
 

Project Title: “Pioneer Array Workshops – Exploration of Issues and Concerns Connected with 

the Planned OOI Pioneer Array Project”  

Workshop #4 – Dec. 14, 2011, 10:30 AM – 3:30 PM, Meeting Room above Superior Trawl,  

55 State Street, Narragansett, RI (Pt. Judith)  

Draft Summary 
 

Opening Remarks -P. Parker reviewed planned agenda and handouts (Meeting Summary for Workshop 
#3, Recommendations- Draft List 12-9-11, P.A. Liability Strawman 12-2011-3-1-1, 2011-12-12 NSF OOI 
Liability Memo_PATON Regulations and 2011-12-13 NSF OOI Liability Memo)-attached     
 
List of participants in attendance: 

 Al Plueddemann, Senior  Scientist, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution  

 Norbert Stamps,  commercial fisherman, fished in the area since 1980 

 David Spencer, offshore commercial lobsterman, Spencer Fish & Lobster, Inc. 

 Fred Mattera, offshore commercial trawler, based in Pt. Judith 

 Donald Fox, commercial fisherman, owns three boats, based in Pt. Judith 

 Bonnie Spinazzola, Executive Director, Atlantic Offshore Lobstermen’s Association 

 Kevin MacGuire, commercial fishermen and restaurant owner, based in eastern Long Island  

 Glen Gawarkiewicz, Senior Scientist, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 
 
CFRF Staff: 

 Peg Parker, Executive Director, CFRF 

 Jane Dickinson, Administrative Assistant, CFRF 
 

Sitting in on the meeting on behalf of other staff following this project for Congressional delegations in 
New England and New York: 

 Anna-Marie Laura, Legislative Assistant, U.S. Senator Sheldon Whitehouse [Contact information: 
Phone: (202) 224-2921; e-mail: AnnaMarie_Laura@whitehouse.senate.gov] 

 
Planning for what should happen when something goes wrong 
   
-Fishing industry – what they would like to see happen – process/system 
 
Major Points Made: 
 
Industry representatives are encouraged by the constructive dialogue moving in the direction of 
reducing potential interactions, but the fact remains that this is a highly productive area (335 boats, 

mailto:AnnaMarie_Laura@whitehouse.senate.gov


approx. 1200 individuals throughout the course of a year) and at some point something is going to go 
wrong.  
 
The main concern is safety for those on vessels followed by minimizing damage to the science 
equipment and fishing gear. The fishing industry representatives presented a strawman document 
containing the facts about why this area is considered prime fishing grounds, provided examples of 
potential interactions, safety concerns contributing to major injury or loss of life and a recommendation 
to form a committee to further discuss fishing vessel and scientific equipment interactions, gear 
conflicts, safety hazards, liability concerns, and options for establishing a gear compensation fund for 
fishermen, along with a review panel, consisting  of fishing industry members and scientists, to review 
cases of negative interactions.  Fishing industry representatives stated that this type of approach, 
instead of a sole reliance on legal processes, would be more beneficial to all parties. 
 
Some examples of potential interactions include: 

 Science equipment captured by fishing net 

 Science equipment entangled by fishing gear (mobile gear runs the biggest risks) 

 Fishing vessel collision with a buoy due to low visibility 

 Gliders or AUVs colliding with vessels  

 Possible interactions of science equipment with fishing vessel outriggers- needs to be discussed 
further 

 Fishing vessel damage due to collision or interaction with science equipment 

 Safety concerns- capsizing of a vessel if it snags the equipment 

 Excessive Flooding – while trying to haul back after entanglement (Many vessels have 2000-2500 
ft of gear they would need to avoid interacting with the equipment)  
 

It would be in everyone’s best interest to have an established set of procedures to follow in these 
situations. Workshop participants would like to put a committee together to address these concerns. 
Examples of models in place were referenced from the West Coast (i.e. OFCC-Oregon Fishermen’s Cable 
Committee), although it was noted that the West Coast offshore dynamics are quite different than the 
offshore composition of the New England Coast.  
 
