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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: January 28, 2015 

To: Council/RSA Committee 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: Council Cooperative Research Approach Committee Meeting 

 

The objectives for this Committee meeting include: 

 A. Review proposed timeline 

 B. Identify goals for MAFMC cooperative research 

 C. Determine how to evaluate success 

D. Discuss plan of action 

 E. Discuss workshop 

 

A. Proposed timeline 

February 2015 Committee Meeting 

March/April 2015: Workshop with Committee 

May/June 2015: Committee meeting 

August/October 2015: Council review and possible action on alternatives 

 

B. Problem identification and goals for Council cooperative research efforts 

From staff’s perspective, the key problems to be addressed are that 1) NMFS and other 

agencies/institutions have insufficient resources and/or focus on Council research needs, and 2) the 

knowledge from fishermen is too often overlooked when addressing fishery management problems.  

These problems impede successful management, so an additional effective mechanism to further 

cooperative research would be useful.  The Research Set-Aside (RSA) Program has served in this role in 

the past, but well-documented issues led to a suspension of that program.  The Council is now 

evaluating its role in addressing the key problem of how to get more cooperative research done on 

Council-managed species.    
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Past goals, as communicated through and paraphrased from the Research Set Aside (RSA) Mission 

statement include: 

-improve the conservation and management of fishery resources by addressing information 

deficiencies 

-implement topic-specific projects and develop/test prototype data collection/monitoring 

programs 

 -conduct cooperative research with the scientific community and the fishing industry 

-produce results that are of sufficient scientific merit to be usable, i.e. meet National Standard 2 

requirements 

 -complete projects in a cost effective and timely manner   

 -conduct projects in cooperation with other management partners 

 

Staff examined a variety of programs that provide funding for fishery research and incorporate some 

degree of cooperative research.  The table below illustrates examples of some of these programs with 

links for the Committee to investigate.   

Primary Organization Type Organization Website

Academic UMass-SMAST http://www.umassd.edu/smast/

GMRI http://www.gmri.org/

North Pacific Research Board http://www.nprb.org/ 

Commercial Fisheries Research Found. http://cfrfoundation.org/ 

Fishermen and Scientists Research Society http://www.fsrs.ns.ca/ 

Pollock Conservation Cooperative https://www.sfos.uaf.edu/pcc/ 

Norwegian Reference Fleet http://www.imr.no/temasider/referanseflaten/en 

Falklands Squid Fisheries

NE Cooperative Research Program (CRP) http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/coopresearch/ 

MARFIN http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/...marfin/index.html

Independent

Fishermen Focused

Government & Industry

Government Led   

 

Each program has strengths and weaknesses but several reviews/overviews1 do a good job of 

summarizing the elements of what is important for successful cooperative research.  In general, stable 

funding, iterative work with fishermen, and shared benefits (fishermen, scientists, and mangers) appear 

central to successful programs.  Different programs take different approaches to address these, with 

varying levels of success.  Additional evaluation of these and other programs would likely yield 

additional insights, and could be considered at the proposed workshop. 

C. Success Criteria 

Success criteria should be simple and related to the identified problem.  Accordingly, achieving a high 

percentage of completed projects that do actually have a substantial impact on management could be a 

good measure of success.  Avoiding collateral issues (e.g. enforcement problems) could also be a 

relevant success criteria. 

                                                
1 Johnson and Densen 2007, Commercial Fisheries Research Foundation 2013 Summit Summary, and North 
Pacific Research Board Elements of Success (excerpts attached) 

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/operations_management_information_services/state_federal_liaison_branch/marfin/index.html
http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/mission-research-principles/our-philosophy/cooperative-research/
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D. Set plan of action 

Staff recommends proceeding with developing plans for a workshop and then targeting either the August 

or October Council meeting for final determination of the role of the Council’s involvement in 

cooperative research.  The Committee could be expanded, but use of a technical working group and AP 

would also add expertise.  Staff recommends requesting the creation of a technical working group so 

that NMFS Regional Office and Science Center staff can more easily participate.  Staff also 

recommends creating an AP that can draw in knowledge from individuals with varying perspectives who 

have participated in cooperative research in the region.   

