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[8:14 a.m.] 1 

 _______________________________ 2 

 INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 3 

   COUNCIL CHAIRMAN RICHARD ROBINS:  4 

We'll be getting an update on the SBRM methodologies and 5 

program for this year. 6 

   JASON DIDDEN:  Paul Rago is on the 7 

phone. 8 

 ______________________ 9 

 THREE YEAR SBRM REPORT 10 

   PAUL RAGO:  Thank you very much.  It's 11 

a pleasure to be able to address you.  I hope the 12 

transmission goes well.  I'm getting a little bit of 13 

feedback here, so I'll try to talk over that.  First of 14 

all, I just appreciate the opportunity to talk about 15 

this.  Is it coming through okay?  I'm getting a lot of 16 

feedback here. 17 

   JASON DIDDEN:  It's okay here. 18 

   PAUL RAGO:  Okay.  Okay.  Well, that's 19 

fine.  So I'll just talk over it.  First, today's 20 

presentation has two parts.  One is the follow-up on the 21 

information that we had previously presented to the 22 

Council in January and February and subsequently 23 

received feedback on.  So I'll be reporting our revised 24 
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allocation. 1 

   And secondly, I wanted to announce the 2 

imminent release of a report.  It's called the 3 

three-year review report.  Okay.  Here we go.  Can you 4 

see my second slide?  Okay.  I think both of these are 5 

very important processes. 6 

   And the time to kind of use earlier 7 

comments this is a substantial first step for addressing 8 

ecosystem effects first of all it's important that we 9 

quantify the magnitude of removals not only from the 10 

landings but also from the discards across multiple 11 

fleets.  It results in the simultaneous improvement in 12 

our stock assessments.  And third, it provides a way of 13 

assessing the efficacy of management efforts. 14 

   And I also want to particularly 15 

acknowledge my colleagues Susan Rigley and Jessica 16 

Blalock who contributed extensively to this report and 17 

have done an overwhelming amount of work to try to not 18 

only do the allocation for this year but report on the 19 

summary effects for this three-year report. 20 

   So first I'll talk about the response to 21 

comments and go over some of the comments that we did 22 

receive.  The document, the SBRM documents are 23 

available on our website.  The link is presented there.  24 
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You can just go to the base website and look for SBRM 1 

using the site index if you can't find it.  But it does 2 

have all the information I'm presenting today. 3 

   We received comments from the 4 

Mid-Atlantic Council, first that the sea sampling 5 

intensity was not sufficient.  It produced acceptably 6 

precise discard estimates and that there were major 7 

concerns about coverage of fisheries and fleets that 8 

capture lolligo and particularly in terms of monitoring 9 

the butterfish cap.  Another comment which echoes a 10 

comment from a previous year, that the prioritization 11 

and funding is dedicated primarily to monitoring of New 12 

England groundfish rather than a bycatch monitoring of 13 

Mid-Atlantic fleets.  This is a funding issue, one 14 

that's been -- by the needs of SBRM. 15 

   The New England Fishery Management 16 

Council supported the high coverage rates for 17 

compliance and requested further details on a 18 

compensation rate that is particularly important for 19 

monitoring the scallop industry where it is funded by 20 

the industry itself through federal funds. 21 

   And then we also received two sets of 22 

public comments, one from the peer environmental group, 23 

the second from CHOIR.  Both groups were concerned 24 
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about coverage rates by trawl -- in mid-water trawls -- 1 

excuse me -- purse seines and other small mesh otter 2 

trawl fleets.  These, of course, are fleets which 3 

capture a variety of species, notably the river herring 4 

species. 5 

   All of the comments that we received 6 

have been published on our web page, so they're all 7 

available for public review.  In terms of our response, 8 

I believe all of you have a copy of that in your briefing 9 

book.  We provide details on the funding issues that are 10 

of concern, particularly the allocation to the 11 

Mid-Atlantic.  We talk about concerns about compliance 12 

and how that might affect information in the future.  13 

It's important also to distinguish the fisheries 14 

fleets.  Fleets are observable in advance.  Fisheries 15 

are typically not observable in advance but are a 16 

consequence or the outcome of a fishing trip. 17 

   So a lolligo trip is a trip that occurs 18 

Mid-Atlantic, small mesh, otter trawl, but aren't 19 

necessarily always a lolligo trip for a vessel in that 20 

fleet.  We've distinguished also between the 21 

allocations we do SBRM and optimization methods. 22 

   One of the issues ISIS is that 23 

optimization approaches are becoming less useful 24 
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because major change in fleet dynamics, particularly as 1 

