number of sea days for HAL and trawl are about the 
same and the budgets would be $1.5 to $1.7 million/sector.  That is pretty stable target across a 
range of reference points to work from.  

● Monitoring of groundfish and halibut discards. When you exclude halibut discards, partial 
coverage HAL and trawl discards are of the same relative magnitude.  Table 4-2 (p. 88) lists the 
HAL CV discards at 13,760 mt.  Table 4-5 shows that 7,874 mt of this is halibut, mostly small 
halibut. Because of sampling protocol issues, the IPHC doesn’t current use these data. That 
leaves about 6,000 mt of HAL discards that NMFS needs to track, which is comparable to the 
5,900 mt and 1,100 mt of bottom trawl and pelagic trawl discards, respectively. 

● If the focus of allocating observer days is to monitor at-sea discards, an argument could be made 
that the number of observed days should be roughly similar between trawl and HAL, as modified 
by PSC priorities or species of particular concern. 

● The flat 15/15/15 coverage rate baseline proposed by the OSC results in 2X as many sea days 
monitored in HAL than trawl. This effect could be further exacerbated by the relative difference 
in length of trips between HAL and Trawl.  

 
Pros/Cons with setting reference points and fee allocations by stratum: 

Pros: 
● Conceptually less complex that open ended optimization 
● Helps scale actions needed to meet reference points (reference points are a policy decision 

informed by four years of evaluation of the current partial coverage program) 
● Provides a starting point to evaluate the number of EM boats needed to meet cost targets for 

fixed gear vessels   
● Supports further work on EM optimization in fixed gear stratum and changes to the zero 

selection pool 
● Enables discussion of fee allocation alternatives 
● Aligns incentives to support sector-specific supplemental fees options 

Cons 

● Reference points (target coverage rates) are based on policy decision, albeit informed by four 
years of annual reports 

● Reflects a problem/solution-oriented approach, rather than optimizing for maximum efficiency 
across the whole program.  

 


