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SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF CATCH SHARES PROGRAMS 

IN THE MID-ATLANTIC 
OMB CONTROL NO. 0648-XXXX 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This request is for a new information collection. 
 
Catch share systems are being encouraged and considered in a variety of United States (U.S.) 
fisheries.  Scientists, policy makers, and stakeholders (including fishermen and non-
governmental environmental organizations) have different views about potential social and 
economic impacts and outcomes of these output- oriented systems. Thus establishing baselines 
for trend analysis and identifying and evaluating impacts over time is essential to assess and 
improve such systems and determine whether intended outcomes are realized. Without baselines 
we cannot as effectively judge change due to catch shares from change due to other factors. The 
largest-ever catch share program (in terms of number of permits) was implemented in the 
groundfish fishery in the Northeast region May 1, 2010. An Individual Transferable Quota for 
general category scallop permits was established April 1, 2010. Other catch share programs are 
being contemplated in the Northeast Region (New England and the Mid-Atlantic) for the near 
future. Baselines are rapidly being left behind. A University of Rhode Island survey of fishermen 
and former fishermen in New England in 2009/2010 partially captured this baseline for fisheries 
in general, as well as some immediate post-implementation impacts for groundfishermen and 
general category scallopers in that region. This survey will replicate that survey in the Mid-
Atlantic. Timing is critical in order to capture baselines for fisheries in general, and immediate 
post-implementation effects for recently implemented catch shares. 
 
A. JUSTIFICATION 

 
1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  
 
Historically, changes in fisheries management regulations have been shown to impact individuals 
within the fishery. In promulgating and issuing regulations, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) must determine the relative impacts of different management measures (re. 
Colburn et al. 2006). Catch shares are currently being highly encouraged as a core strategy to 
improve the status of fish stocks and habitat, and also the social and economic status of 
communities and individual fishermen (NOAA 2010). Several new catch share programs have 
just been implemented or are about to be implemented in the NMFS Northeast Region. 
 
An understanding of social and economic impacts in fisheries – achieved through the collection 
of data on fishing communities, and on individuals who fish – is a requirement under multiple 
federal laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) as amended (42 
U.S.C. 4371 et seq.), the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 
as amended through 2006 (MSA), Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 on 
Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898) and the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 as amended by 
the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, and subsequently (RFA).  The 
collection of these data, therefore, not only complies with legal requirements for existing 
management actions, but will inform future management actions requiring equivalent 
information.   

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/nepa/nepaeqia.htm
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2005/docs/MSA_amended_msa%20_20070112_FINAL.pdf
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2005/docs/MSA_amended_msa%20_20070112_FINAL.pdf
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=49631
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=49631
http://archive.sba.gov/advo/laws/regflex.html
http://archive.sba.gov/advo/laws/regflex.html
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NEPA 
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 policies. This 
consideration is to be done through the use of ‘…a systematic, interdisciplinary approach that 
will insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences…in planning and decision-
making which may have an impact on man’s environment;’ (NEPA Section 102 (2) (A)). Under 
NEPA, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA) is required 
to assess the impacts on the human environment of any federal activity. NEPA specifies that “the 
term ‘human environment’ shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and 
physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment” (Council on 
Environmental Quality NEPA Implementing Regulations 40 CFR 1508.14). 
 
E.O. 12898 
E.O. 12898 requires federal agencies to consider the impacts of any action on disadvantaged, at 
risk and minority populations. To evaluate these impacts, information about the vulnerability of 
certain stakeholders must be better understood. Indicators of vulnerability can include but are not 
limited to income, race/ethnicity, household structure, education levels and age. Although some 
general information related to this issue is available through census and other quantitative data, 
these sources do not disaggregate those individuals or groups that are affected by changes in 
marine resource management or the quality of the resource itself. Therefore, other types of data 
collection tools must be utilized to gather information related to this executive order. 
 
RFA 
The RFA requires federal agencies to prepare an initial and final regulatory flexibility analysis 
which ‘…shall describe the impact of the proposed rule on small entities…’. The initial 
regulatory flexibility analysis‘…shall also contain a description of any significant alternatives to 
the proposed rule which accomplish the stated objectives of applicable statutes and which 
minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities. [Section 603 
(b)(5)(c)]. In addition, each final regulatory flexibility analysis shall contain ‘…a description of 
the steps the agency has taken to minimize the significant economic impact on small entities….’ 
[Section 604 (a)(5)]. Fishing vessels in the Northeast are predominantly categorized as small 
entities. Individual crewmembers are also considered to be small businesses in their status as sole 
proprietors. 
 
MSA 
Under the MSA there are a variety of requirements related to social, cultural and economic issues 
for fishermen and their communities. National Standard 8 (section 301(8)), for instance, requires 
that: "Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished 
stocks), take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to 
(A) provide for the sustained participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent 
practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities. Section 303(b)(6) on 
limited entry requires examination of "(A) present participation in the fishery, (B) historical 
fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery, (C) the economics of the fishery, (D) the 
capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries, (E) the cultural and 
social framework relevant to the fishery and any affected fishing communities, and (F) any other 
relevant considerations." Section 303(a)(9) on preparation of Fishery Impact Statements notes 
they "shall assess, specify, and describe the likely effects, if any, of the conservation and 
management measures on--(A) participants in the fisheries and fishing communities affected by 
the plan or amendment; and (B) participants in the fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under 
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the authority of another Council, after consultation with such Council and representatives of 
those participants." 
 
CONTEXT FOR PROPOSED RESEARCH 
The use of catch share programs will have an impact on those individuals participating in the 
affected fisheries. Possible impacts include loss of employment opportunities and shoreside 
infrastructure, and disruption to social networks. Amendment 16 to the Northeast Multispecies 
(groundfish) Fishery Management Plan, implemented on May 1, 2010, is the largest catch share 
program in number of permit holders that has ever been implemented in the U.S., and includes 
17 group quota or ‘sector’ allocations. Additional Northeast catch share plans instituted in 2009 
or 2010 are the Mid-Atlantic golden tilefish ITQ (2009) and the Atlantic sea scallop IFQ for 
general category permits (April 2010). Catch shares are under consideration for the upcoming 
amendment in the monkfish fishery, and in discussion for other fisheries as well. NMFS is 
required to assess the impact of these plans, as well as their impacts relative to other 
management measures in place in the Northeast.  
 
The rapid implementation of the groundfish catch share program made capturing a full pre-
implementation baseline virtually impossible. A University of Rhode Island survey of fishermen 
and former fishermen in New England in 2009/2010 partially captured this baseline for fisheries 
in general, as well as some immediate post-implementation impacts for groundfish and general 
category scallop fishermen in that region. This research aims to study the immediate post-
implementation effects on fishermen in the groundfish and general category scallop fisheries in 
the Mid-Atlantic, as well as provide a baseline for other fisheries prior to any implementation of 
additional catch share programs. The data collected will provide a baseline description of the 
affected industry to compare with future assessments of fishermen, and cover 1) demographic 
information, 2) participation in management, 3) impacts of management, 4) perspectives on 
catch shares, and 5) environmental ethics, job satisfaction and well-being . This information will 
lead to a greater understanding of the social impacts this management measure may have on the 
individuals in the fishery. To achieve these goals it is critical to collect the necessary data as 
quickly as possible, both to capture  baselines of fisheries for which catch shares are being 
contemplated and to facilitate recall of baseline conditions in the groundfish and scallop fisheries  
to capture Year One impacts (i.e., by April 1, 2011).  
 