Fishing representatives indicated that a waiver system could be established so that the industry has a 
responsibility as well.  This would involve establishing a protocol connected with the issuance of 
permits. A “sacrificial gear fund” has been developed in some situations. Permit holders call cable 
companies in real time when they know their gear is coming into contact with the telecommunications 
company cable, and the latitude/longitude coordinates are given. The company gives instructions to 
vessel as to whether or not to cut gear and in some circumstances replacement gear is available once 
that vessel returns to the dock. 

 
Questions raised: 
What is the protocol for what should be done if a glider is caught-what do they do with it, who do they 
call? 

 
-Scientists - What is your role when something goes wrong? 
 
Scientists reviewed the strawman and indicated that this was well stated. This is the right approach they 
want to advocate for and with the fishing community to make sure they have interaction and safety 



protocols in place. They share 100% the same concerns. Scientists agree with the recommendation to 
form a committee to work on these concerns further.  They would be willing to be a part of that 
committee but participation should expand beyond the participants in this workshop series.  People 
with other expertise and responsibilities need to be brought into the discussion. 
 
The scientists up until now have not had an idea of the range of fishing activity in this area. One of their 
responsibilities, now having this information, is to convey it to the science community. Reference was 
made to the Science Operational Interface (i.e. the mechanism by which OOI deployment schemes and 
sampling protocols are determined), which considers where the scientific equipment goes and where 
recommendations on scientific operations are made. There is agreement that there needs to be multiple 
inputs to this process. Scientists are in favor of soliciting ongoing fishing industry input to planned 
Pioneer Array science operations, much like what has been accomplished at these workshops. For 
deployment schemes and sampling protocols decided outside of OOI (e.g. science community proposals 
to NSF) it may be possible to have representative(s) of the fishing industry involved at the “feasibility 
assessment” stage. It would also be advantageous to find a mechanism to inform the fishing industry of 
planned science operations based on funded proposals.  Fishermen and scientists were in favor of 
regular (e.g. quarterly) meetings on how to operate better to be more compatible with the fishing 
activity in the Pioneer region. Keeping the momentum up from these workshops is critically important. 
There is a high degree of interest in how this is going to affect fishing.  
   
The fishing industry representatives indicated the gear compensation fund, as well as a review 
committee to validate claims, could be looked upon as precedent-setting on the east coast for future 
projects involving marine spatial areas.  
 
Fishing industry representatives provided a potential method of communication in the event that an 
AUV or glider is captured in their nets and brought on board.  There will be days when the satellite 
phone will work, some days it won’t. Most vessels are equipped with boat tracks or satellite 
communication links where emails can be sent for a quick response, within minutes of capturing the 
equipment. Important –notification labeling for protocol if equipment is captured should be included on 
Gliders and AUVs. 
 
Regarding the capture of mobile science equipment, scientists pointed to 2 possible scenarios: 
 
1) If no communication can be established- Provide a pre-planned and broadly distributed protocol: for 
example a picture of the glider, instructions on how to take wings off, recommendation to take 
equipment back to dock when normal fishing operations are complete, call a number and scientists will 
meet vessel at the dock to retrieve equipment. 
2) If 2-way communication can be established- fisherman can be walked through the steps for how to 
safely handle the equipment. 
 
Fishing industry representatives informed scientists that in many cases, when fishermen tow up some 
sort of equipment, they contact the Coast Guard.  
 
Recommendations that were discussed included: 

 Outreach is important- provide a laminated brochure to be kept on board the vessel identifying 
equipment and explaining steps on how to deal with it.   



 Team of scientists try to get a booth at the Fish Expo in New Bedford or get on the agenda to 
give a presentation and/or give visuals to the fishing organizations who will already have booths 
at the event. 

 Issue a notice to all permit holders (obtaining addresses from NMFS) to convey information.  

 Utilizing the VHS weather channel would be the best method to broadcast information to those 
fishing in this area. 