 

E. Workshop 

Staff suggests a workshop that includes the Committee plus 20-25 invited individuals.  Council staff will 

develop an invitee list with the Committee chair and circulate it to the Committee.  Invitees would be 

targeted to get a range of perspective and expertise including fishermen, scientific investigators, 

managers, and stock assessment scientists.  Staff would also try to secure some participation from 

individuals with substantial experience in cooperative research from outside the Northeast/Mid-Atlantic 

Region.  The goal of the workshop would be to further consider strengths and weaknesses of varying 

models of cooperative research programs so that the Committee and then Council can finalize plans for 

Council involvement in cooperative research in the future.     

 

 



Excerpts From: 

 

Available online in full at: http://icesjms.oxfordjournals.org/content/64/4/834.full   

Guidelines for organizing cooperative research 

Our observations suggest that improving the outcomes of cooperative research requires keeping several 

principles in mind throughout the research effort. These guidelines are discussed subsequently in 

relation to different stages of research (Table 1). 

 

http://icesjms.oxfordjournals.org/content/64/4/834.full


Problem identification and formulation of research objectives 

Fishers need to be involved in all stages of the research process, starting with problem 

identification. Development of the research question or hypothesis is one area where fishers' 

knowledge can contribute significantly to the scientific research process. It is also important to 

include the end-users of the research, such as scientists and managers. For example, stock 

assessment scientists, who will use real-time fishery-dependent data collected by fishers or 

data from industry-based surveys, need to be brought into the process early on to ensure that 

the data are collected effectively and in a manner that lends itself to their subsequent analytical 

use. 

The research objective should follow clearly from the problem description. All assumptions 

should be stated clearly, and participants need to understand what questions the research 

seeks to answer as well as how the data will be used. This is critical to ensuring that 

expectations remain realistic and that surprises are avoided. Participants will be discouraged if 

they expect the research to translate into a specific management outcome, and the research 

subsequently does not support that outcome. This was seen in the F-project where the decision 

to lower the TAC from its level the previous year caused skippers to leave the research fleet. By 

guarding the neutral position of science, these expectations can be avoided. 

 

Research approach/design specification and data collection 

Fishers should contribute significantly to project planning and design. Their knowledge of 

appropriate timing and location is critical to cooperative research efforts. For example, in gear 

studies, fishers know best when and where to test a specific gear that will be used by the 

industry. Fishers are critical to assessing the technical feasibility of research (e.g. how many 

tows can be completed in XX days), and calculating the cost to the project in vessel expenses 

(e.g. crew, fuel, supplies). The importance of planning should not be underestimated, and 

ample time needs to be appropriated to this phase. 

When planning, it is also critical to be clear about the roles of scientists and fishers in the 

project (who is going to do what, when?). Ideally, fishers should be given roles that go beyond 

using them merely to provide research platforms. Fishers, particularly in the northeastern USA, 

consider cooperative research to be “more than just chartering vessels” and view themselves as 

“equal partners” in the research effort. When fishers are not treated as equals, the project 

outcome is viewed with distrust. In some cases, projects are viewed as successful or 

unsuccessful depending on the level of cooperation, regardless of the research findings. 

Scientists need to assess the statistical power of the observation scheme to ensure that the 

results will be valid statistically for use in science and management. It is disheartening to 

research participants to learn that an insufficient number of tows render their research results 

invalid for use in management or stock assessments. 



Depending on the budget, scientists and fishers may have to sit down together to write a 

research grant proposal to pay for the research. The budget must be crafted carefully. One item 

often missing from early cooperative research budgets in the northeastern USA was funds for 

data analysis. Although the scientist partner typically drafts a proposal, the industry partner 

should review the grant to ensure that it meets its expectations and is logistically and financially 

feasible. 

