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SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
NMFS ALASKA REGION VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM (VMS) PROGRAM 

OMB CONTROL NO.: 0648-0445 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Alaska Region manages the groundfish fisheries in 
the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Management 
Area and Gulf of Alaska (GOA) under fishery management plans (FMPs) for groundfish in the 
respective areas.  The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) prepared, and 
NMFS approved, the FMPs under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. Regulations 
implementing the FMPs appear at 50 CFR part 679.28.  The regulations are enforced by the 
NMFS Office for Law Enforcement (OLE) and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).  One of the 
monitoring mechanisms is a requirement for use of a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) for 
certain users of the marine fishery resources. 
 
Participants in certain fisheries are required to purchase, install, and operate a NMFS-approved 
VMS to provide more precise information on vessel location.  The VMS transmitter 
automatically determines the vessel’s position several times per hour using a Global Positioning 
System (GPS) satellite.  A communications service provider receives the transmission and relays 
it to OLE.  The VMS transmitters are designed to be tamper-resistant and automatic.  In most 
cases, the vessel owner is unaware of exactly when the unit is transmitting and is unable to alter 
the signal or the time of transmission.  The VMS unit is passive and automatic, requiring no 
reporting effort of the vessel operator.  This action is a request for renewal of an existing 
collection. 
 
NMFS has management responsibility for certain threatened and endangered species under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq.  In addition, NMFS has the 
authority to promulgate regulations to enforce provisions of the ESA to protect such species.  To 
help ascertain the effects on threatened and endangered species of certain fisheries, NMFS needs 
to identify where vessels engaged in those fisheries are fishing.   
 
The VMS vessel location reports are used to facilitate enforcement of the area closures in certain 
fisheries.  The reports not only provide OLE and USCG real-time vessel location and activity 
information, but also can be used to check the accuracy of vessel position information reported 
by the vessel operator in the daily fishing logbooks required by regulations.  The information 
provides a basis for determining whether changes in management are needed to protect sensitive 
species, for addressing fishery interaction problems, and for evaluating the impacts of potential 
changes.  OLE developed national standards for VMS transmitters, base stations and 
communication service providers.  These standards ensure that a vessel purchasing a unit for use 
in one region of the United States will not have to purchase a different unit to fish in another 
region.  There have been recent changes to the VMS units approved for Alaska fisheries. 
Following is a link to the Federal Register publication describing these changes. [69 FR 19985 - 
Notice of NOAA-approved VMS for use by vessels participating in Alaska fisheries requiring 
VMS] 
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According to a new Government Accountability Office (GAO) report, "COAST GUARD--
Observations on Agency Performance, Operations and Future Challenges," available at: 
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d06448t.pdf  “The Coast Guard reported that the performance 
measure for living marine resources—defined as the percentage of fishermen complying with 
federal regulations—was 96.4 percent, just below the target of 97 percent for fiscal year 2005. 
This result is similar to the fiscal year 2004 result of 96.3 percent. According to Coast Guard 
officials, the agency missed the fiscal year 2005 target because of a variety of economic 
conditions and variables beyond Coast Guard control, such as hurricane damage, high fuel costs, 
fewer days-at-sea allocations, and lucrative seafood prices in some fisheries—which created 
greater incentives for fishermen to violate fishery regulations. The Coast Guard conducted 6,076 
fisheries boardings in fiscal year 2005, an increase of more than 30 percent since fiscal year 
2004. However, it is important to note that the compliance rate is a conservative estimate of 
agency performance because the Coast Guard targets vessels for boarding, thereby making it 
more likely that they will find vessels that are not in compliance with fishery regulations. 
According to Coast Guard officials, a key contributor to targeting vessels is the vessel 
monitoring system, which has enhanced the agency’s ability to target vessels by providing more 
timely information.” 
 
A.        JUSTIFICATION 
 
1.  Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary. 
 
VMS units integrate global positioning system (GPS) and communications electronics in a 
single, tamper-resistant package. The units can be set to transmit a vessel’s location periodically 
and automatically to an overhead satellite in real time.  The VMS system is an essential 
component of managing fisheries, because it allows verification of where fishing is taking place 
in real time.  This, in turn, allows verification that vessels fishing in an area are permitted to fish 
in that area.  The VMS also ensures that harvested fish are properly debited or reported, because 
NMFS can track vessels as they arrive in port to offload product. 
 
Traditional methods of monitoring compliance with fishing regulations do not fully meet NMFS’ 
need to monitor fishing activities under protection measure.  An electronic VMS is generally 
acknowledged to be an essential component of monitoring and management for complicated, 
geographically widespread fishing closures.  
 
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. 
 
The information obtained in this collection will not be disseminated to the public; it is primarily 
for use internally by OLE and USCG.  The information will enable both agencies to effectively 
monitor any potential for violations of the protected areas. 
 
Steller Sea Lion Management 
Under provisions of the Steller sea lion management actions, NMFS requires that VMS be used 
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by trawl and hook-and-line catcher vessels and catcher-processors participating in the directed 
pollock, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel fisheries.  The VMS must be transmitting when any of 
these three fisheries for which the vessel is endorsed is open, regardless of the target species.  
VMS provides real-time information on vessel location and can be useful for enforcing area 
closures and other elements of the fisheries management program.   
 
The VMS units provide a cost-effective deterrent to closed area violations in the program of 
Steller sea lion protection measures, adopted in 2001.  These closure areas are often complex and 
located in remote areas that are difficult to observe.  In addition, large numbers of vessels are 
active in Alaska fisheries.  These factors complicate enforcement of the closures and could 
seriously reduce the value of the protection measures without the use of VMS. 
 
Most of the Atka mackerel, pollock, and Pacific cod are harvested in or near critical habitat in 
the BSAI and GOA.  When critical habitat areas are closed, continued fishing for the three 
species takes place very close or adjacent to closed areas.  Effective enforcement depends on the 
use of a VMS to accurately monitor vessels fishing near critical habitat when these areas are 
closed. 
 
BSAI Crab Program 
A vessel that harvests crab in the BSAI crab fisheries, including Western Alaska Community 
Development Quota (CDQ) Program or Adak crab, is required to have VMS equipment 
transmitting under the following conditions: (a) the vessel is operating in any reporting area off 
Alaska; (b) the vessel has crab pots, crab pot hauling equipment, or a crab pot launcher onboard; 
and (c) the vessel has or is required to have an Federal Crab Vessel Permit (FCVP) for that crab 
fishing year.  
 
EFH and HAPC 
NMFS requires vessels with a Federal Fisheries Permit (FFP) or FCVP to have VMS equipment 
transmitting while operating with bottom-contact gear (bottom trawl, dredge, pot, hook-and-line, 
dinglebar) in the GOA management area.  NMFS requires vessels with an FFP or FCVP to use a 
VMS unit while operating in the Aleutian Islands management area (AI).   
 
Tracking the location of fishing vessels by VMS is necessary for effective enforcement of the 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) management 
measures.  Many of the proposed fishing restrictions involve relatively small areas dispersed 
over a large section of the EEZ, making surveillance by enforcement vessels or aviation patrols 
difficult with existing resources.  Many of the measures to protect EFH from fishing impacts 
depend heavily on the strict regulation of the location of fishing activities targeting many of the 
target fisheries in Alaska. 
  
Several gear types used in the Alaska fisheries have been identified as likely to disturb bottom 
habitat and would be restricted by this action to protect EFH and HAPCs.  These gear types 
include pot, hook-and-line, dredge, dinglebar troll, and nonpelagic trawl gears. VMS 
transmission allows the tracking of a vessel at those times when the vessel is conducting fishing 
activities in or near an EFH or HAPC management area.  
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BSAI Sablefish Fishery 
Similar regulations under consideration in the sablefish fishery encourage vessels fishing for 
sablefish in the AI to carry VMS.  These regulations do not impose requirements to carry the 
units, but they create incentives to do so by excusing vessels with them from an International 
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) vessel clearance regulation requirement.  Vessel clearances 
have been required by the IPHC since the 1960s to discourage illegal fishing and false reporting 
of catch harvested in IPHC areas.  Because of the great distances involved in the Bering Sea (BS) 
and AI fishing areas, reduced levels of enforcement presence, and marginal weather, IPHC 
vessel clearances continue to be very important compliance tools to discourage illegal fishing 
and promote accurate catch reporting.  
 