This study is a post-implementation data collection effort to achieve the above-stated objectives 
for the Northeast groundfish fishery and other catch shares just implemented, as well as a pre-
implementation study for upcoming catch share plan implementations. This is a time-critical 
study, as once these baselines are lost it will be impossible to reconstitute them. 
 
2.  Explain how, by whom, how frequently, and for what purpose the information will be 
used.  If the information collected will be disseminated to the public or used to support 
information that will be disseminated to the public, then explain how the collection 
complies with all applicable Information Quality Guidelines.  
 
Information sought will be of practical use, as NMFS social scientists will utilize the information 
for descriptive and analytical purposes. In addition, in the event of future regulatory action, the 
information may be utilized by NMFS to meet the requirements of the regulations described 
above under Question 1. Further, this research and the resultant data may be utilized in efforts 
that include the development of ecosystem models which incorporate social indicators and other 
social information. The results of this research will increase the availability of social data to the 
extent that it may significantly benefit new research efforts in ecosystem modeling. Reports will 
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also be made available to the New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils and 
the public.  The exact frequency of the use of the data is unknown at this time and is dependent 
in the regulatory actions required in the future as well as public use. However, since this will be 
information not previously available, it is expected to have high utility. 
 
The survey form is organized to ease the collection of the data by clearly identifying  
the types of data being collected, through the use of clearly defined sections. 
The survey will collect information on 1) demographic information, 2) participation in 
management, 3) impacts of management, 4) perspectives on catch shares, and 5) environmental 
ethics, job satisfaction and well-being. These are data that are unavailable from other sources. 
The ordering of questions is based on a similar study conducted in New England in 2009 and 
2010 and alternates more complicated questions with less complicated questions to reduce the 
likelihood of interviewee fatigue. The sections are further described below. 
 
The Demographic Information section elicits information on the respondent and his/her  
age, town of residence, level of education, primary fishery, relative income level compared to 
two years ago,  relative ability to secure crew compared to two years ago, and family 
involvement in the fishing industry. Comparisons between the present and past are intended to 
capture general trends in the fishing industry. This standard demographic information will allow 
us to better understand the unique characteristics of the Mid-Atlantic fishing industry. 
Information collected in this section is comparable to United States (U.S.) Census information, 
but on a finer scale. The U.S. Census does not collect or provide the information at a level to be 
able to identify a specific population of fishermen, or fishermen as a separate industry. 
Information about fishermen in the U.S. Census is aggregated with other industries such as 
forestry and agriculture, making it impossible to describe the demographics of any specific 
fishing community (re. Clay and Olson 2008 on the concept of fishing community within U.S. 
fishery law) through the use of these data. Collection of the data in this section serves to describe 
this specific population of fishermen. 
 
This information is related to specifics of how the fishing industry operates and can then be 
utilized to better understand impacts on individuals if regulatory actions change how, when or 
where fishing may occur.  
 
The Participation in Management section seeks to describe the types of actual involvement in 
the fishery management process and individuals’ perceptions of their level of influence in that 
process. Information in this section will allow us to better understand the characteristics of those 
who participate in management processes, as well as the types of participation that are most 
common. This, in turn, can help in better distributing information about management proposals, 
and generating greater involvement. Management actions created with greater participation of 
stakeholders are better received and more likely to be effective. These questions address 
“Governance/Participation” and “Legitimacy/Transparency” under Governance in the Northeast 
Social and Economic Performance Measures (Northeast Performance Measures) recently created 
by the Social Sciences Branch of the Northeast Fisheries Science Center. The full list of 
Performance measures is: Financial Viability, Distributional Outcomes (Equity), Governance, 
Stewardship and Well-Being (Clay et al. 2010); detailed indicators are listed under each 
performance measure. Resilience was also identified as critical at both the regional and national 
levels within NMFS, but was left for the next round of revisions as indicators for this are still 
under development. Some questions on this survey will, however, test possible indicators for 
resilience.  
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The Impacts of Management section elicits information on relative impact of different types of 
management measures on individuals and their fishing enterprises, as well as individuals’ ability 
to understand the regulations and will capture perceived impacts related to the implementation of 
catch shares.  In order to capture responses that reflect the regulations they are most affected by a 
predetermined list of potential impacts is not provided.  Information in this section will help 
generate a profile of the industry that describes impacts on fishing activity, families, and income. 
These questions address Stewardship  under the Northeast Performance Measures (see above and 
Clay et al. 2010 for background): as well as Resilience, and facilitate minimization of impacts to 
fishing industries and fishing communities, as required under law (see Question 1 above).  These 
also relate to the Northeast  Performance Measures of Financial Viability and Distributional 
Outcomes. 
 
The Perspectives on Catch Shares section elicits information on perceived advantages and 
disadvantages of catch share systems. Questions target information that would help to understand 
potential positive and negative impacts to the fishing industry.  Using open-ended questions, we 
expect responses to identify advantages and disadvantages of greatest concern to interviewees 
and therefore do not provide a predetermined list of possible responses. This information will 
help us describe respondents’ concerns and expectations, and track changes in these subjective 
measures over time. We can further track objective changes over time and thus better understand 
how the industry and communities may be impacted if additional change is mandated through 
regulation. (See Smith and Clay 2010 on the importance of including both subjective and 
objective measures,) This section relates to Governance under the Northeast Performance 
Measures (see above and Clay et al. 2010 for background).  
 
The Environmental Ethics, Job Satisfaction And Well-Being section elicits information on 
individuals’ sense of responsibility for the state of the marine resource, their satisfaction with a 
variety of features of fishing that have been shown to be important to commercial fishermen 
worldwide, and the individuals’ perceptions of their physical and mental health status (Smith and 
Clay 2010; Pollnac et al. 2006[2008]; Pollnac et al. 2008; Pollnac et al. 1988). The job 
satisfaction and well-being questions address the Northeast Performance Measure Well-Being 
(see above and Clay et al. 2010 for background), and will inform our understanding of the 
impacts of changes in management regulations on the well-being of fishermen. The 
environmental ethics questions address the Northeast Performance Measure Stewardship and will 
inform our understanding of the environmental behavior of fishermen, perhaps helping to explain 
why in specific instances they are more or less open to increased regulation (re. Davis et al. 
2008).   
 
