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Marine Program (CCEMP) 
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(CCEMP) 
Jonathan Knight, Superior Trawl 
Glenn Goodwin, SeaFreeze Limited 
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Patrick Sullivan, Cornell University 
 
(Funding provided under NOAA Award NA08NMF4720595) 

After reviewing the report for this Proof of Concept project, members of the CFRF Conservation 

Engineering Review Panel were asked to respond to the following: 

1. How closely did the research team follow the original planned scope of work? 

 

Reviewer 1: 

The research team correctly followed the modified scope of work as approved by the 

CFRF. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

The original SOW called for an alternating tow design between control and test nets. 

This was not followed. 

 

Reviewer 3: 

This was revised through an addendum to the original proposal.  The Review Panel 

members approved the use of a “Trouser Trawl” design. 
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Reviewer 4: 

The paper reads well, although the work changed from the original proposal (but 

approved by CFRF), it appears that they accomplished the goals of the project. 

 

2. If there were differences between the scheduled tasks and the completed tasks, did 

the project team address these and explain why there were differences? 

 

Reviewer 1: 

The scheduled tasks and completed tasks matched. All was done as agreed by CFRF and 

the researchers. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

Yes, based on advice from the review team, the research team switched to a trouser 

trawl design so that the test and control nets could be deployed simultaneously. 

 

Reviewer 3: 

Yes, this was expressed. The goal was to maximize efficiency due to the patchiness of 

harvesting butterfish. 

 

3. In the results, analysis, and discussion sections of the report, did the team answer the 

original research question(s) to a level appropriate for a proof of concept project? 

 

Reviewer 1: 

Yes. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

Yes, the question of reducing retention of small butterfish through the use of square 

and t-90 meshes was demonstrated sufficiently for proof of concept.  

 

Reviewer 3: 

Yes - minimize the retention of juvenile butterfish when using square and T-90 mesh 

liners in the codend. 

 

Reviewer 4: 

I have very little to say about the report as it is a pilot study and seems to have 

accomplished the goals of the project. As mentioned in the conclusion, I would like to 

see the two treatments tested in the squid fishery against the control to see what effect 
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they have on the targeted catch of squid, but I understand that this was not a 

component of this project.  

 

4. Were analytical techniques appropriately used?  Was the experimental methodology 

statistically sound and supportive of any conclusions drawn? 

 

Reviewer 1: 

The analytical techniques applied are appropriate.  All appears sound and supportive of 

the conclusions. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

 I did not see the methodology or the analytic results for the length frequency testing. 

Compelling graphical results were presented. 

 

Reviewer 3: 

The analytical techniques were applied appropriately and supportive of the conclusion. 

 

5. Was the raw data included in the appendix complete? 

 

Reviewer 1: 

The raw data included in the appendix was complete, presented well, and essentially 

easy to review. I would have appreciated more discussion of the two graphics 

introducing the experimental cod end configurations - and possibly more of a related 

discourse between these two graphics and the discussion part of the main report. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

Yes. 

 

Reviewer 3: 

The raw data was complete but I had some difficulty comprehending the graphs (Bar 

graphs easy). A better explanation of the comparison would have been helpful. 

 

Reviewer 4: 

Were other species encountered and recorded? If yes, this would be interesting and 

information to provide this information, perhaps in the appendix. 

 

6. Was the information clearly presented?  Were graphs/figures/diagrams/tables of 

information appropriately used? 
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Reviewer 1: 

The results were clear and well presented.  The graphics adequately complimented the 

report. 

 

Reviewer 2: 

For the most part. There appears to be an error in the 1st sentence text for the t-90 

results on page 12 below Figure 6.  Something is missing regarding the t-test and 

bootstrap procedures. 

 

Reviewer 3: 

The information was clear and easy to comprehend.  The 

graphs/figures/diagrams/tables would be difficult for the average fisherman to follow - I 

personally have questions.   

 

Reviewer 4: 

The figures and analyses show the results effectively. 

 

7. In the discussion section, did the team include adequate comments on the following:  

 General observations made while conducting the research; 

 Explanation of why the modified gear may or may not have worked as anticipated; 

 Whether the two gear modifications tested during this proof of concept phase 

merit further investigation.  

 

Reviewer 1: 

- The use of a squid fishery liner in the control cod end (instead of the larger mesh 

liner typically used in the commercial butterfish fishery) was wise as this was a proof 

of concept research effort. 

- The increase of legal catch in both experimental nets was very interesting.  I would 

have appreciated more discussion on that issue. 

- I do wonder about the degree of survival of the escaped sub-legal butterfish, given 

the “ease of bruising” of the butterfish.  However, a significant number of sub-legal 

butterfish escaped from the experimental cod end configurations – and that is quite 

positive. 

- Further, more robust, investigation is warranted.  As is said in the report, this is a 

potential added tool for the commercial efforts to reduce the sublegal catch of a 

recovering butterfish resource. 
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Reviewer 2: 
- General observations made while conducting the research; Yes 
- Explanation of why the modified gear may or may not have worked as anticipated to 

reduce winter founder bycatch while retaining targeted catch; Yes 
- Whether the two gear modifications tested during this proof of concept phase merit 

further investigation.  Yes 
 

Reviewer 3: 
- The use of a squid liner in the control net was wise, presenting the present means of 

harvesting squid and the interaction with butterfish to quantify escapement of the 
butterfish.  

- I would like to see square or T-90 mesh of 6cm (present squid liner) to see the 

effectiveness of reducing the retention of non-marketable squid (under 3.5”mantle) 

in the squid fishery. 

- A follow up question regarding the at sea research would be was there a large 

degree of escapement as the net came to the surface and onto the net drum where 

the net is stopped and started in the haul back process? This would be visible from 

on deck.  Butterfish do not seem to have a bladder that blows out, causing mortality. 

The assumption might be that escapement on or near the bottom might have a 

significantly lower mortality than at the surface where birds, mammals and pelagic 

species are following the gravy train.  

-  This project definitely warrants further at sea research.   

Reviewer 4: 
- In the conclusion, the report states that the Captain liked the T90 better because it 

retained more squid. How did he determine this? 
- Since there was an indication that the fishing industry might prefer the T90, should 

there be a suggestion in the paper that more testing on the T90 be completed to 

make sure these results would be duplicated in different seasons, areas, and under a 

single trawl configuration? The report does mention a more robust test of these 

designs (page 22), so perhaps this is implied. 

- In short, I think the report describes the project and the results well and the 

conclusions of the report are appropriate.  I have some minor comments below but 

most are simply my preference and do not need to be addressed. 

Minor comments: 

- P. 5: I believe these are FAO figures and should be credited appropriately. 

- P. 13: (Graphs) Using the same range on the X and Y and plotting a line down the 

middle shows were the tows fall in relation to each other. Figure 8 in particular is hard 

to interpret. 
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- PP. 14-15: (Length frequency plots) - These are informative but it may be more 

informative to plot % frequency to account for different sample sizes. 

- P. 21: Was there a statistical difference between the Square Mesh and T90? Not sure 

how this would be determined; maybe a logistic regression model. 

- P 22. I was confused by the statement, “as the butterfish fishery rebuilds” because on 

page 3 they state that the stock is considered rebuilt. I assume that this means that as 

more fishermen target butterfish.  

- PP. 26 and 47: (selectivity analysis graphs) – What are the sloping lines? They make 

viewing the box plots awkward. 

 

 

 