Fishers should also be involved in the collection and recording of data at sea. In cooperative 

research, fishers are trained in some cases to collect the data themselves. For example, fishers 

have learned how to record catch and effort data in real time using electronic logbooks, and 

fishers have been taught also how to tag fish for capture-release studies. This is part of the 

capacity-building associated with cooperative research. Scientists must ensure that the fishers 

collect the data consistently and according to specified protocols and that they understand the 

significance of standardization. Sometimes it is necessary to separate the scientific and fishing 

activities: fishers preparing their catch for market and completing legally required logbook 

information and the scientists “scientifically” processing the catch (measuring, weighing, etc.). 

Fishers should not be hindered from doing their job by scientific activities (e.g. such that might 

make the trip unsafe or reduce the value of the catch). 

Before, during, and after a research project, the findings need to be communicated to the 

fishing industry at large. Such transparency contributes to the building of trust and confidence 

in the research. For example, tagging studies rely on fishers to report tagged fish, but if they do 

not value the project, they may not report these critical data. Many projects in the 

northeastern USA have benefited from public outreach efforts, such as posters, brochures, and 

internet sites. 

 

Data processing/analysis and communication of results 

Data quality controls are necessary before data can be made available for use in management. 

For example, US federal scientists are legally obliged to ensure data quality standards through 

the Data Quality Act of 2000. Data or final reports need to be peer-reviewed before their use in 

science and management. This can be a barrier to success, however, when cooperative 

research results are time-sensitive. This issue is similar to permitting; activities that go beyond 

normal fishing activities (such as in closed areas or with smaller mesh sizes) have to be 

reviewed for a permit before they can proceed. 

As noted, data sharing and interpretation are often the sore spots of cooperative research. 

Fishers want to see the raw data, at least the data collected on board their vessels. Including 

their knowledge of the picture into the analysis sometimes offers insights not considered by 

scientists. Still, the industry partners should understand that preliminary results must be 

treated as such and not jump to conclusions before the final analysis. For example, premature 

release of data to the media following a cooperative industry-based survey in the mid-Atlantic 



USA eroded the trust between the partners and temporarily ended the cooperative effort (NRC, 

2004, p. 28). 

The scientists should discuss with their industry partners how best to format data for sharing 

and how best to present the analysis to them and the rest of the industry. Moreover, scientists 

should make sure that data are provided to managers and other scientists in a way that 

facilitate their use. 

The research partners should be clear about what the results mean and how they should be 

communicated to industry. Fishers need to understand results and share them with other 

fishers to generate buy-in. Scientists, therefore, need to communicate effectively so that the 

statistical treatments and uncertainty in the estimates are understood. Such understanding is 

aided by distribution of leaflets, presentations at industry fora and management meetings, and 

publications in fishing trade papers. Again, project results must be communicated to managers 

and stock assessment scientists, with a clear demarcation between results (neutral) and their 

management implications (value-lade 

Finally, it is necessary to give credit to all partners when the results are published or presented. 

Ideally, reports should be “co-authored” efforts, fishers being treated as equals. Although 

fishers may not care about the prestige of publishing in peer-reviewed journals, it is appropriate 

to offer them due recognition. 

 

Participation and distribution of cooperative research funds 

As noted, cooperative research is also, at least in the northeastern USA, a form of government 

assistance to the fishing industry. In such cases, it is important that the distribution of available 

funds is as fair as possible, providing opportunities for as many as possible to participate. This is 

also part of the trust-building needed in industry; if only a select group of fishers participate, 

broad buy-in of science may not come to pass. 



1 

International Collaborative Research Summit 

October 1-2, 2013 
Village Inn and Conference Center 

Narragansett, Rhode Island 

Summary Report 

Goals of summit: 
(1) Provide an educational opportunity for summit participants to learn 

about successful collaborative fisheries research efforts in other countries;  
(2) Begin a discussion on how such methods and approaches can be 
applied in the New England region, with particular focus on industry 

involvement in data collection, timely data incorporation and analysis, and 
adaptive/responsive management. 