 
Another situation was presented by a fishing industry representative, where equipment could be 
dragged on board and it is not realized until it bangs into the net reel, possibly causing some damage to 
the vessel’s fishing nets or other equipment. Some sort of reward, as stated in the List of 
Recommendations, might be a good idea. Scientists agreed in principle, but were skeptical that such a 
reward system could be established. 
 
Additional examples were given of possible interactions: 

 Entanglement of Gliders and/or AUVs with the vertical lines of lobster sets and long lines;  

 Collision of AUVs, with fishing vessels; 

 Injury risk and net damage from unprotected propellers of AUVs pulled on deck 

 Research vessels retrieving, maintaining and deploying equipment from time to time as another 
level of potential conflict with fishing vessels.  
 

Workshop participants discussed a possible scope of work for a committee established to address 
interaction situations and liability concerns.  Elements included: 

o Development of comprehensive list of negative Interactions 
o Gear Conflicts (Procedural guidance)and Safety Concerns 
o Establishment of communication mechanisms 
o Establishment of “Rules of the Road” for activities in study area -governance 

and guidance(e.g. permit process West Coast) 
o Compensation options 
o How to resolve conflicts outside the court system- informal dispute settlement 

process  
o Legislative options 
o Moving forward to develop a method to resolve such conflicts as it would be 

“irresponsible” not to fully address gear interactions and liability issues 
 
Workshop participants reviewed example of easement developed in Oregon (governs interactions 
between fishing vessels and underwater cable). (2008; 39538-EA document attached). 
  
 
Workshop participants also reviewed memo issued to P. Parker from A.M. Laura summarizing notes on 
liability issues. 
(2011-12-13 NSF OOI Liability Memo- attached) 
 
 
A.M. Laura’s summary of memo:  

 Regarding labeling on the scientific equipment- the USCG is going to have many requirements 
for how the equipment is to be labeled – referring to patent regulations- very specific about 
lettering, types of lighting, light levels, etc.  



 Regarding liability- when there are gear interactions and interactions with a private aid to 
navigation, USCG regulations will then need to be followed. NSF is going to treat liability issues 
as traditional maritime law issues. If there are gear interactions, if one party has damages, they 
can choose to take the other party to court. That is how they are intending on handling liability 
issues. If one went to court and the private aid to navigation was not properly working and that 
is why the interaction occurred and there was damage then the entity responsible for the 
private aid to navigation would more likely be found liable.  If it is negligence on the side of the 
fishing vessel and everything was working properly on the private aid to navigation, this party 
would more likely be liable. 
 

The other possibility that exists is an internal dispute process where two parties reach an agreement on 
liability in situations, sounding very similar to the model referred to with the State of Oregon and the 
ACS Cable Systems company. 
  
A major question to be answered is who owns the science equipment being deployed?  That party 
would be the entity to enter into an agreement on liability. - If WHOI is responsible for the operation 
and maintenance of these buoys, they could be sued. If it’s COL that is being sued, they can enter into 
this agreement. In terms of fishing vessels, an umbrella organization might need to be formed to enter 
into this type of agreement.  
A question was raised by a fishing industry representative - What entity’s  name is on the permit for the 
buoys? 
 
Response: 
WHOI is applying for permit with the Coast Guard and would be responsible for maintaining the private 
aids to navigation. That does not necessarily mean that WHOI owns the buoys.  
 
Other points made: 
 

 Moorings hopping is another situation when discussing who is liable. 
 

 Recommendations can be made upfront for an informal dispute process/some sort of 
agreement assessing liability and who is involved in the agreement  

 

 Questions that remain: 
 1) Who is the owner of the buoys? 
 2) What’s the entity that represents the fishing community who would enter into an 
 agreement? 
 

 The Marine Affairs Institute at Roger Williams University could be available to help to identify 
the scope of possibilities that a dispute process could cover. This needs to be explored. 