sectors have been implemented and as there is a greater 2 

reliance on pretrip notification approaches for 3 

defining a sampling coverage.  So these are systematic 4 

sampling, as opposed to stratified random sampling. 5 

   The industry funded coverage rates we 6 

talked about that, and I think we we're done.  So talk 7 

about the consequences of coverage rates for river 8 

herring as opposed to -- river herring are not a 9 

federally managed species but are important if they're 10 

monitored in the process. 11 

   So differences.  Those are all 12 

differences here.  This table just summarizes refunded 13 

totals. 14 

  [Voice transmission starts to be broken up.] 15 

   JASON DIDDEN:  Hey, Paul, let me 16 

interrupt you here for a minute if you can hear me.  The 17 

audio's starting to go in and out.  I'm just going to 18 

call you.  If you could hang up your phone, and I'm just 19 

going to call you, and we'll try a slightly different 20 

way. 21 

   [Brief pause, off the record.] 22 

   JASON DIDDEN:  Good to go. 23 

   PAUL RAGO:  Thank you.  I've just given 24 
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you a summary of the number of days that are available 1 

for preprioritization and the days available for the 2 

2011/'12 year.  And the changes that were made are shown 3 

here. 4 

   Essentially, we increased the numbers 5 

of sea days available from 616 in the small mesh otter 6 

trawl for Mid-Atlantic vessels from 616 to 709.  That 7 

resulted in an estimated projected precision of about 8 

35 percent for the squid, mackerel, butterfish complex. 9 

   Recall also that New England small mesh 10 

outer trawls catch lolligo, so their coverage rates are 11 

much higher and also real importantly increase the 12 

precision of those estimates. 13 

   In terms of a sort of unmet need, an 14 

additional 228 days would be necessary to get that 15 

squid, mackerel, butterfish target precision level down 16 

to 30 percent.  We removed 108 days from the New England 17 

large mesh otter trawl fleet.  The result of that is 18 

essentially very little change in terms of its overall 19 

precision target.  All of the precision targets are met 20 

for the important species in that fleet, so there's no 21 

real change of consequence in terms of the output that 22 

is of interest which is the precision value. 23 

   There was a newly identified concern 24 
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about turtles -- the protected species group was 1 

interested in.  And so there were 15 days coverage in 2 

that fleet with the Mid-Atlantic crab trawl fishery.  3 

And then finally the industry funded observers for 4 

scallops increased by 100 days, and that was based on 5 

a real complicated analysis of compensation rates. 6 

   So that sort of spins the feedback on the 7 

2011 SBRM process in terms of expected allocations.  8 

Again, a lot will depend on what the final allocation 9 

is in the federal budget, but if everything goes as 10 

expected, we should have the amounts previously 11 

presented. 12 

   I don't know whether you want to talk 13 

about the rate for another -- the second part of the 14 

presentation?  Or what would be your pleasure? 15 

   COUNCIL CHAIRMAN RICHARD ROBINS:  16 

Paul, why don't you go on through, and then we'll come 17 

back. 18 

   PAUL RAGO:  All right.  Thank you.  19 

The second part which is important is the requirement 20 

under the standardized reporting methodology, but 21 

there's a three-year report.  And that is taken from the 22 

Federal Register. 23 

   And, again, it's essentially a report 24 
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that summarizes the data on the available discards and 1 