Misreporting is occurring in the BSAI sablefish fishery.  To the extent that misreporting is 
occurring, sablefish biomass estimates would be affected, which would impact the total sablefish 
allowable biological catch or quotas.  Anecdotal accounts suggest that participants in the BSAI 
sablefish fishery are reporting fish caught in the Western GOA reporting areas as fish caught in 
BSAI reporting areas.  This misreporting may be due to increasing killer whale depredation of 
hooked sablefish in the BSAI, increased cost of traveling for fishermen to the BSAI, and higher 
prices paid for sablefish taken in the GOA than in the BSAI.  All three potential events require 
close scrutiny of the BSAI sablefish fishery.  The vessel VMS compensates for each of the three 
misreporting causes because the VMS shows the location of the vessel.  
 
a. VMS operation 
 
Prior to participation in a fishery that requires VMS, a vessel owner must purchase a NMFS-
approved VMS transmitter and install it or have it installed onboard the vessel.  Installation time 
for a VMS unit is estimated to be less than two hours.  A higher installation estimate of 6 
hours/vessel is used, based on a worst-case scenario.  This scenario provides that a suitable 
electrical hookup is not convenient to a location where the VMS unit can be installed.   
 
The VMS transmitter must be available for inspection by NMFS personnel, observers, or 
authorized officers.  The vessel owner must ensure that the VMS transmitter is not tampered 
with, disabled, destroyed, or operated improperly; and must pay all charges levied by the 
communication service provider.   
 
Various VMS packages are available from vendors with VMS units ranging in list price from 
$1,200 to $2,500 plus freight.  Transmission costs range from daily costs of $2.40 to $5 per day 
to monthly costs of $74 for transmissions.  A dry dock fee of $5 per month is estimated for those 
months without VMS transmissions.  Repair costs would average about $93 per year for vessels 
32 feet and under and $47 per year for larger vessels.  This is a permanent program, and vessels 
would incur additional costs as they replace VMS units and antennas.  It is possible, however, 
that during fiscal year 2006, the participant could replace the VMS without cost through a 
national VMS reimbursement program for vessel owners.  The details of this program will 
be available in late summer 2006 through the Alaska Region Web site at 
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov.  A notice was published in the Federal Register on July 21, 2006.  
 
Regulations at 50 CFR part 679.28 require the VMS to be operational.  VMS equipment failure 
may also interfere with normal vessel operations until repairs can be made, and this may impose 
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additional costs.  If the VMS unit is not working, the vessel operator must contact OLE; OLE 
will assist in troubleshooting the system to get it operational again.  OLE treats equipment 
breakdowns on a case-by-case basis and tries to avoid interrupting a fishing trip already in 
progress.   
 

VMS operation, Respondent 
Number of VMS respondents  
   Atka mackerel, pollock, Pacific cod (539) 
   BSAI crab (200)  
   AI EFH (124) 
   GOA EFH (865) 
   BSAI sablefish (126) 
Total responses (VMS transmissions) 
   VMS = 72 transmissions per fishing day 
   Atka mackerel, pollock, Pacific cod (539) 
      180 fishing days per vessel x 72 x 539 = 6,985,440 
   BSAI crab (200) 
      30 fishing days per vessel x 72 x 200 = 432,000 
   AI EFH (124) 
      20 fishing days per vessel x 72 x 124 = 178,560 
   GOA EFH (865) 
      20 fishing days per vessel x 72 x 865 = 1,245,600 
   BS & AI sablefish (126) 
      200 fishing days per vessel x 72 x 126 = 1,814,400 
Total burden (14,800 + 1612 + 7416) 
   Time for each transmission is 5 sec 
   10,656,000 x 5 = 53,280,000/3600 sec = 14,800 hr 
   VMS installation time for each NEW VMS 
      (6 hr one time charge) x 806 vessels added with last approved action    
      =4836/3 year = 1612 hr 
   VMS maintenance time (4 hr/yr x 1854 vessels =7416 hr) 
Total personnel cost $25 x (1612 + 7416) 
Total miscellaneous cost 
   Initial cost of 806 VMS units ($1,500 x 806 = 1,209,000/3 yr= $403,000) 
   Annual VMS transmission cost @ $5/day = 740,000) 
      Atka mackerel, pollock, Pacific cod (539)  180 fishing days  
         per vessel x $5/day x 539 = 485,100 
      BSAI crab (200)  30 fishing days per vessel x $5/day x 200 = 30,000 
      AI EFH (124)  20 fishing days per vessel x $5/day x 124 = 12,400 
      GOA EFH (865)  20 fishing days per vessel x $5/day x 865 = 86,500 
      BS & AI sablefish (126)  200 fishing days per vessel x $5/day x126 = 126,000 
   Annual repair ($70 x 1854=129,780) 

1,854

10,656,000

23,828 hr

$225,700
1,272,680

 

 
VMS data are monitored and interpreted by OLE.  Currently, a VMS program manager, a VMS 
computer specialist, and an enforcement technician are on staff in the Regional Office to 
implement the existing VMS program.  Because follow-up EFH investigations were anticipated 
based on VMS data, OLE intends to add two additional enforcement officers, one in Dutch 
Harbor and one in Kodiak. These officers would conduct dockside boardings and contacts to 
ensure compliance with EFH and VMS requirements, follow-up on suspected violations, patrol 
with USCG or other patrol units, and response to observer affidavits, among other EFH-related 
tasks. One-time costs for training these new officers on the complexities of the VMS database 
and software were required.  Additional annual costs are incurred for office space, vehicles, and 



 

6 

related support for these additional staff.  Annual salary and personnel costs for these two 
officers are estimated to be $110,000 each.  The OLE also intends to add a VMS technician 
position, costing about $87,000 per year (salary and benefits).   
 
Past experience with VMS regulations promulgated for monitoring of the Steller sea lion 
protection areas has demonstrated the need for dockside boardings to ensure understanding and 
compliance with new VMS requirements among the fleet and provide outreach efforts to VMS 
retailers and installers to address specific regulatory and implementation concerns.  If additional 
personnel and/or funding for monitoring of EFH protection measures were not provided, any 
enforcement or compliance monitoring activities in support of EFH protection measures would 
likely occur at the expense of (i.e., reduction of efforts in) other regulatory areas. 
 

VMS operation, Federal Government 
Total burden hours 
   Full time = 80 hr per time period 
   26 time periods per year 
   26 x 80 = 2080 hr 
   Enforcement (3 full time x 2080 = 6240) 
      1 program manager @ $33 
      1 information technology technician @ $27 
      1 enforcement technician $25 
   Inseason Management (4 part time = 1248 hr) 
      1 fisheries technician @ 15% = .15 x 2080 = 312 hr 
      1 scales technician @ 10% = .10 x 2080 = 208 hr 
      1 fisheries technician @ 20% = .2 x 2080 = 416 hr 
      1 fisheries technician @ 15% = .15 x 2080 = 312 hr 
Total personnel cost 
   1 fisheries technician@ $34/hr x 312 = 10608 
   1 scales technician@ $29/hr x 208 = 6032 
   1 fisheries technician@ $28/hr x 416 = 11648 
   1 fisheries technician@ $26/hr x 312 = 8112 
   1 program manager @ $33 x 2080 = 68640 
   1 information technology technician @ $27 x 2080 = 56160 
   1 enforcement technician $25 x 2080 =  52000 
Total miscellaneous cost 
     1 contract VMS technician @ $87,000/yr 

7,488 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$213,200 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$87,000 
 

 
b. VMS check-in report 
 
Upon completion of purchase and installation of a VMS unit, the participant must register the 
VMS unit with an approved service provider.  At least 72 hours before participation in a fishery 
that requires VMS, the participant must send a one-time VMS check-in report to OLE.  The 
information on this report enables OLE to verify that the VMS system is functioning and that 
VMS data are being received.  The VMS check-in report may be filled out on the screen, printed, 
and faxed to FAX (907) 586-7703. 
 
