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     March 19, 2018 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR: Dr. Jon Hare 
    Science and Research Director 
    Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
 
    Michael Pentony 
    Regional Administrator 
    Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
 
FROM: Atlantic Herring and Mackerel Electronic Monitoring  

Review Panel (NMFS, NEFMC, MAFMC) 
 
SUBJECT:   Atlantic Herring and Mackerel Electronic Monitoring Project  

   Review Panel Notes 
 
Currently, multiple organizations are partnering to establish industry-funded monitoring in the 
Atlantic herring fishery (including the NEFMC, NEFSC, and GARFO).  Electronic Monitoring 
(EM) has been proposed as a means to help verify catch retention and reduce the costs of 
increased monitoring. To evaluate the suitability of EM for the herring fishery, NMFS (NEFSC 
and GARFO) contracted Saltwater Inc. (Saltwater) to complete a study exploring the utility of 
EM technology for monitoring midwater trawl vessels participating in the herring and mackerel 
fisheries. Saltwater, in collaboration with NMFS, prepared a report summarizing the results of 
the study. This study was then reviewed by individuals from NEFSC, GARFO, and the NEFMC 
and MAFMC. This document represents the notes from that review. 
 
Panel Review Date: March 5, 2018 
 
Attendees in Person: Nichole Rossi1, Jonathan Deroba1, Dan Linden2, Brant McAfee2, Dan 
Luers2, Fiona Hogan3 Justin Potter4, Joan Palmer1, Glenn Chamberlain4, Sara Weeks1, Carrie 
Nordeen2, Andy Jones4 

 
Attendees on the Phone: John Hoey1, Jason Didden5, Felipe Arzayus6 
 
Review Panel Affiliations 
1 National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
2 National Marine Fisheries Service, Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
3 New England Fishery Management Council 
4 Integrated Statistics 
5 Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
6 National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of Science and Technology  
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Next Steps 

● Revise Terms of Reference (completed) 
● Work with EM service provider (Saltwater) to incorporate recommended changes to 

report (completed)  
● Compile and disseminate review panel notes (completed) 
● Provide revised report to review panel (completed) 
● Provide documents to NEFSC and GARFO leadership; 

○ Panel review summary notes (tentatively scheduled for week of March 12th) 
○ Revised EM herring report (tentatively scheduled for week of March 12th) 

 
Summarized notes from Panel Review and follow-up discussion have been organized into 3 
sections: 1) Data Analysis & Report Follow-up, 2) Considerations for Operational Program 
Development, and 3) Recommendations for Letter Composition. Each section describes 
discussion points for consideration.  
 
Review Panel Conclusion:  
At the conclusion of the panel meeting members agreed that “EM was suitable for detecting 
discard events in the Atlantic Herring Midwater Trawl Fishery.” 
 
Report Follow Up (presented in the order they arose): 
 

1. The Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Omnibus Amendment, as highlighted in the 
TORs, describes the goal of increased monitoring in the herring fishery as generating 
accurate estimates of catch, including herring, haddock, and river herring/shad.  Panel 
members felt that having a primary objective of the project that focused on slippage was 
limiting and inconsistent with the goals of the IFM Amendment. 

 
2. The panel did not understand that under the IFM, EM would be paired with portside 

sampling (they felt that this needed to be added to the initial sections of the report), and 
that the motivation for the project was to increase the precision of catch caps. Members 
felt that the report needed to better describe how EM would be used in this fishery 
(discard estimation or catch retention), the purpose, what data will be used by who and 
how.   

 
3. Panel members felt that the report did not suitably address/discuss the use of Vessel 

Monitoring Plans (VMPs) and how for the purpose of an EM operational program, VMPs 
could be utilized to ensure structured data collection to meet monitoring requirements. 
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4. Panel members felt that the NEFOP specific sections of the report held merit, but needed 
to be amended to more clearly summarize an EM and NEFOP comparison.  In addition, 
the report needed to include estimated weight ranges for each discard event category.  
Members also felt that if EM in the herring fishery is ostensibly for ensuring catch 
retention, most readers will want a simple summary of how EM compares to NEFOP 
observed discarding events. 

 
5. Panel members noted that there were no quantitative or measurable objectives specified 

in the report. They suggested that at a minimum the report should describe in more detail 
the means by which EM can improve “monitoring and catch accountability” in a high-
volume pelagic fishery (based on IFM Amendment goals).  

 
6. Generally, panel members were interested in what types of events constituted ‘discarded 

after being brought onboard’ and what existing NEFOP data suggests about the frequency 
and type of these events (are there more occurrences of catch falling out nets or tank 
overflows, than animals removed from dewatering box, etc.).  There was some discussion 
of how these events would be classified if EM was used in the herring fishery.  

 
7. Panel members wanted more information on what drove differences in discard event 

counts among EM reviewers (Table 4). There was interest in determining the reasons for 
not being able to detect discard events and describing reasons that might have driven 
differences among reviewers related to “Operational Discards” events. 