also provides kind of a review of the efficacy of the 2 

program over its first three years. 3 

   What we are doing and what we have 4 

prepared is related to what we target the SBRM year.  5 

For example, the 2009 year represents data collected 6 

from July 2007 through June 2008, and then we create the 7 

rest of the table there. 8 

   There are two parts of this report, the 9 

first of which is being delivered today.  It is part of 10 

a reference document that is almost ready for release, 11 

and we'll announce that to the Council perhaps later 12 

today. 13 

   It is kind of a data summary of the 14 

evaluation portion, as Chris mentioned earlier.  This 15 

is part of the FMAT that will be established sort of 16 

between the Center and the regional office as well as 17 

with the councils.  Part one of this report, again, 18 

provides a general background on SBRM.  It reviews the 19 

recent levels of observer coverage.  It provides a 20 

review of observed encounters of species within fleets.  21 

It summarizes the coefficients of variation for 22 

available discard estimations, and it provides an 23 

estimate of total discards associated with each fleet. 24 
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   And as I started out, this is extremely 1 

important for also qualifying not only fishery 2 

management plans and their efficacy but also stock 3 

assessments and ultimately ecosystem based approaches. 4 

   This rather complicated slide here is 5 

simply intended to show you the time lines and the 6 

information contents associated with this process.  We 7 

use a 12-month period for information.  There's a 8 

three-month lag in getting all the information for a 9 

particular year.  So data from 2008 are not fully 10 

available for analysis until three months later. 11 

   So between October and January we 12 

process and review the information and then finally make 13 

a presentation to the councils in January and March and 14 

then begin the sampling year in April of, say, 2009. 15 

   So the 2009 information, we have April 16 

2009 information that we're considering today.  It is 17 

based on information from July 2009 through June 2010.  18 

And that is what is used for the allocation for the year 19 

beginning April 2011 to March 2012.  So this is an 20 

important test of the timing of information relevant to 21 

these decisions.  But across years, again this kind of 22 

bearing across the years, the number of fleets that have 23 

been covered has been steadily increasing.  We've gone 24 
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from 44 fleets in 2009 up to 52 in 2011.  Many of these 1 

fleets have pilot coverage in the sense that we don't 2 

have a lot of public information about them, so we 3 

specify pilot coverage.  But based on sea days, if you 4 

were to simply examine all of the requirements on the 5 

order of 50,000 days, the SBRM process results in a 6 

reduction of those because it looks at those fleets and 7 

species groups with respect to what is important with 8 

respect to overall removals.  So these 15,000 days 9 

through 19,000 days represent what would be needed to 10 

cover 95 percent of the landings and 98 percent of the 11 

total removals associated with that species. 12 

   So the last 5 and 2 percent you would 13 

need another 30,000 days to recover a very small 14 

fraction of the total removal.  So it's a fairly 15 

sophisticated process.  So we're looking at the most 16 

important aspects and then focusing the effort on those 17 

rather than trying to give highly precise estimates of 18 

things that occur but aren't really important, like 19 

scallops in the gill net fishery.  They do occur, but 20 

they're not certainly monitored.  In terms of what was 21 

funded, the days have gone from around 6,000 in 2009, 22 

on average about 14,000 in 2011.  There's a shortfall 23 

in those years, and the result of the shortfall on 24 
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existent restraints result in the need for 1 

reprioritization, and that's the open, public, 2 

transparent process that we have instituted to let the 3 

councils know what the needs are, what the resources are 4 

available, and then let the council do the input in terms 5 

of what goes on in each of these various fisheries and 6 

so forth. 7 

   And then there's the numbers of fleets 8 

that have sea days are shown in the last slide.  That, 9 

too, has increased from 17 to 32.  There's quite a few 10 

graphs.  But mostly just kind a snapshot of it.  But on 11 

the left-hand side, you have various fleets, and they're 12 

identified by real numbers.  Once you have the actual 13 

graph in your hand, it's easier to follow than it 14 

probably is on the screen right now. 15 

   But in terms of observer coverage, it 16 

ranged between 2 to 3 1/2 percent on the average across 17 

years.  The scallop dredge fisheries and access areas 18 

in New England have received very high coverage rates.  19 

This is a functional, of course, of the requirements for 20 

both monitoring of yellowtail in the New England fleets 21 

and then also concerns about turtles.  And the 22 

mid-water trawls in New England also have very high 23 

coverage rates.  That's the third line here.  And, of 24 
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course, that is related to some of the access areas and 1 