 
Final conclusion: 
-Safety concerns/potential gear conflicts have been raised and it is “irresponsible” to proceed without 
trying to establish a mechanism to handle negative interactions in a reasonable manner outside of court 
and to avoid any displacement of fishing activity.  
 
             
Review of work up to this point and continued discussion 



   
-List of recommendations that have surfaced so far (a draft List of Recommendations was presented to 
the Workshop Participants-attached) - Each of the recommendations is accompanied by the reasoning 
the group is making these recommendations. It will be a critical part of the summary report. P. Parker 
asked workshop participants to review carefully and submit edits.  
 
Outstanding points needing clarification/resolution 
 
Moorings: 
-Placement of Guard Buoys 
 
Use of guard buoys was not recommended by the fishing industry representatives participating in the 
workshops.  Their reasoning was that guard buoys will still be difficult to see in some sea conditions in 
this area and they do not want to rely on them.  They also voiced concern about too many objects being 
placed in this area that they need to avoid.  
 
-Rules for navigation around moorings- This is considered a voluntary non enforceable advisory region. 
 
-Use of the term “buffer zone” around moorings 
 
In creating a “buffer zone” the scientist’s had a goal to answer the question “How close can I get [to a 
mooring] and not be in trouble?” They wanted to find a region that was not too big and not too small. 
Their advice would be, in order to be a sufficient distance away from the scientific gear, it would be wise 
to stay out of that designated area (the “buffer zone”). Is this enforceable? No. Will it be enforced by the 
USCG? The scientist’s understanding is no. Is it a legal boundary? The scientist’s understanding is no. No 
rights were granted to this area. It is advised and recommended to stay away from this area. 
 
It was pointed out that the idea of this “Buffer zone” would create 7 1-mile diameter circles within the 
study area to stay out of.  The fishing industry representatives expressed a need to identify the site 
center.   
Note: The group noted that there is a need for a continued discussion on the subject of “buffer zones” 
around mooring site centers, and what the expected rules will be for fishing vessels operating in this 
study area.  It is anticipated that the continued discussion on liability concerns will address this subject. 
 
A note was made that the main convergence is at 82 fathom on the steamer (1 buoy will appear at this 
site), 73 fathom on another hang (2 buoys will be at this site- straddling that site center), and 68 fathom 
(one buoy). It will be very important to know the coordinates of the location of the equipment within 
this area. 
 
A recommendation was made: 
Fishermen requested that, the exact locations (coordinates) of all mooring site centers and radius of the 
buffer zones circle surrounding each center, and individual moorings within a mooring site be 
communicated to all fishermen using the study area. It was recognized and reiterated that the moorings 
have a “watch circle” so that the buoys will not be found exactly above the anchor location. Scientists 
agreed that estimated watch circles could be provided as well as anchor locations. 
 
 The reasoning behind this recommendation was the following: 



-Fishermen will program these coordinates into their own navigational programs on their fishing 
vessels and will use this information to direct their vessels away from mooring sites.  Most fishing 
vessels use onboard computers to navigate, and some rely on port plotters to give them 
navigational information via a CD they can upload into their onboard computers.  Conveying 
information about the Pioneer Array project than can be incorporated into these navigational 
systems is the most direct way to avoid accidents.  The information will be readily available and used 
by whoever is driving the vessel (captain or crew member). 

 
- What happens when moorings change position and what will be the ongoing communication of these 
changes? 
Scientists will always place moorings within the 1 mile diameter centered on the site center, and will 
ensure that this includes the “watch” or “scoping” area around each individual mooring. Site centers will 
remain constant over the course of the project, thus the “buffer zone” for each mooring or set of 
moorings will remain constant.  Individual mooring locations may change.  Ongoing communication 
about any changes in coordinates will ensure that the fishing industry always has a complete set of 
coordinates to guide their own navigational operations. 
 
The scientists then provided the following distances from site center to site center in nautical miles: 
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Once the fishermen know the site center coordinates, they can draw their own circles and know what 
kind of buffer their vessel and gear needs to avoid interactions. 
 