Report prepared by: 

Anna Malek 
Program Administrator 

Commercial Fisheries Research Foundation 

Peg Petruny-Parker 
Executive Director 

Commercial Fisheries Research Foundation 

 April 23, 2014 

Cover image: Lobstermen collecting biological data about their catch as part of the CFRF Lobster Research Fleet. 

       Visit http://cfrfoundation.org/lobster-research-fleet  for more information. 

(EXCERPTS)

The full report and related materials are available at 
http://cfrfoundation.org/summit  

http://cfrfoundation.org/lobster-research-fleet
http://cfrfoundation.org/summit
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Major Discussion Points: Background Presentations 

The following list summarizes the major discussion points made in connection with the 
background presentations: 

 There is a pressing need to directly link cooperative research results with the stock 
assessment process.  

 It is important to include fishermen in all aspects of the assessment process, from 
setting research priorities to on-the-water research and engagement in the stock 
assessment itself. 

 Developing a foundation for building trust among all parties should be a priority in the 
Northeast.  

 It is essential to create/support appropriate incentives for engagement in cooperative 
research in the Northeast.  

 The Northeast should look towards other examples of collaborative research efforts, 
such as in the Gulf of Mexico, for guidance in how to complete the process of 
integrating research results into the stock assessment process. 

 A key step towards improved stock assessments is for assessment scientists to more 
actively advocate for finer resolution data. 

 The science that guides the management of short-lived species in the Northeast (squid 
and butterfish) is deficient and lacks timeliness – industry involvement is crucial for 
addressing these issues. 

 Scientists and managers need finer scale information (which fishermen can deliver) on 
the migration of species into new areas where they have not been traditionally fished.  
The MAFMC is starting to evaluate how to address shifts in species distribution and will 
convene a governance workshop around this issue. 

 The study fleet could and should be a key fishery-dependent data collection program in 
the Northeast, but the application of study fleet data to stock assessments is lacking. 

 Finding a way to “close the loop” to report back on how cooperative research data is 
used will be key to the continued participation by the fishing industry. 
Bottom temperature data is very valuable to fishermen and could be used as an 
incentive to increase industry participation. 
 

   

 



27 

VI. Discussion Sessions – Small Group and Plenary

During the last afternoon of the 1.5 day summit, small group and plenary discussion sessions 
were organized to provide an opportunity for summit participants to collectively reflect on the 
material presented over the course of the summit and begin to discuss how to apply it to the 
challenges being faced in the Northeast. This portion of the agenda was aimed at identifying 
the means for advancing collaborative research and its application to stock assessments in the 
Northeast.  Discussion sessions were structured around four major questions.  These questions 
and the major points made in response are summarized below.  

What is your reaction to the information presented during the summit? 

 There is a lot more trust between fishermen and scientists in the case study countries
than the Northeast U.S. This trust is the first step towards successful collaborative
research and improved stock assessments.

 Industry buy-in was, and continues to be, key to the success of each case study.

 The impetuses for collaborative research programs tend to be either a fishery crisis or a
stock assessment or management action that contradicts what industry believes to be
true.

 Fishermen greatly appreciated the openness of case study scientists to identify mistakes

made in past assessments and work with fishermen to make improvements to model

assumptions.
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 Industry access to collaborative research data is necessary - it gives the fishing industry 
leverage. 

 The case studies show that industry vessels can and should be involved in data 
collection for stock assessments, including landings, discards, and independent surveys. 
This approach has resulted in more accurate and reliable science in all three cases 
studies. 

 

Given the situation in the Northeast, how do we benefit/learn from these case studies? 

 Encourage honest and open communication by establishing forums to talk to (not at) 
one another about current issues in the fishery and ideas for improvement.  

 Acknowledge that industry needs to take more of a leadership role. Collaboration with 
managers and government scientists is necessary, but industry may be relying too much 
on others to drive collaborative projects.  