The goal of the survey with its distinct sections is to provide information on the various aspects 
of the industry that will support and enable the measurement of a variety of indicators under the 
Northeast Performance Measures (see above and Clay et al. 2010 for background). Aggregate 
data from the survey instrument can be used to describe the industry and estimate impacts of any 
future regulations on the industry.  This research will not only inform the current management 
process, but will be relevant to other management issues, as well as support legal requirements 
regarding fishing communities and social impact assessments, and provide data on and questions 
for important research topics. This research will also increase the utility and quality of other 
secondary research, completed and ongoing, by providing more accurate primary data to support 
secondary data collection efforts. 

It is anticipated that the information collected will be disseminated to the public and/or used to 
support publicly disseminated information. As explained in the preceding paragraphs, the 
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information gathered has high utility. NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service will retain 
control over the information and safeguard it from improper access, modification, and 
destruction, consistent with NOAA standards for confidentiality, privacy, and electronic 
information. See response to Question 10 of this Supporting Statement for more information on 
confidentiality and privacy. The information collection is designed in accordance with NOAA 
Information Quality Guidelines. Prior to dissemination, the information will be subjected to 
quality control measures and a pre-dissemination review pursuant to Section 515 of Public Law 
106-554.  

3.  Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of 
automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological techniques or other forms of 
information technology. 
 
Due to the hard-to-find nature of the population to be studied, the survey will be administered in-
person. Fishing vessel owners/permit holders are known because they must supply contact 
information for their permits.  Vessel crew, however, are not licensed or regulated in any way 
that provides a sample frame from which to seek respondents.  Further, crew may not have a 
permanent address or phone number or may live aboard the vessel on which they work (Kitner 
2006) and thus can be considered hard-to-find individuals, requiring the use of in-person surveys 
administered to individuals by survey personnel.   Since in-person surveys are completed in the 
presence of the interviewer, that interviewer can facilitate the answering of any questions and the 
clarification of data being collected, and respond to any concerns of the research participant. In 
addition to administering the survey in-person, the researcher can then discuss any concerns that 
the interviewee may have. In order to maintain comparability across respondents all surveys, 
both crew and owner must be in-person.  Therefore we are not providing an internet option. 
 
 No technology will be used or provided to complete the survey forms.  
 
4.  Describe efforts to identify duplication. 
 
NOAA Fisheries social scientists and contractors work closely with regional academics, 
community-based organizations, industry groups and other parties interested in this type of 
information. We have been in specific contact with regard to this survey and/or are aware of the 
current research activities of key government and academic research institutions that gather 
fisheries information in the Northeast, including the New England Fishery Management Council, 
the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission, the University of Rhode Island, the MIT Sea Grant Program, the University of 
New Hampshire, the University of Maine, the Gulf of Maine Research Institute, the University 
of Massachusetts, the Rutgers University, and the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.  
 
Further, we have conducted a thorough literature review of related studies in the Northeast and 
elsewhere to assure there is no duplication with current activities. An earlier version of this 
survey was conducted by the University of Rhode Island in New England in 2009-2010. A subset 
of the questions in that and the planned Mid-Atlantic survey was included in a survey of New 
England groundfish permit holders conducted by the Gulf of Maine Research Institute in 2009. A 
subset of the questions in this survey will be included in a future ongoing, periodic survey 
planned to first be implemented in 2012.  The information collection submission for that survey 
is in preparation but not yet submitted.  These repetitions and overlaps have occurred in different 
time frames or were aimed at different populations, so were not duplicative.  No one responded 
to more than one of these surveys within a given year, and these data are specific to the years in 

http://www.fws.gov/informationquality/section515.html
http://www.fws.gov/informationquality/section515.html
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which they are collected.  Therefore, the existence of data for any given question from a prior 
year does not invalidate the need for data collection during the timeframe of this survey. 
 
The data requested in this survey are informed by the recently developed Northeast Performance 
Measures (see above and Clay et al. 2010 for background) and recent Northeast and national 
NMFS social science workshops (scroll down at 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/catchshares/ to see presentations from these two 
workshops). Prior and/or ongoing research projects in the Northeast on community profiles, 
community supported fisheries and sectors will inform and/or complement this data collection 
but not duplicate it. 
 
5.  If the collection of information involves small businesses or other small entities, describe 
the methods used to minimize burden.  
 
This request includes the collection of data on individuals and those whom may be linked to or 
represent small businesses. Prior to contacting these respondents, researchers will gather any 
publicly available answers to the questions. Only those questions that cannot be reliably 
answered through this manner, and may change with perspective of the respondent, will be 
asked. In addition, participation in data collection will be voluntary. 
 
6.  Describe the consequences to the Federal program or policy activities if the collection is 
not conducted or is conducted less frequently.  
 
Not collecting this information will mean the loss of a vital baseline for information needed to 
evaluate the impacts of introducing catch share programs in the Northeast. In the absence of 
current information, NOAA Fisheries and Regional Councils will be unable to adequately 
understand and predict the potential impacts of policy decisions on people, particularly those 
people who do not regularly attend public meetings, but are nonetheless affected by the 
decisions. Loss of a baseline, further, will make it impossible to fully evaluate the impacts as 
required under NEPA and the MSA (see response to Question 1). 
 
A significant concern related to the quality of these analyses is the risk of being vulnerable to 
litigation for not fulfilling the mandates and executive orders described under Question 1. 
Therefore not collecting this information may lead to incomplete representation of the science 
and information. This could impact the decision making process and negatively impact the 
individuals and communities subject to the decisions. 
 
This particular collection will be conducted only once, though a subset of its questions will be 
incorporated into a planned ongoing survey (estimated to begin in 2012) which has not yet been 
submitted for OMB approval. Details for the ongoing survey will be addressed in the submission 
for that survey. 
 
There is a time constraint to commence the survey due to the initial year of the groundfish a 
catch share program having begun May 1, 2010 and the scallop general category catch share 
program having begun April 1, 2010. To not only capture initial year impacts but understand the 
baseline, this survey must be implemented as quickly as possible after April 1, 2011 in order to 
maximize respondent recall. 
 
  

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/catchshares/
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7.  Explain any special circumstances that require the collection to be conducted in a 
manner inconsistent with OMB guidelines.  
 
The information collection is consistent with OMB Guidelines for Information Collections. 
 
8.  Provide information on the PRA Federal Register Notice that solicited public comments 
on the information collection prior to this submission.  Summarize the public comments 
received in response to that notice and describe the actions taken by the agency in response 
to those comments.  Describe the efforts to consult with persons outside the agency to 
obtain their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of 
instructions and recordkeeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data 
elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported. 
 
A Federal Register Notice published on September 10, 2010 (75 FR 55306) solicited public 
comment. 
 
Two (2) requests for information were received in response to the Federal Register Notice. One 
person from the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council asked for a copy of the Federal 
Register notice. This person, who had not yet read the Notice, was requested by his superior to  
inquire about the content of the survey with regards to any potential duplication of effort with a 
possible future survey that the Council was considering implementing. He did not request a copy 
of the survey and there were no further comments or requests for information from this person. 
Another person from the Northwestern University requested “the questionnaire or schedule, as 
well as a copy of the research proposal itself, talking about the purpose, value, etc. of this 
information collection,  as noted below in today's Federal Register. Please also include a copy of 
the "NOAA Draft Catch Share Policy" noted below, as well as a copy of the University of Rhode 
Island study, also referenced below. Finally, please include a paper copy of  Amendment 16 to 
the Multispecies (groundfish) Fishery Management Plan.” These documents were supplied with 
the exception of the URI study as the final report is not yet due for that study. No specific 
comments were made or further information requested.  
 