If the buoys are off position or change position it is the responsibility of the scientists to provide the 
bearings and distance from chartered landmarks or the latitude and longitude as determined by GPS, 
and will have to include certain information and attach a section of chart or sketch showing the 
proposed position as is written in the Application Procedure section of the Private Aids to Navigation. 
 
If a mooring is not at the location WHOI has given, it is their obligation to communicate that the 
equipment has moved via notice to mariners and/or other means of communication and it is WHOI’s job 
to get the equipment back on site. 
 
 
Mobile science equipment: 
- More details are needed on planned operations/mission schedules (This is an area for further work) 
 
- The scientists notified the group that there is going to be a sampling workshop this summer (2012) 
talking about what type of missions these mobile platforms will do. The scientists attending these 
workshops can bring fishing industry concerns to that discussion, and with the assumption that a 
science/fishing committee of some type is formed moving forward, someone who attends the mobile 
platform sampling workshop could inform such a committee of the final disposition of the details of the 
missions.  
 
- There is a commitment from the science team to make specific recommendations to the engineering 
team about entanglement reduction ideas. Some ideas have already been incorporated into the design 
of the mobile equipment. Those recommendations will be made for protection of any protruding objects 
on the gliders and AUVs as well as a propeller shroud on the AUV. As previously stated, the mission track 
lines are not yet known, however many will likely be repeat lines and thus predictable. There will be 
some non-repeating lines, and times when the repeat mission track lines will be changed and that will 
have to be communicated.  
 
- It was noted by the scientists that there are definite desires to get as close as 6ft to the bottom and to 
get within 6-10ft from the surface. They are aware of the recommendation from the fishing industry 
representatives to stay 30 ft from the bottom and 30 ft from the surface.  This would jeopardize science 
objectives. This could pose an entanglement issue especially for gillnetters. 
 
 A possible way to push the limits and still minimize potential gear interactions would be to consider the 
types of activities happening at a certain time of year and adjust science missions to minimize the 
likelihood of interaction with fishing gear.  
 
Ongoing Communication: 

The following recommendation was proposed and agreed upon: 
 
Both scientists and fishermen recommended that an ongoing means of communication between 
members of the fishing industry and Pioneer Array scientists be established for the duration of the 
project.  This would follow the model of this workshop series. 
 

WFP (Single) 



Reasons: 

 Scientists and fishermen still have areas they need to work on together, and anticipate that 
other subject areas will arise over the course of the project. 

 This type of communication would be an avenue to continue to address concerns that may 
come up over the course of the project, share observations about the study area, and serve as a 
means for scientists to seek input and advice from fishermen regarding project decisions. 

 The type of small group communication exhibited within these workshops has proven to be a 
valuable means of communicating, and has fostered a working relationship participants would 
like to maintain.      

 Ideas were put forth regarding efforts to reach out to the sports fishing community to inform 
them of this project. 

 
Summary of areas needing further work: 
 

 Guidelines for fishing vessels operating in the study area 

 Establishment of a means for ongoing communication 

 Development of detailed schedules/missions for the AUVs and Gliders 

 Modification options for AUVs and Gliders to avoid entanglements 

 Establishment of a committee to work on procedures for interactions and liability 
concerns 

 Science Connections – Pioneer Array Project data and fisheries science 

 Appropriate navigational aids 
 
Connection of Pioneer Array science with fisheries science 
 
Workshop participants initiated a discussion on how the data collected from the Pioneer Array Project 
could be interfaced with fisheries science.  Group began by reviewing what information Pioneer Array 
scientists will be collecting and the types of topics fisheries science is focused on. 
 