Most of the participants have already checked-in their VMS units; this check-in is required only 
once to obtain the signature of the VMS unit.  An estimated 5% of the vessels will need to check-
in due to new VMS units, moving of VMS unit from one vessel to another, or new participant 
required to check-in once.  Anytime a VMS unit is replaced or moved from one vessel to another 
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(as may happen with companies that own multiple vessels), the operator must submit another 
VMS check-in report. 
 
VMS Check-in Report 
Date 
VMS transmitter ID or serial number 
Vessel name 
USCG documentation number 
Federal Fisheries permit number or Federal crab vessel permit number 
Name and telephone number of contact person 
 

VMS check-in report, Respondent 
Number of respondents  (1754 already checked in) 
   Atka mackerel, pollock, Pacific cod (539) 
   BSAI crab (200) 
   AI EFH (124) 
   GOA EFH (865) 
   BS & AI sablefish (126) 
Total responses (1 x 100/3 yr) 
   Frequency of check-in responses = 1 
Total burden hours 
   Hours per response (12/60 min=0.2 hr) 
   0.2 x 100 = 20/3 yr = 6.66 
Total personnel cost ($25 x 7) 
Total miscellaneous costs  
   FAX $6 x 100 = 600/ 3 yr= 200) 

100 
 
 
 
 
 

33 
 

7 
 
 

$175 
$200 

 
 

VMS check-in report, Federal Government 
Total responses 
Total burden hours (0.2 x 100=20) 
Total personnel cost (20 hr x $25/hr) 
Total miscellaneous costs 

100 
20 hr 
$500 

0 
 
c. VMS malfunction notification. 
 
This action clarifies when a vessel operator must stop fishing because of VMS transmission 
problems.  The paragraph currently specifies that fishing must stop if the vessel operator is 
informed by NMFS that the VMS is not transmitting properly.  This action further requires that 
fishing must stop if the vessel operator determines that the VMS is not transmitting properly due 
to accident or unforeseen event. This revision ensures that fishing is stopped as soon as possible 
after either NMFS or the vessel operator determines that the VMS is not functioning properly.  
This is estimated to affect 5 percent of the VMS units in use, or approximately 100 vessels. 
 

VMS malfunction notification, Respondent 
Number of respondents  
Total annual responses (1 x 100) 
Total burden hours 
   Hours per response (2/60 min=0.03 hr) 
   0.03 x 100 = 3 
Total personnel cost ($25 x 3) 
Total miscellaneous costs  
   Email 0.50 x 100 = 50 

100 
100 

3 
 
 

$75 
$50 
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VMS malfunction notification, Federal Government 
Total annual responses (1 x 100) 
Total burden hours 
   Hours per response (2/60 min=0.03 hr) 
   0.03 x 100 = 3 
Total personnel cost ($25 x 3) 
Total miscellaneous costs  

100 
 

3 
 

$75 
0 

 
It is anticipated that the information collected will be disseminated to the public or used to 
support publicly disseminated information.  As explained in the following paragraphs, the 
information gathered has utility.  NMFS will retain control over the information and safeguard it 
from improper access, modification, and destruction, consistent with National Oceanic & 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) standards for confidentiality, privacy, and electronic 
information.  See response #10 of this Supporting Statement for more information on 
confidentiality and privacy.  The information collection is designed to yield data that meet all 
applicable information quality guidelines.  Prior to dissemination, the information will be 
subjected to quality control measures and a predissemination 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. 
 
The VMS requirement integrates current information technology in the fishery management and 
monitoring process.  The collection of information is automated and electronic.  Many vessel 
owners take advantage of this technology by linking personal computers to VMS units to 
improve communication with other vessels. 
 
NMFS is currently developing a program which would incorporate VMS information for 
position coordinates into an electronic logbook.  An Internet data entry form for the VMS check-
in report will be accomplished by NMFS in the near future. 
 
4.  Describe efforts to identify duplication. 
 
None of the information collected as part of this information collection duplicates other 
collections.  No similar, comparable programs exist that collect real-time vessel location 
information.  
 
5.  If the collection of information involves small businesses or other small entities, describe 
the methods used to minimize burden. 
 
This collection-of-information does not impose a significant impact on small entities. 
 
6.  Describe the consequences to the Federal program or policy activities if the collection is 
not conducted or is conducted less frequently. 
 
Without VMS, NMFS is not able to enforce complex boundaries surrounding numerous areas 
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closed to transit or directed fishing.  Failure to enforce regulations associated with these areas 
would adversely impact threatened and endangered species and would exacerbate impacts on 
essential fish habitats. Without VMS, monitoring capabilities in quota based fisheries such as 
rationalized crab and sablefish, NMFS anticipates that the incidence of misreporting, 
underreporting, and other forms of deliberate data fouling would increase.  Such increases could 
adversely impact NMFS ability to develop accurate stock assessments and could also directly 
impact stocks through increased potential for overfishing. 
 
7.  Explain any special circumstances that require the collection to be conducted in a 
manner inconsistent with the OMB guidelines. 
 
The collection is consistent with Office of Management & Budget (OMB) guidelines except that 
the VMS reports more frequently than quarterly (multiple times per day).  That frequency is 
necessary for enforcing regulations. 
 
8.  Provide a copy of 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. 
 
In June 2005, the Council recommended that NMFS develop an analysis and alternatives to 
address the issue of broader VMS application in the GOA and BSAI in a manner that meets 
enforcement, monitoring, and safety issues.  In December, 2005, the Council adopted a statement 
of purpose and need, and a set of alternatives for evaluation.  In April 2006, the Council revised 
the set of alternatives. In addition to an alternative for a comprehensive VMS requirement on all 
commercial fishing vessels in the EEZ, the Council has requested the evaluation of several 
alternatives that exempt classes of vessels.  NMFS Alaska Region is presently working on an 
Environmental Assessment (EA)/ Rapid Incident Response (RIR)/ Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis (IRFA), analyzing the environmental impacts, the benefits, and the costs of the 
Council's alternatives, and expects to present this analysis to the Council for initial review in 
October 2006.  At that time the Council may recommend the release of the document for public 
review, with or without modifications, or the Council may request further analysis, and the 
opportunity to review it, before releasing the document for public review.  If the Council releases 
the document for public review, it could take action in December 2006. The October Initial 
Review meeting will provide the opportunity for the public to comment on VMS at three 
separate presentations:  the Science & Statistical Committee (SSC), the Advisory Panel (AP), 
and at the Council meeting itself. If the Council were to take final action on VMS during the 
October meeting, then the public would be afforded the opportunity for comment at the 
December Council meeting. 
 
In the meantime: A Federal Register Notice (71 FR 25149, April 28, 2006; copy attached) 
solicited public comments on this submission; two were received.  The final rule for EFH and 
HAPC (71 FR 36694, June 28, 2006) solicited and received public comments, including 
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comments on VMS.  An Alaska Region Information Bulletin (06-48) solicited public comments; 
9 were received.  These comments, with NMFS responses, are listed below. 
 
Comments focused mainly on concerns regarding: 1) the burden on smaller operations, 2) 
possible disruption of fishing and/or need for a backup system due to breakdowns, and 3) the 
appropriateness of requiring VMS for certain gear types.  
 
NMFS’ position, as expressed in the responses to comments: VMS is a very effective monitoring 
tool that is basically non-intrusive on a fishing vessel; it works without human assistance.  The 
VMS costs are gradually decreasing while the efficiency of the units is increasing.  And the 
VMS units are becoming more dependable, usually without the need to maintain a backup VMS 
at sea.  OLE is obtaining more experience with interpreting the VMS signals and with providing 
troubleshooting over the telephone with the operator of a vessel having VMS problems.  Very 
rarely does a vessel have to stop fishing because of a malfunctioning VMS.  Although seen by 
many operators and owners of small vessels as a needless expense, the VMS units are improving 
NMFS' ability to manage and conserve fisheries.  The purposes for requiring VMS in a fishery in 
a given area vary as much as one fishery from another fishery 
 
 Comment 1:  VMS is a necessary tool for enforcement and fisheries management and 
also provides a tool to increase fishing opportunities.  VMS is useful for large vessels fishing 
over vast areas but is not appropriate for small vessels operating in densely fished areas like 
Southeast Alaska.  NMFS should investigate ways to ease the cost of VMS, especially for small 
vessels.  Difficulties in implementing VMS should not delay the implementation of the EFH and 
HAPC regulations.   
 