As described in Part B Question 1, this study is modeled after a prior study conducted in New 
England by the University of Rhode Island in 2009/2010. Prior to the implementation of that 
study a literature review was conducted to find other surveys with questions on the topics of 
interest, so as to have as many questions as possible that had already been tested by other 
researchers. In addition that survey was pretested, both with regard to the questions and to their 
sequencing.  During the pretest of that study, consultations were made with fishermen regarding 
the availability of similar data and clarity of instructions. Further, that study was funded in part 
by a fishing industry-supported research foundation, Commercial Fisheries Research Foundation, 
http://www.cfrfoundation.org/, due to the lack of the data which we are now proposing to collect. 
 
9.  Explain any decisions to provide payments or gifts to respondents, other than 
remuneration of contractors or grantees. 
 
No payments or gifts will be provided to respondents. 
 
 
 
 
  

http://www.cfrfoundation.org/
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10.  Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for 
assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy. 
 
No personally identifiable information will be collected. The survey is anonymous. No data can 
be connected to an individual; there is no identifying information retained whatsoever.  Thus 
even protections under Section 402(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act as amended in 2006 (16 
U.S.C. 1801, et seq.) do not apply. 
 
Because no proprietary data are collected (i.e., landings or value, fishing grounds), there are no 
issues of confidentiality with regard to business information. 
 
11.  Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual 
behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered 
private. 
 
No sensitive questions will be asked. 
 
12.  Provide an estimate in hours of the burden of the collection of information. 
 
The total number of burden hours is projected to be approximately 112.5 (113) hours. The study 
involves in-person surveys. As described in Part B, Question 1, the estimated number of 
respondents is 270 based on a targeted number of 300 respondents and a 90% response rate. The 
time to complete the survey per respondent is estimated at 25 minutes, for a total survey burden 
of 113  hours. It is expected that 10 oral histories will be conducted with individuals not included 
in the target population to provide an in-depth understanding of the social context of the effects 
of the implementation of the catch shares program.  To choose subjects for these oral histories, 
individuals knowledgeable about the fishing industry will be selected within ports chosen based 
on the multivariate criteria discussed in Section B. 2 below. The oral histories are not included in 
the below estimates as oral histories are not subject to PRA requirements. 
 
This collection will occur only once. 
 
 

Description 
Targeted No. 

of 
Respondents 

No. of 
Responses  

based on a 90% 
response rate 

Time to 
complete the 

survey 

Estimated 
Burden 
Hours 

(25x270) 

Labor Cost in 
$25 in Public 
per Burden 

Hour, 
Annualized 

Total 
burden 300 270 25 minutes 113 $2,8125 

 
 
13.  Provide an estimate of the total annual cost burden to the respondents or record-
keepers resulting from the collection (excluding the value of the burden hours in Question 
12 above). 
 
No additional cost to the public other than labor cost is expected. 
 
 
 
  

http://www.ofa.noaa.gov/~foia/privacyact/
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14.  Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government. 
 
Total estimated annual cost to the federal government is $64,369. The survey will be conducted 
by the contractor and students with assistance from NMFS federal staff. In addition to contractor 
costs, travel costs will be incurred to various field sites, and there will be costs for printing of 
surveys, and for supplies.  Survey design, data collection and processing, and report development 
will be conducted by both the contractor and NMFS federal employees.  Costs for the contractor 
have been included in the list below. Please see table below for itemized costs. 
 

Description 
  

Cost FY2010 
Budget 

Contractor /student 
wages 

  
 $  46,819 

Contractor/student travel (Lodging, per diem, 
and mileage)      15,000 
NMFS* Travel  (Lodging, 
per diem, and mileage) 

  
       1,250 

Printing 
  

          100 
Supplies 

  
       1,200 

Total 
  

 $ 64,369 
*National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

 
15.  Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments. 
 
This is a new collection. 
 
16.  For collections whose results will be published, outline the plans for tabulation and 
publication. 
  
Survey numerical and textual information will be a product of this study. Textual information 
will be numerically coded and used for categorical analysis. Survey data will be analyzed using 
standard social science quantitative data analysis methods. Where possible and relevant, final 
reports and other relevant portions of the research process will be posted on 
http:/www.nefsc.noaa.gov.  Where relevant, studies in their entirety will be published as internal 
reports and in part will be submitted for publication in peer-reviewed journals to encourage 
additional analysis and review of data collected through this process, as well as to disseminate 
findings.  
  

Timeline 
                                                                      MONTH 
                                         1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10     11     12       
ACTIVITY 
Prepare instruments    x 
Review 2ndry data       x      x      
Select sample                x   
Survey                                   x      x     x      x     x     x     x      x        
Data analyses                                                                   x      x      x      x                
Report preparation                                                                         x      x               
Final report                                                                                                     x                  

 
 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/
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17.  If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the 
information collection, explain the reasons why display would be inappropriate. 
 
NA. 
 
18.  Explain each exception to the certification statement. 
 
NA. 
 
 
B. COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS 
 
1. Describe (including a numerical estimate) the potential respondent universe and any 
sampling or other respondent selection method to be used. Data on the number of entities 
(e.g. establishments, State and local governmental units, households, or persons) in the 
universe and the corresponding sample are to be provided in tabular form. The tabulation 
must also include expected response rates for the collection as a whole. If the collection has 
been conducted before, provide the actual response rate achieved. 
 
The respondent universe for this study consists of all active fishermen from Connecticut to North 
Carolina that are involved in federal Mid-Atlantic fisheries.  Types of respondents expected are 
fishing vessel owners, operators, and crew.  
 
The only group for which a potential sample frame exists are the permit holders (i.e., vessel 
owners) because that is required information on the federal fishing permit application form. 
However, this information provides only an approximation of the numerical universe as one 
person may own more than one vessel and some vessels may have multiple owners. There is no 
crew registry or list of crew in the northeastern U.S. that could be used as a base sample frame, 
making it difficult to estimate the total crew universe. Access to vessel owners and crew will be 
achieved through two methods. The primary method will be an intercept survey at docks, 
marinas and other locations where fishermen tend to congregate. Vessel owners and permit 
holders will also be asked for lists of employees and/or permission to contact their employees. In 
general, it is customary to seek approval from captains, if they are available, to speak to their 
crew. When appropriate, appointments will be made at a time and location of the interviewee’s 
choosing.  Any crew member approached who has already completed the survey will inform the 
surveyor. 
 