Summary of types of data to be collected by the Pioneer Array Project: 
 
Surface Conditions 

 Wind speed and direction 

 Air temperature and humidity 

 Precipitation rate 

 Solar radiation 

 Surface wave height, period, and direction 
 
Water column properties 

 Temperature 

 Salinity 

 Pressure 

 Dissolved oxygen 

 pH 

 Currents 

 Optical properties (chlorophyll, organic matter) 



 Nutrients  (specifically nitrate) 

 Zooplankton abundance (at some sites, based on acoustic backscatter) 
 
Scientists want to study the energy flow dynamics and nutrient regeneration (upwellings) in the 

Continental Shelf/Continental Slope area, and relate these processes to productivity. 

What do fishermen/fisheries scientists/managers want to know? 

 Fish abundance (improved stock assessments) 

 Spatial/temporal distribution 

 Species composition 

 Migration patterns (seasonal) - Fishing Industry Representatives gave examples of squid and 
lobster migration patterns and what research could do for stock assessments  

 Food Chain Dynamics 

 Natural History Characteristics (Key Species) 
o Growth rates 
o Reproduction 
o Size distribution 
o Essential Habitat Needs 
o Gender Ratios 

 Environmental Influences- Link small scale changes to larger scale potential climate time scale 
changes 

o Temperature Changes 
o pH 
o Pollutants 

 Nutrient regeneration at the shelf break-relate the physical scales from the upwelling to the 
spatial distribution of the phytoplankton species. There are shelf species and slope species and 
there may even be different species in the front itself.  

 Disease 
  
Fisheries science focused on the following areas: 

 Improved stock assessments (More refinement on stock delineations) 

 Biological reference points 

 Environmental factors 

 Ecosystem management 

 Key habitat areas 
 
Major discussion points: 
 
-The scientists noted that in addition to the importance of their studying of the environmental 
influences and the nutrient regeneration, they see opportunities to work with fishermen and feel that 
their expertise of the day to day and long term changes offshore would be invaluable. These 
opportunities can be communicated to other scientists.  
 
- The scientists mentioned the Coastal Ocean Institute in Woods Hole as a possible venue to hold an 
informational meeting to learn from fishermen and to learn about what kind of specific inputs could be 
useful. 
 



- P. Parker mentioned that within the next few months the CFRF would be prepared to host a work 
session bringing together fisheries scientists, managers, and industry leaders with Pioneer Array 
scientists to discuss this subject further.  
 
Workshop participants agreed this subject should be discussed further. 
 
Summary of where group is 
 
- The List of Recommendations will be updated based on this workshop’s discussion and workshop 
participants are asked to look over and offer their input.  
 
-A Summary report of the workshop proceedings will be issued by the CFRF staff in early January.  This 
document will remain internal until the members of the workshop series have had a chance to review 
and edit. 
- Once the summary report is finalized, it will be presented by CFRF staff to the Consortium for Ocean 
Leadership and posted on the CFRF website. 
 
A question was raised about the array deployment schedule. 
The designs for each component are complete and those designs were built into the test moorings. 
There are already some issues. There will have to be a redesign phase. There are 2 competing schedule 
strategies- the original schedule with timelines in various published documents which has the Pioneer 
Array deployment in late 2013. There is another scenario that delays this by 6-8 months putting the 
Array in sometime in 2014. The purchase of the Gliders is on schedule. A portion (e.g. two) of the 6 
Gliders are to be deployed in the summer of 2012. The workshop declaring the mission schedule for the 
Gliders will consequently occur prior to the deployment in the summer of 2012. 
 
Overall conclusions about group’s work 
 
The workshop concluded with an around the table discussion about each participants expectations and 
reflections of this process. 
 
Major comments included: 

 The scientific team and their level of enthusiasm has been excellent. 

  The dedication of this group has helped to resolve some of the potential issues and has led to 
steps to resolve these issues.  

 While many are pleased with the progress, the topic of liability issues are yet to be resolved. 

  The opportunities that could be on the horizon to improve fisheries research (i.e. stock 
assessment) would be a positive step in the right direction.  

 The cooperative effort on both the fishing industry side and the scientific side has been of 
tremendous value and has allowed for progress to be made. 

 
 
Meeting Adjourned at 3:30pm 

 