closed areas driving those numbers high. 2 

   So this is in terms of percent of trips, 3 

in terms of percent of days covered.  That, again, 4 

ranges slightly higher, about 4 to 6 percent of the 5 

days-at-sea are covered.  And there again, the scallop 6 

dredge and the mid-water trawls have the highest 7 

coverage rates.  And then each of the other ones are 8 

shown below. 9 

   Coverage rates are important, but 10 

they're not a measure of output.  The measure of output 11 

is how well are you estimating those quantities. 12 

   Another important aspect which is 13 

covered in the report is the observed encounters.  I 14 

think a common misperception is that we are only 15 

monitoring -- the program is only monitoring the SBRM 16 

species or federal management species.  That's not 17 

true.  And Amy (inaudible) and her group do an 18 

outstanding job of making sure that we have a really 19 

comprehensive monitoring of all species. 20 

   So there are 312 weak species and 42 21 

species by a number that were identified.  So we also 22 

determine the disposition of kept and discarded by 23 

species groups.  We have the squid, mackerel, 24 
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butterfish.  We have the individual species and then 1 

also all species combined.  So there are 13 federally 2 

managed species groups of fish and invertebrates, 3 

scallops, quahogs and so forth, and they represent about 4 

90 percent of the total weight of all species recorded 5 

by SBRM observers.  So from an ecosystem standpoint, 6 

we're covering 90 percent of the -- the SBRM species 7 

constitute about 90 percent of what's being observed.  8 

So it's a very comprehensive overall program. 9 

   Just as a quick illustration of that, in 10 

terms of we have the percent of trips that encounter 11 

large mesh groundfish species, and it is in the 52 12 

fleets.  This is for long lines in the Mid-Atlantic.  13 

Probably about 33 percent of those trips observe 14 

groundfish species, whereas, if you come to the 15 

(inaudible) in New England 91 percent of those trips. 16 

   The otter trawls in the Mid-Atlantic the 17 

small mesh 75 percent of those trips encountered one or 18 

more of the New England groundfish species, whereas, if 19 

you go to otter trawls in New England large mesh, the 20 

last line, 99 percent of those trips encountered 21 

groundfish. 22 

   This information, of course, is 23 

extremely valuable in terms of interactions among 24 
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fleets and also help us in terms of allocating observer 1 

coverage by giving us some idea of what the value of the 2 

trip toward reducing the variance on subsequent trips.  3 

So, if you can only encounter a species on 20 percent 4 

of the trips of a given fleet, that means that only one 5 

in five trips are out there to provide information on 6 

species discards. 7 

   So it (inaudible) a point that it isn't 8 

important that not every trip that you allocate an 9 

observer on is going to be successful for a particular 10 

species that you're interested in.  So there are 11 

species -- this is a particularly important point to 12 

consider. 13 

   One of the most important I think that 14 

we tend to deal with most extensively in this process 15 

are the discard totals and precision for the 14 SBRM 16 

species group.  And the important point here is that 17 

these values represent the underlying basis for the 18 

allocation.  These things are indicative, but they're 19 

not the definitive measure, that is they're not the ones 20 

that we ultimately use in the assessment process. 21 

   And there's a lot of explanation of why 22 

there may be differences there.  For one, these are in 23 

SBRM years, that is there are years that skip calendar 24 
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years, and that's because of the timing issues that I 1 

related to you earlier, but also perhaps more 2 

importantly they are related to areas of departure and 3 

they're not the stock areas.  So that is a further 4 

refinement that is basically a post application of the 5 

information after the total is collected.  So we 6 

allocate observers to a particular fleet.  We don't 7 

know in advance where they're going to go generally, 8 

that is you don't know whether they're going to be 9 

fishing the Gulf of Maine cod or Georges Bank cod.  So 10 

you can do better after you have more information about 11 

the totals and the information on the fleet as a whole. 12 

   So, in terms of basic information here, 13 

the draft you're looking at (inaudible) strong.  We've 14 

got dogfish and skates highlighted here.  In this case, 15 

we're looking at the percent of discards that are 16 

occurring for spiney dogfish in past years.  It was 17 

upwards of 90 percent in 2009.  It's dropped over time 18 

here.  In 2011 it's about 70 percent.  Skates are also 19 

highly discarded and again represent a fairly large 20 

fraction of the total catch is being discarded. 21 

   The red crab I've highlighted that 22 

mostly not because it's a big problem, but it's a likely 23 

sampled species.  And this large fraction being 24 
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discarded there is essentially due to the fact that this 1 