 Response: In the GOA, VMS requirements in this rule apply only to vessels with an FFP 
or FCVP and mobile bottom contact gear on board.  NMFS agrees that implementation of the 
EFH and HAPC regulations should not be delayed by difficulties in implementing VMS and that 
VMS is a necessary tool for fisheries management and enforcement. VMS is useful for tracking 
vessel locations for small and large vessels.  VMS is important for enforcing EFH protection 
areas, which are impacted more by the gear type than the vessel size. The FRFA analysis shows 
that in most instances, the cost of VMS is reasonable for small vessels.  Some vessels may have a 
very small portion of their income derived from fishing activities that require VMS, making the 
cost of VMS higher relative to the revenue from those fishing activities.  It is up to the vessel 
owner and operator to determine if the income from a fishing activity requiring VMS justifies the 
expense for the VMS.  In the past, NMFS purchased VMS units for some participants in the 
groundfish fisheries.  For fiscal year 2006, NMFS has a national VMS reimbursement program 
for vessel owners who are required by regulations promulgated in 2006 to install and operate a 
VMS unit for the first time.  The details of this program will be available in late summer 2006 
through the Alaska Region Web site at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov. 
 
 Comment 2:   The legal, enforcement, and conservation concerns regarding VMS on 
small vessels need to be resolved before implementing the requirement.  What happens if the 
technology fails?  For example, what happens if the VMS fails while the vessel is fishing?  
Would the vessel be required to stop fishing and leave gear on the grounds while returning to 
port for repair work?  Gear left on the grounds could result in lost gear or significant dead loss 
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and the fishers would experience loss of fishing time while waiting for repairs.  Jarring of the 
VMS unit on small vessels in poor weather may make the unit more likely to break down.  In 
Southeast Alaska, repair locations are limited. 
 
 Response: The associated final rule revises § 679.28(f)(3)(iv) to require the vessel 
operator to stop fishing if either the operator or NMFS personnel determine that the VMS is not 
working properly.  Further actions required of a vessel with a failed VMS unit depend on the 
situation, and the operator is encouraged to contact the OLE immediately to determine the 
appropriate action.  NMFS does not expect the jarring of VMS units on small vessels to result in 
a rate of equipment malfunction any higher than the failure rate of any other device with an 
antenna and wires onboard. 
 
 Comment 3:  Approximately 80 percent of the vessels holding halibut Individual Fishing 
Quota (IFQ) complete their quota fishing in one or two trips, and many would never go more 
than 3 nautical miles from shore.  A large majority of these vessels are less than 60 feet (18.3 m) 
length overall (LOA) and most commonly are 40 foot (12.3 m) LOA longline-troll gear vessels.  
Requiring VMS for these vessels would be an unsupported and unjustified expense.  This 
requirement would likely result in significant legal and conservation problems.  We oppose the 
VMS requirement on small vessels, especially in Southeast Alaska where enforcement 
opportunities are high. 
 
 Response: See response to comment 1.  The VMS requirement in the GOA does not 
include longline-troll gear vessels.  Small vessels using mobile bottom contact gear (nonpelagic 
trawl, dredge, or dinglebar gears) could possibly adversely affect the Gulf of Alaska Coral 
Habitat Protection Areas (GOACHPAs).  VMS is the most effective method to detect any fishing 
by these vessels in EFH and HAPC protection areas. 
 
 Comment 4:   We oppose further imposition of VMS in fisheries management plans.  No 
one has demonstrated the need for VMS to meet enforcement goals.  If VMS is required, NMFS 
must bear the cost of acquisition, installation, maintenance, and broadcast or user fees. 
 
 Response:  See Comments 1 and 3.  When the VMS requirement was initiated in the 
Alaska Region, NMFS did reimburse the owner or operator for VMS for a period of 
approximately one year.  This allowed some fishers to have two VMS units, one which they were 
reimbursed for and one which they purchased for backup.  About 7.5% of the vessels that are 
required to have VMS actually have two units onboard the vessel.  Furthermore, a new VMS 
reimbursement program by NMFS Enforcement is underway for 2006, to be announced mid-July 
by a Federal Register notice.  To be eligible, participants must purchase a VMS unit in 
compliance with regulations during fiscal year 2006.  Applications for reimbursement will be 
available September 1.  This reimbursement program is funded by a grant of $4.5 million to the 
Pacific States Management Commission for disbursement.  
 
 Comment 5:  We oppose the use of VMS as an enforcement tool for EFH and HAPC 
areas.  During the rule development for the GOACHPAs, we were under the impression that 
longline fisheries would be exempt from VMS requirements.  Also, we thought that dinglebar 
gear should have been exempted because the effects on bottom habitat are no more than minimal, 
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the fishery is small and of a short duration, the FFP can be surrendered so the vessel is exempt 
from VMS requirements, and these vessels do not fish in GOACHPAs.  A year round VMS 
requirement for dinglebar vessels (usually less than 60 feet (18.3 m) LOA) that participate in a 
short duration fishery is burdensome. 
 
 Dinglebar gear vessels should be exempt from VMS requirements because the impact on 
the GOA EFH of approximately four dinglebar-gear vessels is likely less than the longline fleet 
which is exempt from VMS.  VMS is not needed for dinglebar gear vessels because the closure 
areas are mostly too deep to be fished by this gear type.  Fishers have avoided the proposed 
protection areas in the past and are unlikely to fish these areas in the future.  Enforcement tools 
for the GOACHPAs should be developed by working with the potentially affected vessels 
owners and operators. 
 
 Response: The EFH Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) notes that mobile bottom 
tending fishing gears have the greatest potential adverse effects on sensitive seafloor habitat 
features.  Dinglebar gear has fewer potential adverse effects than certain other bottom tending 
mobile gears, such as bottom trawls.   Dinglebar gear has a heavy weight deployed near the 
bottom in fisheries that target groundfish, such as lingcod throughout Southeast Alaska.  This 
gear type has the potential to disturb sensitive bottom habitats.  In the final EIS, NMFS proposed 
requiring the use of VMS on all fishing vessels with bottom contact gear in the GOA to ensure 
adequate enforcement.  Following publication of the final EIS, the Council requested that NMFS 
exempt fixed gear vessels (including pot, jig, and hook-and-line gear) from the VMS 
requirement.  The Council also requested that NMFS develop a separate comprehensive analysis 
of alternatives for applying VMS for all fishing vessels in the BSAI and GOA to address 
enforcement, management, and safety objectives.  Because the VMS requirements recommended 
by the Council would promote very effective enforcement for the gears with the greatest 
potential to impact sensitive habitat features, NMFS followed the Council’s recommendation and 
retained the VMS requirement only for vessels with mobile gear, including dinglebar gear. 
 
 Comment 6:  We believe that NMFS is underestimating the cost of VMS to the 
participants in the fisheries where VMS is currently required.  Most of the vessels have found it 
necessary to install a second back up VMS unit in order to not face fines or be prevented from 
fishing if the first unit quits working.  We believe that the Council should have the ability to 
implement VMS requirements if necessary for the management of a specific fishery but VMS 
should not be mandatory across all federal fisheries.  For some small boat fishermen, the cost of 
VMS would exceed the economic benefit of participating in a fishery. 
 
 Response:  See responses to Comments 1, 3, and 4.   
 
 Comment 7:  As a trawler in both Alaska and the Oregon, Washington trawl fishery, I 
have to deal with VMS.  In my opinion, the real burden of the VMS is that if the unit stops 
working, then the Vessel is required to stand down until it is working again. We, as vessel boat 
owners and captains, have no way (real time) to tell if the VMS is transmitting or not.  Even so, 
we are in violation and so guilty.  I believe that this needs to be addressed and corrected. 
 