Due to the lack of a precise respondent universe it is not possible to draw a strictly random 
sample. Given the rapid assessment research design of this study, all available fishermen found 
in places where fishermen congregate will be approached, at random times and locations within 
ports systematically selected using multivariate criteria (see below). Pollnac and Poggie 
(1978:365) found this an effective method for achieving a high respondent participation rate, and 
a sample obtained in this manner can be conceptualized as a sample from the universe of all 
hypothetically possible data sets collected under the same conditions (cf. Chein 1976; Thomas 
1976; Freund 1960). 
 
Values for calculating the total estimated potential respondent universe (see below) come from a 
combination of published data and information from personal communications. Published data 
for delimiting the number of active vessels include the number of permitted vessels from the 
NMFS Northeast Regional Office (NERO) database and associated landings value and pounds 
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from the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) dealer database. Any vessel with a 
permit but no landings is considered inactive. Estimates of crew come from personal 
communication with NMFS employees and the contractor. Although the databases noted above 
are ample for initiating sampling, they are inadequate for capturing the respondent universe 
because of the lack of a formal sample frame for crew. 
 

No. of Permitted 
Vessels  by 
Owner’s 
Residence 

Estimated No. 
of Crewx per 
Vessel 

Estimated 
Potential 
No. of 
Crewxx 

No. of 
Respondents 
Targeted  for 
Survey  

Expected 
Response 
Rate 

Targeted 
No. of 
Surveys 

1,544 2 3,088 300 90% 270 
* In general there is a distinction between captains and crew who perform other roles on a fishing vessel. However for 
the purposes of the above calculation captains are included in the crew count.  
** Given the constraints described above for estimating the total number of crew, double counting of crew is likely 
therefore inflating the overall estimate. 

 
Further, the respondent selection process is based on a previous study implemented in New 
England in 2009 and 2010 (see Part A Question 4), using the same research design. Using an 
intercept survey approach for that study and a targeted sample of 350 a 90% response rate was 
achieved. Similar results are expected for this study. This design has also been replicated 
elsewhere in the U.S. and internationally for over thirty years by the contractor, an international 
expert in the field of fisheries anthropology and social science surveys, e.g. Pollnac and Ruíz-
Stout 1977; Pollnac and Poggie 1988, 2006, 2008; Pomeroy et al. 1997; Pollnac et al. 2001; 
Sievanen et al. 2005.  
 
2. Describe the procedures for the collection, including: the statistical methodology for 
stratification and sample selection; the estimation procedure; the degree of accuracy 
needed for the purpose described in the justification; any unusual problems requiring  
specialized sampling procedures; and any use of periodic (less frequent than annual) data 
collection cycles to reduce burden. 
 
Interviews will be conducted in Mid-Atlantic primary ports and select secondary ports. Ports will 
be systematically selected based on a numerical taxonomy of fishing communities developed 
using principal component analysis and cluster analysis. (Smith et al. In prep). This method 
creates clusters of communities with like characteristics, making it possible to select a smaller 
number of communities for the survey while retaining an appropriate mix of different types of 
ports (e.g., rural vs. urban, focused on particular species, having particular demographic 
characteristics). Hence, selection of communities to survey will be based on multivariate criteria. 
 
As previously mentioned in Part B Question 1, the approach to this study is to conduct a rapid 
assessment of the study population. Individuals who meet the study criteria will be provided an 
opportunity to participate in the research, i.e., fishermen, vessel operators, and crew - within the 
ports chosen via multivariate analysis,. The sample selection will be based on a random intercept 
of fishermen and vessel owners (see Question 3 below on methods appropriate for hard-to-find 
individuals) who are (a) active in the Mid-Atlantic fisheries, (b) located within a community 
selected by the multivariate analysis, and (c) willing to participate. 
 
Data collection will occur through in-person, face-to-face surveys. Interviewers will explain the 
purpose of the study, administer the surveys and be available to answer questions.  The survey is 
completely anonymous; no identifying information is collected.  
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This is a one-time data collection intended to capture baselines and Year One impacts of catch 
share regimes for fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic to evaluate impacts over time. A baseline is 
critical for trend analysis and to evaluate impacts over time.  Without baselines we cannot as 
effectively judge change due to management from change due to other factors. 
 
The projected study year is 2011. 
 
3. Describe the methods used to maximize response rates and to deal with nonresponse. 
The accuracy and reliability of the information collected must be shown to be adequate for 
the intended uses. For collections based on sampling, a special justification must be 
provided if they will not yield "reliable" data that can be generalized to the universe 
studied. 
 
Various steps have been and will continue to be taken to maximize response rates. The first step 
to increase response rates will be to use a pre-existing refined survey tool (described in Part B 
Question 1) that has already been tested and revised by researchers at the University of Rhode 
Island. That prior University of Rhode Island study first piloted the survey in New England and 
then administered the survey to over 300 respondents. Mid-way through that study the survey 
was reevaluated and trimmed based on researcher observations and industry input on questions 
that some interviewees found confusing. This reduced the average time to administer from thirty 
to twenty five minutes in New England.  
 
A random intercept survey is used to maximize response rates and is a method used for studies of 
hard-to-find individuals (Miller et.al. 1997) such as crew, who may not have a permanent 
address or phone number or may live aboard the vessel on which they work (Kitner 2006). As 
mentioned in Part B Question 1 above, 90% of all fishermen approached participated in the New 
England study.  
 
To improve response rates survey administrators will conduct all surveys in-person. Face-to-face 
interviews are an effective method for the collection of information from people such as illiterate 
individuals who may not be able to participate using other methods (Bernard 2006:256).  Face-
to-face interviews also make it possible to probe for more in-depth answers and clarify 
respondent questions (Bernard 2006:256). In addition, the individuals participating in the 
research have the opportunity to communicate with the researcher and provide additional 
information that is useful to the overall objectives of the study. 
 
Prior to the implementation of the survey, interviewers will explain that the survey is 
anonymous, participation is voluntary and that the interview can be stopped at any point. It will 
also be explained that participants can skip questions they do not want to answer. In the New 
England study there was no pattern to the very few questions that were refused or skipped. In 
general all questions were completed.  
 
Contact has been made with key members of NMFS, academia, and industry to better understand 
the study universe.  
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4. Describe any tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken. Tests are encouraged as 
effective means to refine collections, but if ten or more test respondents are involved OMB 
must give prior approval. 
 
A review of the study description, the study methodology, and the survey instrument has 
been undertaken. NMFS personnel in various regions have reviewed the survey tool and 
provided comments on both the survey tool and the study. An industry-funded organization 
provided feedback for the original New England study when it was piloted in 2009.  Invaluable 
feedback was garnered from the New England study and from other NMFS personnel that 
resulted in modifications to the survey. 
 
5. Provide the name and telephone number of individuals consulted on the statistical 
aspects of the design, and the name of the agency unit, contractor(s), grantee(s), or other 
person(s) who will actually collect and/or analyze the information for the agency. 
 
The internal NMFS design, development, and review team including statistical analysis included 
Dr. Lisa L. Colburn, social scientist NEFSC (401) 782-3253; Dr. Patricia M. Clay, social 
scientist NEFSC (301) 713-2328 x 125; Dr. Richard B. Pollnac, contractor, University of Rhode 
Island (401) 874-6102. 
 