is a males only fishery, so these represent the discards 2 

of females. 3 

   So, when we think of these discard 4 

totals, we can look at it in two different perspectives.  5 

One is from the landings and discards of species group 6 

or species, that is which fleets contribute most to the 7 

total discards, and then we can look at it from the 8 

perspective of a fleet, the landings and discards, which 9 

species groups or species are discarded most often. 10 

   And the next series of slides have a 11 

series of pie charts, and the purpose of the pie charts 12 

is to give you a very quick visual impression both of 13 

the data, and then you can refer to the very detailed 14 

sets of tables. 15 

   The forthcoming report is almost 300 16 

pages in length, and it's full of a lot of important 17 

information.  I can't vouch for the fact that it will 18 

be the most highly read document in history, but it will 19 

be, I think, very valuable to the process of the Council 20 

because it is for the first time a really synthetic 21 

document on the overall discarding patterns among 22 

fleets and also with species. 23 

   So the number of fleets have increased.  24 
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They vary by year, but we examined and these are the ones 1 

that are in fact of importance.  Here's an example for 2 

the New England otter trawl fishery in open areas.  This 3 

is large mesh.  On the left-hand side, you have the cap 4 

and percent discards.  In 2009 it was 44 percent 5 

discards, 43 percent discards and 43 percent discards.  6 

So that value is very constant over time.  And to no 7 

one's great surprise, I suspect most of the discarded 8 

species are skates.  They dominate in all years.  So 9 

there's a strong amount of consistency with high 10 

discards of skates constituting the largest fraction of 11 

their removals. 12 

   The discards of dogfish are also large, 13 

but not nearly as large as skates.  And the other 14 

managed species tend to constitute a fairly small 15 

component of the discards.  Dogfish, for example, 16 

ranged from 9 percent in 2009 to 11 percent in 2011. 17 

   So here's just a blow-up of that on those 18 

points there, so the caps, the discards, and then the 19 

proportions by species group.  So this tells you what 20 

the fleet is doing in terms of discarding patterns. 21 

   We can look at the scallop dredge in the 22 

same vein.  You can see the overall discard rates are 23 

again consistent across years, about 24 to 21 percent 24 
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and that the skates again dominate the discards in the 1 

scallop dredge fishery. 2 

   Here's just a blow up for 2009.  And, 3 

again, skates and other non-SBRM species are the two 4 

major components there, but scallops are relatively 5 

small.  Monkfish and large mouth groundfish only 4 6 

percent and then the fluke, scup and sea bass at 2 7 

percent.  So the other way of looking at it is from the 8 

perspective of the species group.  Here we're 9 

summarizing fluke, scup, and sea bass and looking at it 10 

with respect to the various fisheries.  Again, it's 11 

relatively constant in terms of the cap and discard of 12 

the species by fleet. 13 

   And here's just a very quick summary 14 

here.  So this is otter trawl small mesh in the 15 

Mid-Atlantic 23 percent of the discards, otter trawl 16 

large mesh in the Northeast New England 19 percent and 17 

so forth. 18 

   And then another one, of course, is from 19 

the skate fish populations of the southern skate species 20 

under New England groundfish.  In the New England 21 

Fisheries Management Council's plans this looks like 22 

the reverse pattern here 76 percent to 68 percent of the 23 

landed skates are discarded.  And they tend to be in 24 
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both the scallop dredge -- that's 24 percent for the 1 