 Response:  If the VMS unit is not working, the vessel operator must contact OLE.  
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OLE will assist in troubleshooting the system to get it operational again.  While it is true that the 
vessel operator does not know whether or when the VMS is operating, in cases where an 
accident causes the VMS equipment to be obviously broken, e.g., the surrounding dome 
destroyed or the unit is knocked off its foundation, the vessel operator must contact OLE with 
this information.  Otherwise, if a VMS is not transmitting, OLE will contact the vessel operator 
to determine the next step.  OLE treats equipment breakdowns on a case-by-case basis and tries 
to avoid interrupting a fishing trip already in progress.  Very rarely is a vessel caused to return to 
port for VMS repairs in the middle of a fishing trip. 
 
 Comment 8:  While we understand the situation in certain fisheries that have facilitated 
the need for VMS, we are adamantly opposed to the encroachment on our rights, liberty and 
freedoms that will necessarily come with the imposition of this program on members of our 
fleet.  Furthermore, we are not even inclined to believe that VMS is necessary for any Alaskan 
fisherman unless it is a voluntary program and those fishermen wish to be located at all times 
and in all places as a matter of concern for safety. 
  
While we are commercial 58 foot salmon purse seiners in a state waters fishery inside 3 miles, 
many of our members also longline for halibut and black cod and would thus be unduly affected 
by the proposed requirements. 
  
When the Federal government decides to equip all sport, charter and pleasure boats, hikers and 
kayakers in the Tongass, then we will welcome such an intrusion of privacy and immense cost 
per operation that this program will entail.  Shipboard Environmental Data Acquisition System 
(SEAS) would also be more than willing to participate in any programs that might come from the 
diversion of funding from VMS programs.  If NMFS or Homeland Security has funding surplus 
issues, we would, as I said before, be more than willing to help you find appropriate uses for that 
funding that could benefit either the fish or fishermen or either of our homes and communities.  
Many of us state waters salmon fishermen are struggling to survive.  Another burdensome 
federal mandate is always a welcome shot in the face to those of us who are working on the front 
lines and feeding the world. 
 
 Response:  See responses to comments 1, 3, 4, and 5.   
 
 Comment 9:  I own a trawler in Alaska, with both VMS and Electronic Log Book (VVS) 
onboard the boat.  I see the VMS system as not living up to the true potential of the VVS 
logbook system.  Almost every vessel uses electronic charts that require a computer, meaning 
that vessels down to 32 feet or less are capable of having on board a VVS system at very little 
extra expense.  NMFS was giving the software away for three years, and it has lowered the paper 
work load onboard our vessel.  If all vessels were required to use it the “Paper Work Reduction 
Act” would be fulfilled.  
 
 The key to getting the most out of this system is the accountability of the log being e-
mailed in at the end of each and every trip. The Ocean Logic system had its bugs but 
enforcement agents like the clean copies with no ambiguity about dates/time and signature.  The 
carrot and stick approach to this should be no disc, no landing ticket.  Then the data is in the 
hands of NMFS for “close to real time processing” rather than wading through the “yellow” 
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copies months later.  
 
 The cost of VMS for my vessel is approximately $80 per month with SkyMate and 
allows me to track the vessel on the web and email, so the burden to me is low.  I would be far 
happier if the burden were shared all the way down to the smallest commercial vessel fishing in 
Alaska for groundfish, salmon, halibut, herring, and charter boats to get a better handle on 
bycatch and marine mammal interaction.  
 
 Response:  NMFS agrees that the potential for catcher vessel electronic logbooks to save 
data entry time and to improve accuracy of calculations is very promising.  Electronic logbooks 
of the future will automatically incorporate the global positioning system coordinates right into 
the logbook information.  Unfortunately, the OceanLogic software is no longer supported by the 
developer; however, NMFS encourages the software industry to develop similar software for use 
by catcher vessels.  In addition, various NMFS regions, including Alaska, are working 
individually and in concert to develop a standard format and procedure for electronic logbooks 
that could be used in any region.   
 
 Comment 10:  I am the owner/operator of a 53 ft steel boat.  I fish GOA Pacific cod.  I 
was required to purchase a VMS and have it installed by a professional.  I was fortunate to get in 
on the time frame of being reimbursed for the equipment, but I was not compensated for the time 
and energy of the whole process.  I find a mandatory monitoring system an insult to my integrity, 
and I am further opposed to a daily fee along with a yearly fee just for our account.  I find the 
whole system to be ridiculous and having to pay for it is added insult to injury.   We (the crew as 
well as myself) do not like the VMS system.  Please consider erasing/deleting the program, 
especially on these small boats.  
 
 Response:  The EIS analysis of this provision does not indicate to NMFS that costs of 
VMS are prohibitive.  However, the placement of a VMS on small vessels does impose costs 
because of the limited space, the potential need for upgrading the electrical system to allow for 
the VMS operation, the daily cost of operation, and the total cost of the VMS requirement in 
relation to the income generated by fishing with a very small vessel. 
 
 Comment 11:   I run a 58 foot trawler in the Shumagins.  The remote nature of the fishery 
makes maintenance and professional help almost impossible.  If strict enforcement were 
imposed, then it will be necessary for back-up units, as the originals get old.  I personally don't 
believe the units are needed.  The stocks are healthy, and its a bit overboard on costs for the 
whole program to operate effectively.  I suggest incorporating the program into the onboard 
observer program. 
 
 Response:  NMFS disagrees.  Tracking the location of fishing vessels by VMS units 
would facilitate enforcement of the remote fishery locations, dispersed over a large section of the 
EEZ.  With the advent of reimbursement for VMS purchased in 2006, the expense of acquiring a 
VMS unit is not a strong issue. 
 
 Comment 12:  As a vessel owner/operator in the GOA IFQ fisheries, I would like to voice 
my opposition to the proposed VMS plan for our fishery.  I am not aware if any study has been 
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done to assess the overhead costs as a whole in this fishery but I can assure you that there has 
been a steady increase, and the margins are decreasing exponentially.  Drastic increases in fuel 
costs, insurance rates, bait prices, groceries etc. are making it difficult for some to make ends 
meet.  We already participate in the NMFS mandatory observer program for vessels over 60 feet, 
which is quite costly as well.  This fishery has a reputation as a well managed, renewable 
resource fishery, with a pretty clean record towards bycatch and conservation issues, as well as 
environmental impacts. I strongly believe that we do not need another costly monitoring program 
and ask that this VMS system not be forced into our fishery.  
 
 Response:  See Responses to Comments 1 and 3.  A new VMS reimbursement program 
by NOAA Fisheries Enforcement is underway for 2006, to be announced mid-July by a Federal 
Register notice.  To be eligible, participants must purchase a VMS unit in compliance with 
regulations during fiscal year 2006.  Applications for reimbursement will be available September 
1.  This reimbursement program is funded by a grant of $4.5 million to the Pacific States 
Management Commission for disbursement.  
 
9.  Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than 
remuneration of contractors or grantees. 
 
No payment or gift to respondents is provided under this program. 
 
10.  Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for this 
assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy. 
 
NMFS, OLE, and USCG have worked to ensure the confidentiality of all VMS transmissions and 
to ensure the security of all at-sea position data on individual vessels, including data analyses and 
storage.  All VMS units include systems to minimize the risk of direct or inadvertent disclosure 
of vessel position.  The VMS transmissions are considered confidential and are subject to 
confidentiality protection under section 402(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. They are also 
confidential under NOAA Administrative Order 216-100, which sets forth procedures to protect 
confidentiality of fishery statistics.   
 
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. 
 
This information collection does not involve information of a sensitive nature. 
 
12.  Provide an estimate in hours of the burden of the collection of information. 
 
Total estimated unique respondents: 1,854.  Total estimated responses: 10,656,133, down from 
10,656,269.  Total estimated burden hours: 23,838, down from 23,882. Total estimated personnel 
costs:  $225,950, down from $228,601. 
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13.  Provide an estimate of the total annual cost burden to the respondents or 
recordkeepers resulting from the collection (excluding the value of the burden hours in #12 
above). 
 
Total estimated miscellaneous costs:  $1,272,930, up from $1,144,612. 
 
14.  Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government. 
 