The primary individuals expected to collect the data include Richard B. Pollnac, University of 
Rhode Island contractor NEFSC, co-principal investigator ; Lisa L. Colburn, social scientist, 
co-principal investigator, NEFSC; and 3 graduate students from the University of Rhode Island. 
Individuals who are expected to analyze the data include Lisa L. Colburn (401) 782-3253 
NEFSC and Richard B. Pollnac (401) 874-6102. 
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Project Summary 
 
Our research involves evaluating the impacts that changes in management 
regulations, such as catch shares, have on various parts of the Mid-Atlantic 
fishery.  Our emphasis will be on impacts on fishing communities and 
individual well-being.  The individuals interviewed will be representative of 
the diversity of all commercial fishers in the Mid-Atlantic. 
  
Why am I Being Invited to Take Part in This Study? 
You are being invited to take part in the research project we have already 
described to you.  Our intent is to determine how you feel about fishing 
today and the impacts on fishing that are the result of management 
regulations.  Responses to our questions will not be associated with your 
name. 
 
If you decide to take part in this study, your participation will involve 
responding to several questions concerning your community. 
 
Your part in this study is anonymous.  That means that your answers to 
all questions are private.  No one else can know if you participated in this 
study and no one else can find out what your answers were.  Scientific 
reports will be based on group data and will not identify you or any 
individual as being in this project. 
 
How much time is required? The average time to complete the survey is 

Lisa L. Colburn 
Social Scientist 

NOAA/NMFS 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center 

Narragansett Laboratory 
28 Tarzwell Drive 

Narragansett, RI  02882 
Office: 401-782-3253 * Fax: 401-782-3201 * Email:lisa.l.colburn@noaa.gov 
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25 minutes. 
 
Who will see the information you give? The information you provide will 
be combined with responses from other participants and analyzed. The 
analysis of the data will be added to reports or publications and available 
by anyone whom is interested in the research 
 
The decision to participate in this research project is up to you.  
Participation is entirely voluntary. You do not have to participate and you 
can refuse to answer any question. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Lisa Colburn the 
person responsible for this study. 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY. 
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SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE IMPLEMENTION OF A CATCH SHARES 
PROGRAM IN THE MID-ATLANTIC  

  
 
Interviewer Name:  __________________           Date:  ______________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Location of interview:   ______________________ 
 
2.  Town/city of residence of interviewee:   ________________________ 
 
3a. Do you own a commercial fishing vessel?  □ Yes   □ No (Go to 4) 
  
3b. Number of vessels:   _____   
 
If number of vessels does not exceed 2: 

3c.  Vessel Type 3d.  Vessel Length 
  
  

 
4.  Primary port of landing (in terms of frequency or the most recently used):    ____________________ 
 
5.  Homeport:   _______________________ 
 
 
 
6a. What is your principal fishing type (target species)?   
 
6b. What gear do you use?  __________________ 
 
7a. What other types of fishing do you conduct (target species)?   
 
7b. What gear do you use?  _______________ 
 

Target Species Principle Fishing Type (6a) Other Fishing Type(s) (7a) 
Scallops  □ □ 
Large Mesh Groundfish □ □ 
Small Mesh Groundfish □ □ 
Lobster □ □ 
Monkfish □ □ 
Herring □ □ 
Red Crab □ □ 
Ocean quahog  □ □ 
Squid □ □ 
Butterfish □ □ 
Mackerel □ □ 
Scup □ □ 
Black Sea Bass □ □ 
Other: □ □ 

Section A: Demographic information 
 

Demographic questions help us to better understand the unique characteristics of 
people and their relationship to fishing.  

Use the table below to answer questions 6a and 7a. 
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8.  In terms of income, which fishery was the most important for you in the past year?  ________________ 
 
9.  Do you have any occupation(s) in addition to fishing?  □ Yes   □ No (Go to 11) 
 
10.  Rank these activities (including fishing as one activity) in terms of importance to your income:  

Occupations Rank 
  
  
  

 
11.  What is your current position in the fishery/on the boat?    

Position Check One 
Non-fishing owner (shore captain) □ 
Captain/Owner □ 
Captain □ 
Crew □ 

 
 
 
12. How difficult has it been to attract and keep competent crew members compared to two years ago?   

Very difficult Difficult No change Easy Very easy 
1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

 
13.  What is/was your average crew size? 

(13a.)  Today (13b.)  Two years ago (13c.)  Two years from now 
   

 
14.  How many years of commercial fishing experience do you have?  _______    
 
15. How many generations of your family have fished? (Including interviewee as a generation)  ______ 
 
16.  Number of immediate family members involved in fishing? (e.g.: parents, siblings, kids)  ______   
 
17.  Number of other relations involved in fishing? (e.g.: grandparents, uncles, aunts, cousins, brothers/sisters in law, 
etc.)  ______ 
 
18.  Is the current level of income from your fishing business enough for you to see yourself still fishing in the short 
term, medium term, or long term?       

Still Fishing in: Check One 
Short term 1 □ 
Medium term 2 □ 
Long term 3 □ 

 
19. How does your income from fishing this year compare to what it was two years ago?  

Much lower Lower No change Higher Much higher 
1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

 
20.  How old are you?  ______  
 
21. How many years of formal education do you have?  _______  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Only vessel owners, captains or captain/owners answer question 12. If not go to 13. 
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1.  Do you belong to any type of fishermen’s organization?   Yes    No        

 
2.  Do you attend any public meetings where fishery management issues are discussed (e.g., Regional Council, 
Department of Environmental Management, etc.)?   Yes    No (Go to 6) 
 
3.  Do you urge others to attend the meetings?   Yes    No 
 
4.  Do you talk at the meeting, present ideas, debate issues, etc.?   Yes    No 
 
5.  Do you feel your participation makes any difference? 

 
No difference 0____  1_____  2_____  3_____  4_____  5_____ 6_____ Big difference 

 
 
 
 

6.  Do you feel that the meetings have any influence on the management plans developed? 
 

No difference 0____  1_____  2_____  3_____  4_____  5_____ 6_____ Big difference 

 
7.  Do you use internet to obtain information about the fishery or fishery management?   Yes    No  
 
8.  Do you read any publications related to fisheries?   Yes    No  
 
 
Notes 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Section B: Participation 
 

This section identifies levels of participation of the interviewee in the fisheries 
management process. 

All interviewees answer question 6 regardless of attendance at meetings or not. 
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1.  What regulations have most affected your fishing activity? How? 
Regulation(s) Effects 
  

  

  

 
2.  What regulations have had the greatest impact on families? How?  
Regulation(s) Effects 
  

  

  

 
3.  What regulations affect income the most? How? 
Regulation(s) Effects 
  

  

  

 
4.  Are the rules and regulations that affect your fishing activities clear and straightforward?  

Very unclear Unclear Neutral  Clear Very clear 
1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

 
 
 
 
  

Notes 
 

Section C: Management 
 

This section identifies the effects of fishery management regulations on fishermen 
and their families. 
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1.  Do you belong to a sector?   Yes    No 

 
 
 

2.  What are the advantages of belonging to a sector?  
Answer: 
 

 
3.  What are the disadvantages of belonging to a sector?   
Answer: 
 

 
 
 
Notes 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section D: Catch Shares Perspectives 
 

This section identifies advantages and disadvantages of participation in sectors 
management. 