 Consider that there are two broad types of collaborative research: 1) annual surveys to 
create a time series (for an index of relative abundance), and 2) projects that address 
specific research questions (i.e. migration patterns, life history parameters). Different 
strategies are needed for each. It may be more effective to focus on the latter. 

 Expand the use of collaborative research to develop mechanistic understandings of fish 
stocks/communities, rather than relying on retrospective analyses for stock 
assessments.  

 Address a core problem with the current stock assessment approach in the Northeast 
which is that long-term surveys and retrospective landings do not keep pace with rapid 
changes occurring beyond fish extraction - most of which may be caused by 
environmental factors and changing ecosystem dynamics.  

 Invest in industry research fleets which have been shown to be cost effective and 
produce good quality data. 

 Direct industry data collection efforts to build on current data sets, not replace 
traditional data streams or traditional data gatherers. 
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What are the key lessons from the case studies that are applicable in the Northeast? 

 The focus should be on willing industry participants; others will not collect good data. 
Collaborative research is not for everyone.  

 Non-participants may not approve of collaborative work, but this is inevitable. 

 There is a need for cohesive regional programs - part of the New England problem is 
that the programs are fragmented and funding levels fluctuate. This is one reason why 
collected data does not get used.  

 Industry members will be motivated to be involved if they feel that the research will 
lead to better science and management that will reduce uncertainty and allow them to 
make informed business decisions. 

 Both scientists and fishing industry members should be involved from the start, 
specifically the data end users (stock assessment scientists).  

 All parties (i.e. members of the fishing industry, agency and outside scientists, and 
managers) must be considered equal partners.  

 Government support is needed to ensure that projects can have consistency and 
permanence to develop time series, etc. and that collected data is valuable and will be 
used for stock assessments.  

 Participants in collaborative research need to stay focused on addressing research 
questions, not controversies about management strategies or allocation decisions.  

 

 
 

What are the next steps to enhance collaborative research in the Northeast? 

Conceptual Next Steps: 

  “Close the loop”- Create a best practice to always include participating fishermen, like 
any other research partners, in data review, analysis and conclusions. 

 Bring together the many pieces already in place in the Northeast, in a comprehensive 
way. There is a core set of industry participants, private and academic institutes, 
foundations, and programs that do collaborative research, but the missing pieces are: 1) 
guaranteed funding sources; 2) involvement of the data end users; 3) broad 
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strategic/experiment design planning; 4) true collaboration in setting research priorities; 
and 5) input of these data into the stock assessment and management processes.  

 Consider simpler assessment tools when data is lacking, while also working to obtain 
more data, including environmental parameters, to help evolve the models. 

 Engage open-minded scientists who accept industry data as a reliable source for stock 
assessments to verify the value/applicability of collaborative research results.  

 Work to build trust and reduce conflict between the fishing industry and fisheries 
scientists and managers via the following: 

- Fully involve industry in research, from experimental design through management     
application. 

- Achieve buy-in from all participants from the beginning - communication is key.  
- Make data collection and statistical analysis practices more transparent. 
- Acknowledge that trust and respect is a 2-way street and is needed to be successful.  

 Make sure the lessons of this conference continue to be refined and shared with others.  
 
 

 
 

 

Actionable Next Steps: 

 Create a ‘Best Practices’ document that characterizes successful collaborative research. 

 Establish forums that bring together fisheries scientists, managers, and industry 
representatives to discuss current issues in particular fisheries and ideas for 
improvement. Private research institutions may provide the best platforms for these 
discussions.  

 Create an online listing of completed and ongoing cooperative research projects in the 
Northeast and elsewhere throughout the U.S.  

 Establish an assessment Advisory Panel from which participants in Stock Assessment 
Workshops and Stock Assessment Review Committees could be drawn, as done in the 
Gulf of Mexico region. 

 Improve the speed of data analysis and usage; do not rely on old data to manage 
modern fisheries. Leverage the Science and Statistical Committees to achieve this.  
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 Reinvigorate the Council’s Research Steering Committee.  Include stock assessment
scientists and industry leaders , and use as a forum for high level research goals
discussions.