Total estimated burden hours:  7511, down from 7,649.  Total estimated personnel costs:  
$213,775, up from $40,425.  Total miscellaneous costs: $87,000, up from $80,000. 
 
15.  Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments reported in Items 13 or 
14 of the OMB 83-I. 
   
Check-in report responses decreased by 236 (from 269 to 33), with an associated decrease of 47 
hours. VMS malfunction notification was added, increasing responses by 100 and adding 3 
hours. There was a net decrease of 136 responses and 44 hours.  
 
There was a net increase to respondents’ total miscellaneous costs of $128,368, due to adding the 
cost of repairing the VMS unit to VMS operation ($129,780), adding $50 for the VMS 
malfunction notification; and the decrease in check-in reports (- $1,412). 
 
16.  For collections whose results will be published, outline the plans for tabulation and 
publication. 
 
No plans exist for publishing the results of the information collection that are discussed above. 
 
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. 
 
In accordance with OMB requirements, the control number and expiration date of OMB approval 
are shown on the VMS check-in report. The transmission of the VMS data is automatic and 
electronic, and therefore not possible to display the OMB expiration date.  The VMS malfunction 
notification is an email. 
 
18.  Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in Item 19 of the OMB 
83-I. 
 
There are no exceptions to the certification statement. 
 
 
B. COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS 
 
This collection does not employ statistical methods. 
 
 



OMB Control No.: 0648-0445 
 Expiration Date: October 31, 2006  

Please fax this completed form to:  
NOAA Fisheries Service 
Office for Law Enforcement 
VMS Fax number:  907-586-7703 

VMS Fax 
Note:  Please register your VMS unit  

with an approved service provider prior to using this fax.  
 
 

Date: ____________________  

Vessel Name: _____________________________________  

Coast Guard Doc. #: ________________________________  

Federal Fisheries Permit #: ___________________________ 
   OR 

Federal Crab Vessel Permit #: ________________________ 
 
Contact Person: ____________________________________ 
 
Contact Telephone: _________________________________ 
 
Thrane & Thrane Inmarsat IMN: _______________________ 

   OR 
Orbcomm  Skymate Serial #: __________________________ 
 
 

 

PUBLIC REPORTING BURDEN STATEMENT Public reporting burden for this 
collection of information is estimated to average 0.2 hours 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.  Send comments 
regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing the burden, to Sue 
Salveson, Assistant Regional Administrator, Sustainable Fisheries Division, Alaska Region, NMFS, P.O. Box 21668, Juneau, AK 99802 
(Attn: Lori Durall).  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION Before completing this form please note the 
following:  1) NMFS cannot conduct or sponsor this information request, and you are not required to respond to this information request, 
unless the form displays a currently valid OMB control number; 2) This information is mandatory and is required to manage the VMS data 
collection program for groundfish under 50 CFR part 679 and CR crab fisheries under 50 CFR part 680, and under section 402(a) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) and 16 U.S.C. 1862(j) ; 3) Federal law and regulations require and authorize NMFS to 
manage commercial fishing effort;  4) Responses to this information request are not confidential.  
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7211.90.0000, 7212.40.1000, 
7212.40.5000, and 7212.50.5000. 
Included in this CVD order are flat– 
rolled products of non–rectangular 
cross-section where such cross-section 
is achieved subsequent to the rolling 
process (i.e., products which have been 
‘‘worked after rolling’’)--for example, 
products which have been beveled or 
rounded at the edges. Excluded from 
this order is grade X–70 plate. The HTS 
item numbers are provided for 
convenience and customs purposes. The 
written description remains dispositive. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit found, in Duferco Steel, Inc. v. 
United States, 296 F.3d 1087 (July 12, 
2002), that imported floor plate is 
excluded from this CVD order on steel 
plate. 

Analysis Of Comments Received 
All issues raised in this review are 

addressed in the Preliminary Issues and 
Decision Memorandum from Stephen J. 
Claeys, Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Import Administration, to David M. 
Spooner, Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration (Preliminary Decision 
Memorandum), dated concurrently with 
this notice and which is hereby adopted 
by this notice. Parties can find a 
complete discussion of all issues raised 
in this review and the corresponding 
recommendation in this public 
memorandum which is on file in the 
Central Records Unit, room B–099 of the 
main Commerce building. In addition, a 
complete version of the Preliminary 
Decision Memorandum can be accessed 
directly on the Web at http:// 
ia.ita.doc.gov/frn. The paper copy and 
electronic version of the Preliminary 
Decision Memorandum are identical in 
content. 

Preliminary Results Of Review 
The Department preliminarily 

determines that revocation of the CVD 
order would likely lead to continuation 
or recurrence of a countervailable 
subsidy. The net countervailable 
subsidy likely to prevail if the order 
were revoked is: 

Producers/exporters Net Countervailable 
Subsidy (percent) 

Cockerill ........................ 2.82 
Fafer ............................. 0.56 
All others (including 

Clabecq) .................... 0.50 

Interested parties may submit case 
briefs and hearing requests no later than 
two weeks after the date of publication 
of these preliminary results, in 
accordance with 19 CFR 351.309(c)(1)(i) 
and 19 CFR 351.310(c). Rebuttal briefs, 
which must be limited to issues raised 

in the case briefs, may be filed not later 
than five days from the filing of the case 
briefs, in accordance with 19 CFR 
351.309(d). If a hearing is requested, 
parties will be notified of the date, time 
and location. The Department will issue 
a notice of final results of this sunset 
review no later than September 27, 
2006, which will include the results of 
its analysis of issues raised in any such 
comments. 

We are issuing and publishing these 
preliminary results and notice in 
accordance with sections 751(c), 752, 
and 777(i)(1) of the Act. 

Dated: July 14, 2006. 
David M. Spooner, 
Assistant Secretaryfor Import Administration. 
[FR Doc. E6–11622 Filed 7–20–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[I.D. 070306C] 

Vessel Monitoring Systems; Mobile 
Transmitter Unit and Enhanced Mobile 
Transmitter Unit Reimbursement 
Program 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of vessel monitoring 
systems reimbursement program. 

SUMMARY: The National Marine 
Fisheries Service announces the 
availability of approximately $4.5 
million in grant funds for fiscal year 
(FY) 2006 for vessel owners and/or 
operators who have purchased an 
Mobile Transmitter Unit (MTU) or 
Enhanced-Mobile Transmitter Unit (E- 
MTU) for the purpose of complying 
with fishery regulations requiring the 
use of Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) 
that became effective during FY 2006. 
The funds will be used to reimburse 
vessel owners and/or operators for the 
purchase price of the MTU or E-MTU. 
The maximum award per 
reimbursement is dependent upon the 
requirements of the applicable fishery 
management rule. 
ADDRESSES: For a reimbursement 
application contact Pacific States 
Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC), 
45 SE 82nd Drive, Suite 100, Gladstone, 
Oregon 97027–2522, phone 503–650– 
5300, fax 503–650–5426. To obtain 
copies of the list of NOAA-approved 
VMS mobile transmitting units and 
NOAA-approved VMS communications 

service providers write to: VMS Support 
Center, NOAA Fisheries Office for Law 
Enforcement (OLE), 8484 Georgia 
Avenue, Suite 415, Silver Spring, MD 
20910. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
current listing information contact Mark 
Oswell, Outreach Specialist, phone 
301–427–2300, fax 301–427–2055. For 
questions regarding MTU or E-MTU 
type approval or information regarding 
the status of VMS systems being 
evaluated by NOAA for approval, 
contact Jonathan Pinkerton, National 
VMS Program Manager, phone 301– 
427–2300; fax 301–427–2055. For 
questions regarding VMS installation or 
activation checklists, contact the VMS 
Support Center, NOAA Fisheries Office 
for Law Enforcement (OLE), 8484 
Georgia Avenue, Suite 415, Silver 
Spring, MD 20910, phone 888–219– 
9228, fax 301–427–0049. For questions 
regarding reimbursement applications 
contact Randy Fisher, Executive 
Director, Pacific States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (PSMFC), 45 SE 82nd Drive, 
Suite 100, Gladstone, Oregon 97027– 
2522, phone 503–650–5300, fax 503– 
650–5426. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Funding Opportunity Description 

This reimbursement opportunity is 
available to fishing vessel owners and/ 
or operators that have purchased MTU 
or E-MTU devices in order to comply 
with fishery regulations developed in 
accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act(Manguson-Stevens Act), Public Law 
94–265. Only those vessel owners and/ 
or operators purchasing a MTU or E- 
MTU for compliance to fishery 
management rules becoming effective 
on or after October 1, 2005, are eligible 
for this funding opportunity. 