All interviewees answer questions 2 and 3 regardless of them belonging to a sector or not. 
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Environmental Ethics: 
 
Ask if the person interviewed agrees, disagrees or neither with regard to each question.  If agree or disagree, ask if 
they strongly agree/disagree, just agree/disagree or agree/disagree a little. 
 
1. There are way too many fishermen in the sea.   

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Disagree a 
Little 

Neutral Agree a 
Little 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 6 □ 7 □ 
 
2. Today’s fishing practices are not enough to hurt nature. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Disagree a 
Little 

Neutral Agree a 
Little 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

7 □ 6 □ 5 □ 4 □ 3 □ 2 □ 1 □ 
 
3. The so-called over fishing of the oceans is exaggerated. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Disagree a 
Little 

Neutral Agree a 
Little 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

7 □ 6 □ 5 □ 4 □ 3 □ 2 □ 1 □ 
 
Job Satisfaction: 
 
Ask if the person interviewed is satisfied, dissatisfied or neither with regard to each question.  If satisfied or 
dissatisfied, ask if they are very satisfied/dissatisfied or just satisfied/dissatisfied. 
 
How satisfied are you with… 
 
1. Your actual earnings? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
2.  Time spent away from home? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
3.  Predictability of your earnings? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
 4.  Job safety? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
5.  Adventure of the job? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 

Section E: Environmental Ethics, Job Satisfaction and Well-Being 
 

Questions on environmental ethics, job satisfaction and well-being help us 
understand the affects of changes in fisheries management policies.  
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6.  Physical fatigue of the job? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
7.  Opportunity to be your own boss? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
8.  Challenge of the job? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
9.  Healthfulness of the job? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
10a. Would you advise a young person to enter fishing?   Yes    No  
  
10b. Why? 
 

 
11a. Would you still fish if you had your life to live over?   Yes    No    
 
11b. Why? 
 

 
Well-being: 
 
12.  How satisfied are you with the overall health of the marine environment (for example pollution, fish 
stocks, etc)? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
13.  In general, how satisfied are you with your life? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
 
14.  How satisfied are you with your physical health? 
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 
   
15.  How often do you feel happy? 

Never Not often Neutral Often All the time 
1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

 
12a. In the unlikely event that you could no longer fish, what kind of a job would you like to have?   
_________________________________________ 
 
12b. Would you need additional training to get this type of job?   Yes    No 
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END OF SURVEY – THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
PLEASE USE THIS SPACE FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please address any questions or comments to: 
Lisa L. Colburn 
28 Tarzwell Dr. 

Naragansett, RI  02882 
Lisa.L.Colburn@noaa.gov 

401-782-3253 
 

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 25 minutes per response, 
including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining 
the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of the law, no person is required to respond to, nor shall any person be subjected to a penalty 
for failure to comply with, a collection of information subject to the requirements of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, unless that collection of information displays a currently valid OMB Control Number. 
Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other suggestions for reducing this burden, to Lisa 
L. Colburn, NEFSC -  Social Sciences Branch, 28 Tarzwell Dr., Naragansett, RI  02882 . 
 

 

mailto:Lisa.L.Colburn@noaa.gov�
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landing notification form, 5 minutes; 
VMS State waters exemption program, 2 
minutes; quota transfers, 10 minutes; 
cost recovery, 2 hours; sector proposals, 
150 hours; sector operations plans, 100 
hours; IFQ, Northern Gulf of Maine, and 
incidental catch vessel VMS 
requirements, 2 minutes. 

Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 11,322. 

Estimated Total Annual Cost to 
Public: $1,488,557. 

IV. Request for Comments 

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information shall have 
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden 
(including hours and cost) of the 
proposed collection of information; (c) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on respondents, including through the 
use of automated collection techniques 
or other forms of information 
technology. 

Comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be summarized and/or 
included in the request for OMB 
approval of this information collection; 
they also will become a matter of public 
record. 

Dated: September 3, 2010. 
Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2010–22575 Filed 9–9–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Proposed Information Collection; 
Comment Request; Social Impacts of 
the Implementation of a Catch Shares 
Program in the Mid-Atlantic 

AGENCY: National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce, as part of its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork and 
respondent burden, invites the general 
public and other Federal agencies to 
take this opportunity to comment on 
proposed and/or continuing information 
collections, as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 

DATES: Written comments must be 
submitted on or before November 9, 
2010. 

ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments 
to Diana Hynek, Departmental 
Paperwork Clearance Officer, 
Department of Commerce, Room 6616, 
14th and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20230 (or via the 
Internet at dHynek@doc.gov). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Requests for additional information or 
copies of the information collection 
instrument and instructions should be 
directed to Lisa L. Colburn, (401) 782– 
3253 or Lisa.L.Colburn@noaa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Abstract 
This request is for new information 

collection. 
Social Impact Assessment (SIA) is 

required in fisheries under both the 
National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the Magnuson- 
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et 
seq.). 

The required information is used to 
evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
activity on fishermen still involved in 
fishing since catch shares were 
implemented. In promulgating and 
issuing regulations, National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) must 
determine the relative impacts of 
different management measures. 

Catch shares are being highly 
encouraged as a core strategy to improve 
the status of fish stock and habitat, and 
also the social and economic status of 
communities and individual fishermen 
(NOAA Draft Catch Share Policy). The 
use of catch share programs will have an 
impact on those individuals 
participating in the affected fisheries. 
Possible impacts include loss of 
employment opportunities and 
shoreside infrastructure, and disruption 
to social networks. 

Amendment 16 to the Multispecies 
(groundfish) Fishery Management Plan, 
implemented on May 1, 2010, is the 
largest catch share program in number 
of permit holders that has ever been 
implemented in the U.S., and includes 
17 group quota or ‘sector’ allocations. 
More catch share plans are in discussion 
for the Northeast within the next several 
years. NMFS is required to assess the 
impact of these plans as well as their 
impacts relative to other management 
measures in place in the Northeast. The 
rapid implementation of the groundfish 
catch share program made capturing a 
full pre-implementation baseline 
virtually impossible. A University of 
Rhode Island survey of fishermen and 

former fishermen in New England in 
2009/2010 partially captured this 
baseline for fisheries in general, as well 
as some immediate post-implementation 
impacts for groundfishermen in that 
region. This research aims to study the 
immediate post-implementation effects 
on fishermen in the groundfish fishery 
and those that have already exited the 
fishery in the Mid-Atlantic, as well as 
provide a baseline for other fisheries 
prior to any implementation of 
additional catch share programs. 

