Fisheries Conference Call - October 28, 2010
Participants:


Bob Bayer (Lobster Institute)


Tony Charles (Saint Mary's University)


Laurel Col (NMFS)

Theresa Johnson (University of Maine)


Linda Mercer (Maine DMR)


Madelaine Patterson (Saint Mary's University)


Bob Steneck (University of Maine)

Christine Tilburg (GOMC)
Introductions and Background of Effort
The subcommittee includes a number of new individuals so slightly more lengthy introductions began the call. After introductions Christine Tilburg took a few minutes to explain why ESIP was formed by the Gulf of Maine Council and where the current effort is with respect to the fisheries subcommittee. Bob Steneck asked about the interactions between the seven indicator groups (climate change, contaminants, coastal development, eutrophication, aquatic habitats, aquaculture, and fisheries). Christine explained that the focus of ESIP in the near term is identifying priority indicators for the seven groups. The ESIP Steering Committee is then focused on bringing the indicators together and emphasizing interactions in what is called ESIP 2.0 at this point.

Tony Charles mentioned that he has been involved in quite a few indicators programs and initiatives. Some have been successful and some have failed. He feels that indicator programs that try to bring all the variables into 2-3 indicators are ripe for failure. Christine stated that fisheries are quite complex and she hasn't wrapped her head around how 2-3 indicators can been used when there are so many variables involved. However, she does not feel that programs with large numbers of indicators are useful. Bob Steneck agreed with the relatively unhelpful reports that focus on many indicators. He wonders if the better approach might be to identify ecosystem drivers and ecosystem passengers. 

Bob S. also thought that another way of approaching the complex Gulf of Maine is to divide the area into different spatial components. Christine stated that at least one other subcommittee is dividing the Gulf into different subcompartments. The Eutrophication Subcommittee has identified 22 embayments and is looking at the indicators with respect to these embayments. Tony agreed that dividing the Gulf into spatial components would be helpful. It was suggested that the Census of Marine Life Gulf of Maine effort might inform the subregions of interest. Bob S. agreed to pass forward some of the Census of Marine Life information via e-mail.
There was also some discussion regarding the idea that the current picture in fisheries is significantly degraded and wouldn't serve as an appropriate baseline. 
Discussion of Priority Indicators
The group then went through the priority indicators as voted on and recorded in the Excel spreadsheet originally attached to the agenda. 
1. Population of stocks at or above targeted biomass: Most of the individuals that sent in their preferences for priority indicators felt this to be a useful indicator. Bob S. stated that different subregions will likely have different drivers. Some are bottom driven and some are top driven.  The group felt that it might be more appropriate to choose species in terms of ecosystem drivers or passengers for each subregion. There wouldn't be a need to analyze all of the trawl data - just the selected species.

2. Species richness: There was some discussion that diversity might be a better indicator as it will be useful in determining if there is hyperdominance in the system. Bob S. thought it would be easy to calculate diversity from trawl data.  Diversity could then be divided into species diversity or economic diversity. Bob S. stated that he has a paper in review that looks at economic diversity and agreed to forward to the subcommittee. (Bob later sent the following comments via e-mail: "Just to be clear...I do not support species richness as a useful indicator of anything we care about. Species diversity is an entirely different metric  and it is useful as we discussed."
3. Fleet composition: Christine mentioned that Linda Mercer had located information on an indicator used in Europe that looks at fleet composition based on different components. She wasn't sure how readily available the information might be. However, Linda pointed out the at least one indicator should reflect the fishing industry. Bob S. agreed that an index of fishing effort is a logical choice. Some forms of fishing are mutually exclusive (such as high density of traps and bottom trawling) and will show significant differences between the different subregions.

4. Mean length for all species: The group did not feel that this was a particularly useful indicator as it will reflect changes in size limits and other components that are decision based. Bob S. countered that he believes humans are a big part of the system and should be included. However, he wasn't certain if the mean length is that useful. He thought that if species were identified for the subregions, the species of interest/importance might drive the choice with respect to appropriate size.  As an example, in recent work with coral reefs, certain species were chosen as "canaries in the coal mine". Linda thought this might be appropriate when looking at the smaller regions. It was originally discarded as an indicator because the selection of one or two species of importance for the entire Gulf seemed impossible. However, if several species were looked at in each subregion it might be approachable. Laurel Col stated that the data could likely be utilized as an index.
5. Spatial distribution of bottom fishing: Linda mentioned the contraction of cod might be an example of this kind of indicator. Laurel stated that the data would be easily obtained from NMFS datasets.

6. Species ranking based on percentage of total landed value: Christine stated that this indicator was originally suggested by Dan Holland (who has moved to the West Coast and is not participating in ESIP at this time). Bob S. was intrigued with this indicator. Correction from original notes sent from Bob S. via e-mail: "I am intrigued with that metric but my specific comment related to the current status of lobsters.  I was wondering what the larger implications might be if 83-85% of all resource value comes from a single species (ie the lobster). Christine thought it would be a good way of approaching the vulnerability of different subregions.  Christine agreed to put some of Dan's e-mails together on the topic and forward to the group.

Next Steps

Various documents will be sent to the subcommittee in the coming weeks on the Census of Marine Life topics along with other items noted in the above. Christine would like to have another fisheries call in January 2011.
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