The primary purpose of this 
reimbursement program is to offset the 
costs associated with compliance with 
fishery regulations developed pursuant 
to the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
Reimbursable expenses include the 
purchase price of a MTU or E-MTU 
type-approved for a fishery requiring the 
use of VMS for which the owner and/ 
or operator holds a valid commercial 
fishery permit in compliance with 
fishery regulations. 

II. Eligibility 

To be eligible to receive 
reimbursement vessel owners and/or 
operators must first purchase a MTU or 
E-MTU type-approved for the fishery 
requiring VMS for which the vessel 
owner and/or operator holds a valid 
commercial fishing permit. The vessel 
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owner and/or operator must have the 
MTU or E-MTU properly installed on 
the vessel and activated utilizing a type- 
approved communications provider. 
Upon completion of the installation and 
activation process, the vessel owner 
and/or operator must contact the VMS 
Support Center by calling 888–219– 
9228 to ensure the vessel is properly 
registered in the VMS system. OLE does 
not consider a vessel in compliance 
until the MTU or E-MTU signal has 
been received and processed by OLE. 

III. Process 

Vessel owners and/or operators that 
have purchased a MTU or E-MTU, and 
have validated their compliance with 
the applicable regulations through OLE, 
may contact the PSMFC, 45 SE 82nd 
Drive, Suite 100, Gladstone, Oregon 
97027–2522, phone 503–650–5300, fax 
503–650–5426, for a reimbursement 
application. Once the application is 
received and completed by the vessel 
owner and/or operator, it must be 
returned to PSMFC along with proof of 
eligibility in order to qualify for an 
award. The required proof of eligibility 
includes proof of a valid commercial 
fishing permit for fishery requiring 
VMS; proof of purchase and the 
purchase price of a type-approved MTU 
or E-MTU; and a valid compliance 
confirmation code issued by OLE. 

Vessel owners and/or operators are 
not restricted as to which type-approved 
MTU or E-MTU device they can 
purchase. However, the amount of the 
reimbursement will be limited to the 
cost of the least expensive MTU or E- 
MTU type-approved for their permitted 
fishery. Vessel owners and/or operators 
are encouraged to compare the features 
of all MTU and E-MTU devices type- 
approved for their permitted fishery 
prior to making their purchase decision. 
Vessel owners/operators are limited to 
reimbursement of the cost of purchasing 
one MTU or E-MTU per permitted 
vessel. 

Dated: July 11, 2006. 

William T. Hogarth, 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. E6–11550 Filed 7–20–06; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–S 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY 
COMMISSION 

[CPSC Docket No. 06–C0005] 

Tiffany and Company, a Corporation, 
Provisional Acceptance of a 
Settlement Agreement and Order 

AGENCY: Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: It is the policy of the 
Commission to publish settlements 
which it provisionally accepts under the 
Consumer Product Safety Act in the 
Federal Register in accordance with the 
terms of 16 CFR 1118.20(e). Published 
below is a provisionally-accepted 
Settlement Agreement with Tiffany and 
Company, a corporation, containing a 
civil penalty of $262,500. 
DATES: Any interested person may ask 
the Commission not to accept this 
agreement or otherwise comment on its 
contents by filing a written request with 
the Office of the Secretary by August 7, 
2006. 
ADDRESSES: Persons wishing to 
comment on this Settlement Agreement 
should send written comments to the 
Comment 06–C0005, Office of the 
Secretary, Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, Washington, DC 20207. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William J. Moore, Jr., Trial Attorney, 
Office of Compliance, Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, 
Washington, DC 20207; telephone (301) 
504–7583. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The text of 
the Agreement and Order appears 
below. 

Dated: July 18, 2006. 
Todd A. Stevenson, 
Secretary. 

In the Matter of Tiffany and Company, 
a Corporation 

Settlement Agreement and Order 

1. This Settlement Agreement is made 
by and between the staff (the ‘‘staff’’) of 
the U.S. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission (the ‘‘Commission’’) and 
Tiffany and Company (‘‘Tiffany’’), a 
corporation, in accordance with 16 CFR 
1118.20 of the Commission’s procedures 
for Investigations, Inspections, and 
Inquiries under the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (‘‘CPSA’’). This Settlement 
Agreement and the incorporated 
attached Order resolve the staff’s 
allegations set forth below. 

The Parties 

2. The Commission is an independent 
federal regulatory agency responsible for 

the enforcement of the Consumer 
Product Safety Act, 15 U.S.C. 2051– 
2084. 

3. Tiffany is a corporation organized 
and existing under the laws of the State 
of New York with its principal corporate 
office located at 727 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, New York. At all times relevant 
herein Tiffany marketed, distributed 
and sold fine jewelry, timepieces, china, 
crystal, silverware and silver baby 
rattles and teethers, among other 
consumer products. 

Staff Allegations 
4. From November 2002 through 

February 2004, Tiffany sold in United 
States commerce approximately 4,255 
sterling silver rattle/teethers with small 
farm animal figures (‘‘Teethers’’). 

5. The Teethers are ‘‘consumer 
products’’ and, at the times relevant 
herein, Tiffany was a ‘‘retailer’’ of 
‘‘consumer products’’, which were 
‘‘distributed in commerce’’ as those 
terms are defined in sections 3(a)(1), (6), 
(11), and (12) of the CPSA, 15 U.S.C. 
2052(a)(1), (6), (11), and (12). 

6. The Teethers are defective because 
a metal bar at the center of the Teether 
can break off at its soldered joints 
during use releasing small round beads 
and small animal figures. The small 
beads and figures can pose an aspiration 
and choking hazard to babies. 

7. Between November and December 
2003, Tiffany learned about at last two 
incidents of Teethers cracking at the 
soldered joint. In February 2004, Tiffany 
learned about one incident in which a 
Teether broke at the soldered joint, and 
a baby was reported to be mouthing a 
small animal figure that fell off of the 
Teether. Tiffany determined that hand 
polishing during Teether manufacture 
could weaken the cross bar solder joints 
and lead to separation of that metal bar 
from the Teether ring. 

8. Tiffany suspended Teether sales 
following the February 2004 incident. 
Tiffany did not report the problem to 
the Commission. Tiffany received two 
more reports of Teethers cracking in 
March 2004. The firm did not report to 
the Commission until June 2004, after 
the Commission opened its own 
investigation and requested Tiffany to 
do so. 

9. Although Tiffany had obtained 
sufficient information to reasonably 
support the conclusion that the Teethers 
contained a defect which could create a 
substantial product hazard, it failed to 
inform the Commission of such defect 
and risk and required by Section 
15(b)(2) of the CPSA, 15 U.S.C. 
2064(b)(2). In failing to do so, Tiffany 
‘‘knowingly’’ violated Section 19(a)(4) of 
the CPSA, 15 U.S.C. 2068(a)(4), as the 
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777(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended. 

Dated: April 21, 2006. 
Joseph A. Spetrini, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. E6–6436 Filed 4–27–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

A–570–601 

Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts 
Thereof, Finished or Unfinished, from 
the People’s Republic of China: 
Extension of Time Limit for the 
Preliminary Results of Antidumping 
Duty Administrative Review 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 28, 2006. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ryan Radford or Eugene Degnan, AD/ 
CVD Operations, Office 8, Import 
Administration, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone (202) 482–4037 or (202) 482– 
0414, respectively. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

On July 21, 2005, the Department of 
Commerce (‘‘the Department’’) 
published in the Federal Register a 
notice of the initiation of the 
antidumping duty administrative review 
of tapered roller bearings (‘‘TRBs’’) from 
the People’s Republic of China (‘‘PRC’’) 
for the period June 1, 2004, through May 
31, 2005. See Initiation of Antidumping 
and Countervailing Duty Administrative 
Reviews and Request for Revocation in 
Part, 70 FR 42028 (‘‘Initiation Notice’’). 