The data collected will provide a 
baseline description of the affected 
industry to compare with future 
assessments of fishermen and cover 
(1) Participation in sectors and the 
management process, (2) job 
satisfaction, and (3) self-reported 
general well-being. This information 
will lead to a greater understanding of 
the social impacts this management 
measure may have on the individuals in 
the fishery. 

To achieve these goals it is critical to 
collect the necessary data immediately 
after the implementation of the program. 
This study is a post-implementation 
data collection effort to achieve the 
stated objectives. 

II. Method of Collection 

The surveys will be conducted by 
in-person interviews. 

III. Data 

OMB Control Number: None. 
Form Number: None. 
Type of Review: Regular submission 

(new information collection). 
Affected Public: Individuals or 

households. 
Estimated Number of Respondents: 

300. 
Estimated Time per Response: 

25 minutes. 
Estimated Total Annual Burden 

Hours: 125. 
Estimated Total Annual Cost to 

Public: $0 in recordkeeping/reporting 
costs. 

IV. Request for Comments 

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information shall have 
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden 
(including hours and cost) of the 
proposed collection of information; 
(c) ways to enhance the quality, utility, 
and clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on respondents, including through the 
use of automated collection techniques 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 16:29 Sep 09, 2010 Jkt 220001 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\10SEN1.SGM 10SEN1sr
ob

in
so

n 
on

 D
S

K
H

W
C

L6
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 N
O

T
IC

E
S

mailto:Lisa.L.Colburn@noaa.gov
mailto:dHynek@doc.gov


55306 Federal Register / Vol. 75, No. 175 / Friday, September 10, 2010 / Notices 

or other forms of information 
technology. 

Comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be summarized and/or 
included in the request for OMB 
approval of this information collection; 
they also will become a matter of public 
record. 

Dated: September 7, 2010. 
Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2010–22591 Filed 9–9–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Institute of Standards and 
Technology 

Smart Grid Advisory Committee 

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, Department of 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: The Smart Grid Advisory 
Committee (SGAC or Committee), will 
hold a meeting on Wednesday, 
September 29, 2010 from 8:30 a.m. to 5 
p.m. The primary purpose of this 
meeting is to provide an orientation for 
Committee members and provide an 
update on NIST’s Smart Grid program. 
The agenda may change to 
accommodate Committee business. The 
final agenda will be posted on the Smart 
Grid Web site at http://www.nist.gov/ 
smartgrid. 

DATES: The SGAC will hold a meeting 
on Wednesday, September 29, 2010, 
from 8:30 a.m. until 5 p.m. The meeting 
will be open to the public. 
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held in 
the Lecture Room C, in the 
Administration Building at NIST in 
Gaithersburg, Maryland. Please note 
admittance instructions under the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of 
this notice. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
George W. Arnold, National Coordinator 
for Smart Grid Interoperability, National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, 
100 Bureau Drive, Mail Stop 8100, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20899–8100; 
telephone 301–975–2232, fax 301–975– 
4091; or via e-mail at nistsgfac@nist.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

The Committee was established in 
accordance with the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

Objectives and Duties 

1. The Committee shall advise the 
Director of the National Institute of 

Standards and Technology (NIST) on 
carrying out duties authorized by 
section 1305 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 
(Pub. L. 110–140). 

2. The Committee functions solely as 
an advisory body in accordance with the 
provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act. 

3. The Committee shall report to the 
Director of NIST. 

4. The Committee shall provide input 
to NIST on the Smart Grid Standards, 
Priority, and Gaps. The Committee shall 
provide input on the overall direction, 
status and health of the Smart Grid 
implementation by the Smart Grid 
industry, including identification of 
issues and needs. Input to NIST will be 
used to help guide the Smart Grid 
Interoperability Panel activities and also 
assist NIST in directing research and 
standards activities. 

5. Upon request of the Director of 
NIST, the Committee will prepare 
reports on issues affecting Smart Grid 
activities. 

Background information on the 
Committee is available at http:// 
www.nist.gov/smartgrid. 

Pursuant to the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. App., notice is 
hereby given that the Smart Grid 
Advisory Committee (SGAC) will hold a 
meeting on Wednesday, September 29, 
2010, from 8:30 a.m. until 5 p.m. The 
meeting will be held in the Lecture 
Room C, in the Administration Building 
at NIST in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The 
primary purpose of this meeting is to 
provide an orientation for Committee 
members and provide an update on 
NIST’s Smart Grid program. The agenda 
may change to accommodate Committee 
business. The final agenda will be 
posted on the Smart Grid Web site at 
http://www.nist.gov/smartgrid. 

Individuals and representatives of 
organizations who would like to offer 
comments and suggestions related to the 
Committee’s affairs are invited to 
request a place on the agenda. On 
September 29, 2010, approximately one- 
half hour will be reserved at the end of 
the meeting for public comments, and 
speaking times will be assigned on a 
first-come, first-serve basis. The amount 
of time per speaker will be determined 
by the number of requests received, but 
is likely to be about 3 minutes each. 
Questions from the public will not be 
considered during this period. Speakers 
who wish to expand upon their oral 
statements, those who had wished to 
speak but could not be accommodated 
on the agenda, and those who were 
unable to attend in person are invited to 
submit written statements to the Office 
of the National Coordinator for Smart 

Grid Interoperability, National Institute 
of Standards and Technology, 100 
Bureau Drive, Mail Stop 8100, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20899–8100; fax 301– 
975–4091; or via e-mail at 
nistsgfac@nist.gov. 

All visitors to the NIST site are 
required to pre-register to be admitted. 
Anyone wishing to attend this meeting 
must register by close of business 
Monday, September 20, 2010, in order 
to attend. Please submit your name, 
time of arrival, e-mail address, and 
phone number to Cuong Nguyen. Non- 
U.S. citizens must also submit their 
country of citizenship, title, employer/ 
sponsor, and address. Mr. Nguyen’s e- 
mail address is cuong.nguyen@nist.gov 
and his phone number is (301) 975– 
2254. 

Dated: September 2, 2010. 
Harry S. Hertz, 
Director, Baldrige National Quality Program. 
[FR Doc. 2010–22660 Filed 9–9–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–13–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

RIN 0648–XY86 

New England Fishery Management 
Council; Public Meeting 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce 
ACTION: Notice of a public meeting. 

SUMMARY: The New England Fishery 
Management Council (Council) is 
scheduling a public meeting of its 
Habitat/MPA/Ecosystem Committee, in 
September, 2010, to consider actions 
affecting New England fisheries in the 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ). 
Recommendations from this group will 
be brought to the full Council for formal 
consideration and action, if appropriate. 
DATES: This meeting will be held on 
Monday, September 27, 2010 at 9:30 
a.m. 
ADDRESSES: This meeting will be held at 
the Hotel Viking, One Bellevue Avenue, 
Newport, RI 02840; telephone: (401) 
847–3300; fax: (401) 848–4864. 

Council address: New England 
Fishery Management Council, 50 Water 
Street, Mill 2, Newburyport, MA 01950. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Paul 
J. Howard, Executive Director, New 
England Fishery Management Council; 
telephone: (978) 465–0492. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Committee will continue development 
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