Fisheries Conference Call - March 2, 2010
Participants:


Laurel Col (NMFS)

Kathy Ford (Mass DMF)


Madeleine Hall-Arbor (MIT)

Dan Holland (GMRI)


George Maicher (NB Department of Agriculture and Aquaculture)


Linda Mercer (Maine DMR)

Christine Tilburg (GOMC)
Discussion of the composition of the Fisheries Subcommittee
Following introductions, Christine Tilburg gave a brief summary of how the work of  the Fisheries Subcommittee has progressed in the past couple of years. She mentioned that the Aquaculture Subcommittee has split from the Fisheries Subcommittee to improve the efficiency and success of both groups. She also mentioned that numerous individuals have asked that the priority indicators be reviewed and assessed as to their appropriateness as indicators. Finally, Christine mentioned that she is still looking for a chair for this subcommittee (Help!).
Fisheries Matrix
The group then moved through the "Indicator Matrix for Fisheries and Aquaculture" (posted on the ESIP Planning Site: www2.gulfofmaine.org/esipplanning). Aquaculture indicators are still listed in the table and can be disregarded during this discussion.  

Indicators the group decided to keep:

· Proportions of stock at or above targeted biomass: The group discussed the indicator and felt that it will likely remain a potential priority indicator. Laurel Col commented that this indicator could be computed looking at different groups of species (examples: bottom fish versus pelagic fish, near-shore species versus open water species). Laurel felt that this indicator gives an important look at the ecosystem. 
· Fleet Composition: George Maicher felt that this is an important indicator. Changes in fleet composition can have large effects on the system. Laurel agreed with this point. Dan Holland also agreed but didn't know how the information might be presented. 
· Commercial fishing economic value: Linda pointed out that this is an indicator that does have data. Dan agreed that it is useful if imperfect. George agreed that it allows comparison over the entire Gulf of Maine.
· Mean length for species: Linda stated that this is an important indicator with respect to the health of stocks. It is also easily calculated. Laurel agreed. 

· Spatial distribution of bottom fishing. Madeleine stated that this is important for habitat. Linda agreed. Kathy Ford mentioned a new model that might serve as an indicator: the swept area seabed impact model. Linda asked if the model provided annual numbers. Kathy stated that is does.
· Species richness: Laurel felt that this is relatively important.

· Addition: Dan thought that an indicator that ranked species by percentage of total landed value would be useful to show the cumulative total fishery value as you add additional species from the smallest (in terms of revenues) to the largest (clarification sent by Dan via e-mail, March 2).
· Trophic levels: Dan Holland felt that trophic levels are important indicators. Laurel agreed that it helps determine if top level predators are eating at lower levels.
Indicators the group decided to keep as secondary indicators or mention in a focus box:
· Trends in bycatch.
· Characteristics in discards: Dan felt that this doesn't really show ecosystem health. Madeleine Hall-Arbor disagreed and stated that it helps in understanding the effects of management decisions.
· NAO
· Salinity
· Sulfides
Indicators the group removed:
· Targeted fishery resource.
· Population of selected species.
· Biomass trends for selected species.
· Incidental mortality

· Canary species trends: Linda Mercer mentioned that the process of selecting one or two species as canary species would be difficult. George Maicher agreed stating that it is easier to look at commercial species and we have a good handle on commercial activities.

· Estimates of Days at Sea/Fisheries Effort: Dan Holland mentioned that this indicator is problematic. 

· Recreational economic value and angler satisfaction: The group agreed that this is hard to measure.  There is anecdotal information but not a likely good source of data. Kathryn stated that in the future this data will be available, at least for Massachusetts.
· Habitat indicators (entire group).

· Production Indicators (primary, secondary, fishery production, and biomass)

Next Steps
Christine thought that she should be able to create a shortened version of the indicator matrix and pair it up with data discovery efforts by the end of April, beginning of May.
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