Extension of Time Limit for Preliminary 
Results 

Section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended (‘‘the Act’’), 
requires the Department to issue 
preliminary results within 245 days 
after the last day of the anniversary 
month of an order. However, if it is not 
practicable to complete the review 
within this time period, section 
751(a)(3)(A) of the Act allows the 
Department to extend the time period to 
a maximum of 365 days. On February 
28, 2006, the Department published in 
the Federal Register a notice extending 
the time limit for the preliminary results 
of the administrative review from March 

2, 2006, to May 1, 2006. See Extension 
of Time Limit for the Preliminary 
Results of Antidumping Duty 
Administrative Review: Tapered Roller 
Bearings, and Parts Thereof, Finished or 
Unfinished from the People’s Republic 
of China 71 FR 10010 (February 28, 
2006). The preliminary results of review 
are currently due no later than May 1, 
2006. However, completion of the 
preliminary results of this review by 
May 1, 2006, is not practicable because 
the Department needs additional time to 
verify the respondent’s constructed 
export price sales in the United States, 
and its export price sales and factors of 
production in the PRC. 

Because it is not practicable to 
complete this review within the time 
specified under the Act, we are 
extending the time period for issuing 
the preliminary results of review by an 
additional 60 days until June 30, 2006, 
in accordance with section 751(a)(3)(A) 
of the Act. The final results continue to 
be due 120 days after the publication of 
the preliminary results of review. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
sections 751(a) and 777 (i) of the Act. 

Dated: April 24, 2006. 
Stephen J. Claeys, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. E6–6435 Filed 4–27–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Proposed Information Collection; 
Comment Request; NMFS Alaska 
Region Vessel Monitoring System 
(VMS) Program 

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 June 27, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments 
to Diana Hynek, Departmental 
Paperwork Clearance Officer, 
Department of Commerce, Room 6625, 
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 Patsy A. Bearden, 907–586– 
7008 or patsy.bearden@noaa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Abstract 

Authorized under the Magnuson- 
Stevens Act, participants are required to 
purchase, install, and operate a National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)- 
approved vessel monitoring system 
(VMS) under certain circumstances, to 
provide more precise location 
information in the Bering Sea, Aleutian 
Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. This 
information supports enforcement 
efforts in relation to: (1) A number of 
fisheries, including: Atka mackerel, 
pollock, Pacific cod, BSAI crab; (2) 
essential fish habitat; and (3) habitat 
areas of particular concern in the 
Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska. 
VMS requirements are described at 50 
CFR part 679.28. The VMS transmitter 
automatically determines the vessels 
position several times per hour using 
Global Positioning System (GPS) 
satellite. A communications service 
provider receives the transmission and 
relays it to NMFS. The VMS 
transmitters are designed to be tamper- 
resistant and automatic. In most cases, 
the vessel owner is unaware of exactly 
when the unit is transmitting and is 
unable to alter the signal or the time of 
transmission. 

II. Method of Collection 

VMS check-in, by FAX, is required 
from participants upon installation of a 
VMS on a vessel. Thereafter, submittal 
is automatic by satellite. 

III. Data 

OMB Number: 0648–0445. 
Form Number: None. 
Type of Review: Regular submission. 
Affected Public: Individuals or 

households; business or other for-profits 
organizations. 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
1,854. 

Estimated Time Per Response: 12 
minutes for VMS check-in report; 6 
seconds for VMS transmission; 6 hours 
for VMS installation; 4 hours for VMS 
maintenance. 

Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 23,882. 

Estimated Total Annual Cost to 
Public: $1,145,000. 

IV. Request for Comments 

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
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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: April 24, 2006. 
Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. E6–6380 Filed 4–27–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[I.D. No. 031606B] 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants: Announcement of Initiation 
of a Status Review of Cook Inlet 
Beluga Whales under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA); Request for 
Information 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Reopening of the time period for 
submitting information. 

SUMMARY: We, NOAA’s National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), are reopening 
the time period for submitting 
information to be used during the Status 
Review of Cook Inlet Beluga Whales 
under the ESA. The initial deadline for 
submitting information was April 24, 
2006. We are reopening this time period 
for an additional 30 days. 
DATES: Written information must be 
received by May 30, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: Information should be sent 
to Kaja Brix, Assistant Regional 
Administrator, Protected Resource 
Division, NMFS, Alaska Region, Attn: 
Ellen Walsh. Information may be 
submitted by: 

(1) Mail: P.O. Box 21668, Juneau, AK 
99802–1668; 

(2) Hand Delivery to the Federal 
Building: 709 West 9th Street, Room 
420A, Juneau, AK; 

(3) FAX: 907–586–7557; or 
(4) Email: CIB-ESA-Status- 

Review@noaa.gov. Include in the subject 
line of the email the following 
document identifier: CI Beluga Status 
Review. Email comments, with or 
without attachments, are limited to five 
(5) megabytes. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Brad 
Smith, NMFS Alaska Region, Anchorage 
Field Office, (907) 271–5006, or Kaja 
Brix, NMFS, Alaska Region, (907) 586– 
7235, or Marta Nammack, Office of 
Protected Resources, (301) 713–1401. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NMFS 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on March 24, 2006 (71 FR 
14836), announcing our intent to initiate 
a status review on Cook Inlet beluga 
whales under the ESA. The notice also 
solicited information to assist in the 
development of the status review. We 
have since received several requests to 
extend the deadline for providing any 
pertinent information. However, the 
deadline was April 24, 2006. We, 
therefore, are reopening the time period 
for submitting information for an 
additional 30 days (instead of extending 
the deadline) to allow interested parties 
to submit relevant information. 

All comments and material received, 
including names and addresses, will 
become part of the administrative record 
and may be released to the public. 

Please visit NMFS’ Alaska Region web 
page at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov for 
more information on this status review. 
General information is available on 
Cook Inlet belugas at: http:// 
www.fakr.noaa.gov/protectedresources/ 
whales/beluga.htm. 

Dated: April 24, 2006. 
Jim Lecky, 
Director, Office of Protected Resources, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. E6–6444 Filed 4–27–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–22–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[I.D. 042405B] 

Marine Mammals; File No. 800–1664 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice; denial of permit. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a 
request for a major amendment to 

Scientific Research Permit Number 800– 
1664, submitted by Dr. Randall Davis, 
Texas A&M University, Galveston, 
Texas, for takes of Steller sea lions 
(Eumetopias jubatus) in Alaska, has 
been denied. 
ADDRESSES: The application and related 
documents are available for review 
upon written request or by appointment 
in the following office(s): 

Permits, Conservation and Education 
Division, Office of Protected Resources, 
NMFS, 1315 East-West Highway, Room 
13705, Silver Spring, MD 20910; phone 
(301)713–2289; fax (301)427–2521; and 

Alaska Region, NMFS, P.O. Box 
21668, Juneau, AK 99802–1668; phone 
(907)586–7221; fax (907)586–7249. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Tammy Adams or Amy Sloan, 
(301)713–2289. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April 
4, 2005, a notice was published in the 
Federal Register (70 FR 17072) that an 
application had been filed by the above 
named individual. The requested permit 
amendment has been denied and the 
subject permit revoked pursuant to the 
terms of an agreement with NOAA in 
settlement of a Notice of Violation and 
Assessment and Notice of Permit 
Sanction. 

Dated: April 24, 2006. 
Stephen L. Leathery, 
Chief, Permits, Conservation and Education 
Division, Office of Protected Resources, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. E6–6445 Filed 4–27–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–22–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[I.D. 041306D] 

General Advisory Committee to the 
U.S. Section to the Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC); 
Public Meeting; Correction 

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

SUMMARY: NMFS announces the meeting 
of the General Advisory Committee to 
the U.S. Section to the IATTC. 
DATES: The meeting of the General 
Advisory Committee will be held on 
June 1, 2006, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
Pacific Time (or until business is 
concluded). 
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