scallop dredge -- and 33 percent are coming from large 2 

mesh otter trawls in New England. 3 

   So this is the kind of information that 4 

the report is summarizing, and I think it will be 5 

extremely valuable in terms of not only identifying the 6 

efficacy of modern measures but also those fleets and 7 

species which may have the more serious issues.  This 8 

graph is just simply showing kind of an overall score 9 

card for the coefficients of variation.  The relevant 10 

take-home message from this would be this center line 11 

here with the dashes represents the 30 percent CV 12 

target.  Those to the left of it represents fleets for 13 

which the target is being met.  For example, here's the 14 

otter trawl in New England fleet fishery, which you know 15 

receives a very large fraction of coverages under one 16 

species which exceeds the threshold target of 30 17 

percent.  All the other ones were met. 18 

   So it gives you some idea.  So roughly 19 

70 percent of the fleets have coverage rates in which 20 

all of the species are coefficients of variation which 21 

are less than 30 percent. 22 

   Here's the same kind of analysis by 23 

species groups.  You can distinguish between the New 24 
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England and the Mid-Atlantic region but also see it by 1 

species group.  So there are a number of instances where 2 

the coverage rate for fluke, scup and sea bass exceeds 3 

30 percent.  Some of them are very close to 30 percent, 4 

and then others, spiney dogfish are showing that it's 5 

-- most of the fisheries have coverage rates that are 6 

sufficient, but there are a number where they exceed 30 7 

percent. 8 

   There are a number of caveats about 9 

using these data.  I mentioned a number of them earlier.  10 

But this is a rather broad stratification scheme, and 11 

you can always improve upon that as you get more 12 

information after the fact.  And these will not be 13 

exactly the same as I used on the assessments; however, 14 

we do use the same estimation methodology.  We do use 15 

a ratio estimator, and we do a scale of the magnitude 16 

of the total removals.  However, in the assessments we 17 

used the dealer landings which constitute a larger 18 

component of the overall landings and also include those 19 

skate landings, which are the landings which are used 20 

for this purpose not include those skate landings and 21 

so forth. 22 

   And, also, because this is the basis for 23 

an allocation program, the allocations are based on the 24 
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port of departure rather than where they went. I 1 

mentioned that earlier.  We begin focusing on the use 2 

of the vessel trip report data and -- is worth. 3 

   We assume for the purposes of this 4 

exercise that there's a hundred percent discard 5 

mortality.  That also doesn't translate into the stock 6 

assessments, for example, in spiney dogfish we do have 7 

rates which are empirically derived and are used to 8 

estimate the magnitude of discards for that species. 9 

   These are my last couple slides which I 10 

just want to quickly emphasize.  There's a large scope 11 

of the New England Fishery Observer Program, NEFA where 12 

the risk bearing species constitute the majority of the 13 

species observed in the commercial fleet.  There are a 14 

few incidental species, but it really is very 15 

comprehensive in terms of coverage over 90 percent.  16 

The process tries to filter out the allocation so that 17 

if it does not allocate excessive resources to species 18 

which have low encounter rates or low magnitudes when 19 

they're in that lower 2 percent of the removals, it's 20 

much more important to focus on those that constitute 21 

the upper fraction, the 95/98 percent. 22 

   And so this is, I think, again, this is 23 

the first comprehensive summary of species group and 24 
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invisible species for federally manages species on a 1 

multi-year basis. 2 

   I think the Council should be 3 

congratulated in terms of having a plan of this 4 

synthesis and magnitude.  I believe that it is one of 5 

the most comprehensive programs in the country for 6 

monitoring species. 7 

   And hopefully that is a learning 8 

experience in terms of identifying these real world 9 

limitations of implementing an ideal system.  It's a 10 

learning experience. 11 

   And then a continuing problem is this 12 

variation in the overall magnitude of funding and more 13 

importantly, I guess, the constraints on the use of 14 

funding.  So it does result in a bit of both competition 15 

between councils for resources as well as among FMPs.  16 

So that's basically all I have.  We will be constituting 17 

the fishery management action team or whatever it will 18 

be named.  And we'll be trying to follow through with 19 

the more analytical part of that.  So I think there are 20 

about 15 minutes for questions for those of you who may 21 

still be awake at the Council.  And so thank you very 22 

much. 23 

   COUNCIL CHAIRMAN RICHARD ROBINS:  24 