 
8. There was a request by panel members to summarize slippage release events in terms of 

the number of times an event occurred within and outside of camera view.  In addition, a 
request was made to summarize the scale (weight) of discard events and the estimation 
method used to determine the weight for NEFOP observers and EM reviewers.  

 
9. There was some discussion about the current status of the mackerel fishery. The group 

discussed the state of the most recent assessment.   
 

10. There was some confusion about what proportion of the EM data was used for video 
review. Specifically, members were interested in the figure on page 49 that referenced 
equipment functionality. They felt that the description was not sufficient to determine 
how much footage was actually used for video annotation.  

 
11. There was interest from panel members in what events constituted partial release discard 

events (safety issues, mechanical issues, undesired species).   
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12. There seemed to be consensus that, based on the findings of the project and report, EM 
can detect when a discard event occurs; however, EM cannot reliably identify the reason 
for the discard events (which is essential for discerning operational discards and partial 
release events under the current definitions). The group agreed that detection of discard 
events is likely sufficient to inform the portside sampling monitoring requirement.   

 
13. Panel members were confused by some of the choices in displaying totals (events 

summed to include records from both reviews - not unique events). 
 

14. The panel discussed possible technological advancements (outside the scope of this 
study) to EM and ER technology that would benefit midwater trawl vessels, including; 

a. Net mensuration, VMS, eVTR, and EM in one integrated product  
b. Use sensors to estimate pumping time/fishing activity w/out cameras  

 
NMFS worked with Saltwater to incorporate additional data to support the report and to provide 
further clarification on issues identified by the review panel.   
 
Considerations for Operational Program Development 
 

● In April 2017, the New England Council selected Herring Alternative 2.7 as a preferred 
alternative for the herring fishery. Herring Alternative 2.7 would specify a 50% 
monitoring coverage target on vessels with Category A or B herring permits. The 50% 
coverage target would apply to at-sea monitoring coverage or electronic monitoring in 
conjunction with portside sampling. Existing slippage consequence measures would 
apply on all trips with at-sea monitoring coverage and the existing requirement to move 
15 nautical miles following a slippage event would apply on all trips selected for portside 
sampling. 

  
● At the April 2018 meeting, the New England Council will decide if electronic 

monitoring, used in conjunction with portside sampling, is an adequate substitute for at-
sea monitoring coverage aboard vessels using midwater trawl gear. If the New England 
Council decides at-sea monitoring coverage and electronic monitoring/portside sampling 
are equivalent methods to meet the monitoring goals for the herring fishery, then 
Category A and B vessels using midwater trawl gear would be able to choose either at-
sea monitoring coverage or electronic monitoring/portside sampling coverage starting in 
2018.  

 
● During the portside sampling of midwater trawl vessels, basket samples would be 

collected from the vessel’s dewatering box at specified intervals throughout the duration 
of the offload. Basket samples would be sorted and weighed by species and extrapolated 
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based on vessel hail weight to represent the total trip.  Actual weights could be verified 
against the vessel trip report and/or dealer data. Age and length data would be collected 
consistent with current portside sampling methodology. 

 
● If EM and portside sampling are an approved monitoring tool in the herring fishery, then 

NMFS would require additional resources and staff to support an operational IFM EM 
and portside sampling program. Currently, portside data are collected by the states of 
Massachusetts and Maine, but not directly incorporated into quota management (although 
there are plans to use these data for monitoring the herring fishery in 2018). Resources 
and staffing to support the IFM EM and portside sampling program would be devoted to 
developing the infrastructure (database, APIs, data collection, data integration, standards, 
reporting mechanisms, QA/QC, etc.) and management process to support the IFM, EM 
and portside program in this fleet.   

 
● With such small discard amounts in operational discard events and most of the partial 

releases, it seems reasonable to entertain altering the slippage rules for EM observed trips 
to only include high impact slippage events which appear to be easily and consistently 
identified by EM (full release and large partial release). In addition, given the relative 
range and scale of full release slippage events documented by this study, the current 
definition for slippage may benefit from refinement.   

 
Recommendations for Letter Composition (from NMFS to Council) 
 

1. Present study results through a series of summary points and an overall recommendation 
from the NMFS on the report findings.   

2. Identify the strengths and challenges of EM aboard midwater trawl vessels in the herring 
fishery and how challenges can be addressed - through mitigation measures.  

3. Determine if EM in the herring fishery is a suitable tool to verify catch retention to 
inform the portside sampling program. 

4. Note project goals were to identify primary EM cost drivers and inform operational costs, 
not to provide actual EM costs.  NMFS is currently using costs provided in the report to 
analyze project costs and scale them to estimate costs for an operational EM program.  
NMFS expects to make the work related to EM cost analysis available to the Council and 
public in time to inform the Council's April 2018 decision on EM as a monitoring option 
for the herring fishery  

5. Panel identified a Center Reference Document (CRD) as the most effective means to 
disseminate the report information (long term).  The report will need to be released (by 
some other means) to the Council, general public, and the herring industry prior to the 
April Council meeting (short term).     


