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FIRST ISSUE 

 

During the morning of the EM Workgroup on May 15, 2018, the fixed gear members of the Workgroup 

reflected on their progress, and summarized points for the OAC to think about taking on now that the 

EM Workgroup has been reconstituted to focus on trawl.  

 

In their discussion about handing off fixed gear EM issues to the OAC, the fixed gear EMWG members 

recommended that the OAC consider the following, over time: 

1. The number boats in the program 

2. Startup funding for new equipment 

3. Operator responsibilities 

a. Heads up at May meeting for September ADP if possible 

b. Logistical/data quality needs 

4. How to include costs in the Annual Report 

a. Formalize process pre-contract 

5. Integration of new technologies 

a. OAC role in vetting when new technology is moving from proof 

→pilot→operational→pre-implementation→mature 

b. Subgroup role? 

6.  Managing for efficiencies/EM cost reduction 

a. <40 ft? and other opportunities 

b. Synergies within the region and across sectors 

7. U40 (understanding Council prioritization) 

8. Input on R&D needs (to NMFS) 

a. Feedback to OAC on national efforts 

b. Linked to #5 

9. Explore different service provider/data review models 

a. Linked to #6 
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SECOND ISSUE 

During the afternoon of the EM Workgroup on May 15, 2018, the trawl members discussed preliminary 

thoughts for outlining objectives for the reconstituted trawl EMWG. Tentative trawl BS & GOA EM 

objectives include: 

Objective 1: Improve salmon accounting 

a. Through shoreside monitoring 

b. GOA issue; pollock first, then other trawl 

Objective 2: Reduce monitoring costs 

c. Develop cost efficiencies 

d. Free up money for other priorities 

i. Partial: frees $$ for elsewhere; perhaps savings if decreases fee 

ii. BS: saves money for industry 

Objective 3: Improve monitoring data (broader version of Objective 1) 

e. Focus on choke species (incl PSC), protected species (seabirds) 

f. More comprehensive coverage 

 

Discussion about tentative trawl EMWG objectives also included discussion about incentives that 

exist in different areas in relation to EM, including: 

• BS pollock 

a. Decrease costs for salmon accounting 

• WGOA pollock/cod 

a. More stable salmon accounting against PSC cap 

b. Small vessels, observer hardship for long (tender) trips 

• CGOA 

a. More stable salmon accounting against PSC cap 

 

During the morning of May 16, 2018, the OAC began a discussion about the EM Workgroup draft 

objectives, including: 

• In terms of reducing monitoring costs, one goal would be to do compliance monitoring for 

pollock fishery, then have additional funds to spend on other fisheries; this is in objective 2. 

• Resolving salmon is a high priority but #3 (improving monitoring data) could be a secondary 

objective on all vessels that have cameras installed, the way seabirds are secondary objectives in 

EM for partial coverage; you could turn on just the sensors, for example, during multispecies 

things and start getting baseline effort information, even if it wouldn’t be for catch accounting 

• The trawl EM Workgroup scheduled a meeting for developing proof of concept programs in late 

August 2018, with hope that we could get some of that work going in the field in 2019 

• The objectives are not prioritized, and improved salmon accounting is focused on Gulf at present 
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THIRD ISSUE 

Brett Alger gave a presentation about the draft EM Cost Allocation Policy Directive 

*It would be helpful for comments to focus on where the line is being drawn between programmatic bins 

(for example, within storage or review considerations) as these are are important for future policy 

development 

 

The OAC could request that the Council include in a letter about this: 

• Concerning the industry paying for costs of data storage and review: That the proposed policy is 

in conflict with the existing process for the partial coverage EM program, which envisioned these 

costs being born by the agency (to provide incentives for cost efficiencies during the first few 

years of EM implementation and because agency is the one who sets data protocols for stock 

assessment needs) and we would ask the agency pick that up for better part of the 5 year 

allotment of time in this policy directive (or however much time is in the final directive) 

• Concerning automated data review: at some point each region needs to take a look at the regional 

level whether automation is good or not good for a given fishery 

o Satlink is working on machine learning and forsees lots of progress coming soon 

o The ADP could be part of that conversation 

• Concerning principals around program funding and cost distribution: it is a fairly complicated 

purchasing decision regardless of how costs are structured; there is need for more holistic 

discussion about how the program is implemented and funding arrangements and assignment of 

responsibilities; providing incentives to drive costs down is not easy 

• Concerning data storage: on the collection side you are always driving towards more, higher res 

data; you can expect source data will grow so you have to find a way to get information at source 

but find a way to percolate it so storage is not onerous 

• Concerning 3rd party review: is it a conflict of interest to offer equipment and then review the 

data? 

o We touched on this question a few years ago at regional EM meeting and we definitely 

need to follow through on that 

o This is a legitimate concern and also QA/QC from agency to reviewer to ensure that there 

is no mis-ID or missed events is critical component to 3rd party model 

o Potential conflict would likely be remediated or reduced if agency was paying for review 

o Important to clarify that in fixed gear fleet they are not purchasing equipment from 

providers 

o currently it is grants, but when it is private there is potential for that; pretty soon in the 

transition, there is potential for that 

o Currently companies provide equipment and agency does data; now we have Archipelago 

and PacStates, but Saltwater is sort of muddled together; which model do we use, do we 

promote the competition, is there conflict if one company provides service and review? 

Where is that addressed, who is best to weigh in on that for best way forward? 

o East coast is similar to Saltwater, like EcoTrust; equipment being observer is not the 

model; in current model observer provides data, and in our model the EM service 

provider becomes the observer, and data is analyzed by NMFS; models are not in 

conflicts since the Saltwater review is not doing the analysis 
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o Instead of recommendations, should we flag the potential for conflict of interest if 

industry is paying for hardware and review and storage, if not properly thought through, 

but that equally the OAC notes that if too precautionary about managing conflict it is 

possible to shut out business models that the OAC may have future interest in; maybe flag 

those for Council? 

Other thoughts: 

*Keep in mind when comparing observer inflow versus EM inflow: the observer sends information; video 

itself is not data; NMFS does not get data from a camera, the review results in data 

*We have 3.5 million dollars for all EM/ER efforts, and may want to recommend an effort to earmark that 

for data review in Alaska 

*A note on Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) data issues: when the data gets submitted to NMFS, 

when it is requested and submitted it becomes FR, and is subject to FOIA, but then NMFS says that under 

FOIA they won’t release it due to confidentiality 

o We need to make that point really clear; that came up because there was MSA stuff about 

confidentiality rules; our assumption is to continue with confidentiality as we have it now; can 

you forsee a situation where it would not be in federal hands? Everything is ‘subject’ to FOIA  

*Overall the Council will need to watch closely and remind the agency about the Council’s basic values 