 Involve fishermen in collecting environmental data to better understand climate change
and fisheries ecology in the Northeast.

 Leverage the changes in leadership at regional NOAA offices to make progress towards a
more collaborative approach to fisheries science and management in the Northeast.



 

 

http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/mission-research-principles/our-

philosophy/cooperative-research/   

Cooperative research 

The board signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee 

Council and the University of Alaska, as well as other signatory marine research and monitoring 

entities, to accomplish research that will provide for the long term health and sustainability of 

Alaska's oceans and related watersheds. 

Cooperative Research with Industry  

Commercial fishermen offer a significant opportunity to collect scientific information on the 

fisheries and marine ecosystem. They provide field experience, practical knowledge, and 

platforms for collection of data. They are expert at deploying their gear and have the knowledge 

to increase their efficiencies and lessen their impact on non-target fish stocks. Their expertise can 

be important in making sure that survey fishing gear is operated as efficiently as designed or that 

the geographic range of the survey is consistent with the geographic range of the fish. Use of 

fishing gear in research helps scientists better understand the impacts of that gear, not only on the 

fished population, but also on the surrounding habitat. It also allows intercalibration of gears 

used by scientists and fishermen. Other commercial enterprises, such as oil and gas-related 

activities, also provide opportunities for cooperative research. 

Scientists bring experimental design, the scientific method, and data synthesis. By bringing 

together the knowledge and skills of these two groups, the quality, quantity, and relevance of 

research may be improved. Working together may help to build a better understanding between 

science and industry, and greater confidence in the products of research and in the regulatory 

process. Cooperative research efforts must ensure the scientific integrity, practicality, and cost 

effectiveness of the experimental design and facilitate the ready application of the results to alter 

fishery management if the results suggest that such alteration is beneficial or required. Cost 

effectiveness, practicality, acceptability, and utility must be key design criteria.  

  

http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/mission-research-principles/our-philosophy/cooperative-research/
http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/mission-research-principles/our-philosophy/cooperative-research/
http://www.nprb.org/assets/images/uploads/moa_evos.pdf
http://www.evostc.state.ak.us/
http://www.evostc.state.ak.us/
http://www.alaska.edu/alaska/


Forms of Cooperative Research  

Cooperative research may take a variety of forms: 

 Industry may assess a tax on their landings and directly fund research, possibly in 

partnership with other entities. 

 Industry may provide vessels and crew for charter by research scientists, which may 

reduce costs of research and augment ship time available on federal research vessels. The 

vessel crew adds their expertise including seamanship, fish finding and gear handling. 

IPHC and NMFS charter vessels to survey halibut and sablefish, respectively. 

 Industry may participate in experiments to modify gear to reduce bycatch. Participation 

of the North Pacific Longline Association and the Fishing Vessel Owners Association in 

seabird deterrent research, Groundfish Forum work on bycatch reduction gear through 

exempted fishing permits, and NPRB-funded research on salmon bycatch reduction, all 

are good examples of this cooperative approach. The direct cooperation between industry 

and government or university scientists provides a realistic setting for testing gear modi- 

fications, reducing costs, and making the results more believable to industry. Parties work 

together to formulate, secure funding, execute and analyze a project. Either the industry 

or the scientists may initiate the project. 

 A group of fishermen may get together to do a study or survey, consulting a scientist as 

needed to ensure scientific validity. 

 Fishermen can maintain logbooks to provide information on catch, bycatch, and other 

aspects of the fishery. They also can retrieve tags from tagging studies. 

 Vessels can and do take observers that provide a variety of catch and other information. 

For example, all vessels over 60’ fishing groundfish off Alaska are required to have one 

or more observers on board. 

 Fishing (and other commercial ships of opportunity) vessels can take scientific data 

collection instrumentation packages such as continuous plankton recorders, ferry box 

systems, or other oceanographic data packages to collect information over a wide region. 

