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Compilation of Comments from Members of Conservation Engineering Review Panel- 

Reviewer 1: 

 The report is written well but lacks several pieces of information regarding the results of 
the testing that occurred. Additionally, the work that was performed deviated from the 
proposal in several instances. 

o The LAGC vessels were supposed to use an alternate tow strategy to minimize 
availability bias of fish in the area. The PI’s instead chose to alternate the hauls 
after each day, “or as soon as possible, always within 2 days”.  The results for the 
work were encouraging yet were non-significant due to high variability. I would 
suggest that the high variability may be due to the time between comparisons 
and the fact that the alternate dredge was towed in the same area after that 
area had been towed the previous a day (or more). 

o The LA vessels used different bag designs, used two scope ratios and then added 
a forward tickler chain to the dredge. These were not outlined in the proposal.  

 Though I understand that they were improvising to improve performance, there are no 
data showing the results of the trials that were performed. Additionally, the results that 
were provided for the LA vessels do not indicate if the differences were statistically 
tested and if they were statistically different.  

 In the results, Table 3 shows that the CFLP dredge caught 3.13 bushels per tow while the 
control caught 2.54. They list this as a 19.01% reduction but I believe this should be a 
19.01% improvement unless the numbers for the control and CFLP are transcribed 
incorrectly.  

 Finally, the work that was done is interesting and can add to the body of scientific 
knowledge except that as presently written, the report does not provide enough detail 
to explain the results of the work that was performed.  I have no understanding what 
the effects of the bag design, addition of a tickler chain, or changes in scope had on the 
catch of scallops or bycatch. We also have no indication if the results of the LA vessels 
were significant or, like the results for the LAGC vessels, they fell short. As this was all 
part of the project, greater detail in the results would make this a much more valuable 
contribution.  



Reviewer 2: 

 There were several deviations from the original scope of work including use of only one 
vessel in the LAGC study and the ROV work that focused on skates rather than winter 
flounder. Statistical analysis was proposed but is absent in the LA study and limited in 
the LAGC study. 

 The team did not explain the differences between the scheduled tasks and the 
completed tasks satisfactorily.  

 Qualitatively the team did answer the original research question in terms of winter 
flounder and finfish reduction but the quantitative findings are lacking. 

 The weakest element in the report and the hardest area to evaluate involved the 
questions of whether analytical techniques were appropriately used, and whether the 
experimental methodology was statistically sound and supportive of the conclusions 
drawn.  Methods are not well described particularly as it relates to effective sample size 
and degrees of freedom, tows or DAS. There is no reference to power analysis of the 
Phase I results to guide the Phase II design. No standard errors are presented in tables 
and the LA scallop size graph is missing the SE mean. Was a KS test used on the scallop 
size comparisons? Tables have no standard errors and there is no statement at all in the 
LA text on statistical properties. 

 No data appendix or accompanying file was included with the final report as required. 
 

Reviewer 3: 

 The final report on the low profile dredge overall did follow the proposed experimental 
design. 

 One serious exception to this was LAGC method of comparison wherein the 
comparative tows were from day to day rather than on the same day.  This could have 
contributed to inconsistency in the catch and bycatch. 

 The tables, graphs, and photographic inclusions were clear and complimentary. 

 The discussion was good in that parameters and possible causes and effects were well 
noted and aptly covered.   

 Concerns: 
o Gear modifications:    Although I may understand the rational to change the 

dredge LPD characteristics, the modifications made reduced the power of the 
experiment.  Those changes noted in the final report are the changes made in 
bag skirt, the sweep, and the addition of the forward tickler chain. 

o ROV operations appeared more focused on density analyses, than behavior 
observations or escape from the dredge. The latter two were the expressed 
intentions mentioned in the proposal.  They were not prominent in the final 
report. 

o The sequential pictures of the yellowtail flounder were neat - but they were out 
of order.  Were there other observations on yellowtail flounder that show that 
this is a typical behavior or to what degree this is usual?  Are there other 



observations in the underwater video that show other behavior (that relate to 
the proposal objectives)? 

o The attempt to compare densities and to "legitimize" the use of an ROV to do so, 
is somewhat of a stretch because the techniques that were used were spatially 
and temporally different.  Was this a filler?  Is this a step to further potential 
research for the application of the ROV? 

o I was disappointed that total ROV time averaged slightly more than one hour 
per day!  If the objectives stated in the proposal were to be met, the required 
underwater observational time should have been 2-5 hours per day.  

  The results gave trends and did attempt to answer the hypotheses of the proposal.  The 
lack of targeted species was a major foil to the effort.  Analytical methodology used was 
sound. 

  
 Reviewer 4: 
 

  The LAGC study was conducted with one vessel, towing the same dredge for one to two 

days, alternating for the same period, and was conducted over the identical grounds. 

After one to two days it is possible the targeted species and bycatch were depleted. It 

raises the question of whether the results are insignificant due to high variability. 

 The LA vessels deviated from the research proposal’s design and methodology, as well. 

 Different bags and sweep configuration were used on the dredges.  For example, using 

different scope ratios of 3:1 & 4:1 (depth to length of wire) for main wire, and adding a 

forward tickler chain to the dredge.  These modifications were not defined in the 

accepted proposal, and point to a proof of concept approach being carried out. Thus, it 

raises the question of whether or not the experimental research is statistically valid. 

 There is a presumed error in Table 3, which states that the control dredge average catch 

was 2.54 bushels of scallops compared to the CFLP dredge average catch of 3.13 

bushels, stated as a -19.01% reduction.  However, as described it is a +19.01 increase. 

 The ROV work conducted over 2 days only spent a little over 3 hours on the sea floor.  

This essentially focused on little skate, and was used to consider if this is a tool to 

estimate density in absolute abundance, something of little benefit to this research 

design.  For 2 days at sea, I’m curious why the vessel didn’t seek other grounds in order 

to meet the objective of observing winter flounder behavior.  I would have preferred to 

have seen the camera used to observe winter flounder and other demersals’ behavior in 

front of the towed dredges.   

 The results of the experiment did establish trends in terms of reducing the by catch of 

winter flounder and demersals with the LPD.   

 There are some positive results from towing a LPD including: 1) the retention of larger 

scallops initiating a higher value for “U 10’s” and the “10 – 20’s” (meats / pound);  2) 

considerable less by catch, producing a pile of clean scallops making it easier for the 

crews to sort the catch, minimizing the fatigue factor; and 3) the ease of maneuvering 



the LPD on deck and into the water when setting and the economic efficiency.  The LPD 

can be towed at the same speed with less RPM’s, thus, lowering fuel cost.   

 Overall, due to several deviations from the proposal design, this report lacks definitive 

quantitative results. 

 
  
 
  
 