 Fishermen can contract with outside scientists with no affil- iation to the management 

agency that governs their fishery. One purpose for this can be to improve on methods or 

assumptions affecting stock assessments or other scientific reports relevant to fishery 

management decisions.  

 

Elements of Success  

Successful and popular cooperative research tends to cluster around projects where fishermen’s 

vessels, gear, and expertise can be readily employed, and research results may substantially 

change assessments and regulations to provide short- and long- term economic benefits to 

fishermen. Other substantial objectives include improving stakeholder trust in the fishery science 

and management system, improving research methods and administration, and co-educating 

scientists, industry, and managers. Cooperative research tends to work best when scientists and 

fishermen acknowledge early on that a problem needs to be addressed and that working together 

cooperatively will be the most effective way of proceeding. They must realize that each bring 



valuable tools and experience to the objectives of a research project, and that they should use 

each other’s expertise in science and on the fishing grounds to design the most appropriate and 

practical research protocol. Participants must understand that they are involved in scientific 

research and must meet scientific standards for the results to be credible and useful for 

management decisions. Finally, they must properly interpret and timely distribute the results of 

their project to affected parties and management agencies. 

Generally, elements of successful cooperative research projects include: 

 Substantial incentives and benefits to research partners. 

 Rigorous co-engagement in most elements of the scientific process. 

 Complementary skills and abilities. 

 Honesty, trust, and mutual respect. 

 Adequate financial, administrative and scientific support. 

 Ongoing funding sources and in some cases, an institutional framework dedicated to 

cooperative research that helps in setting long-term objectives, structuring partnerships, 

developing efficiencies in proposal development and evaluation, and coordinating and 

developing long-term partnerships where appropriate and desirable. 

NPRB cooperative research funds are allocated through a competitive review process. The 

resulting data, analyses, and reports must undergo peer review. Commercial fishing vessels used 

for cooperative research should meet all U.S. Coast Guard requirements for operation and 

manning to ensure safe operations, and should have all required federal permits. There should be 

appropriate liability insurance to protect the financial interests of all participants involved in 

cooperative research. 

Agreements and contracts should include project design, project implementation, contingency 

plans, data collection analysis and communication responsibilities and decision-making 

authority. And last, there should be a communications plan for outreach, progress reports, and 

dissemination of final results, while respecting the confidentiality and ownership of some forms 

of data and information. Rules governing vessel charter arrangements and exempted fishing 

permits often affect confidentiality of data, the degree to which gear innovations and 

technologies developed in the research can remain proprietary, and the disposition (including 

sale if allowed) of fish harvested during field work. Recognizing these limitations, care should be 

taken from the outset to select a cooperative research vehicle that meets the short- and long-term 

expectations for all parties in the research.  

  



Strategies  

As part of our commitment to cooperative research, NPRB employs various strategies including:  

 Seek opportunities to partner with industry-funded research entities. 

 Identify ships of opportunity to collect oceanographic and other data over a wide region. 

 Establish a registry of commercial vessels potentially avail- able for research charters. 

 Support development and deployment of cost-effective instrumentation packages. 

 Use commercial vessels as a cost-effective way to do ecosystem monitoring. 

 Convene workshops with industry and scientists to identify research needs, develop 

hypotheses, and establish ways to partner. 

 Encourage conservation engineering projects (e.g., bycatch reduction research) in RFP. 

 Sponsor training in fisheries science and collection of scientific data to enable fishermen 

to participate in all facets of fisheries research, from identifying research questions, to 

developing project procedures and protocols, collecting data, and peer review of results. 

 Help establish for Alaska a central cooperative fisheries website such as 

http://www.fishresearch.org. 

 Establish a formal cooperative research program to develop long-term funding sources, 

develop cooperative partnerships and relevant expertise, and foster development of 

cooperative research where appropriate. 

*Note that these strategies extend beyond the fishing industry to other users such as the oil and 

gas industry.  

 


