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Workshop 1 - European Union Landing Obligation  
 

Leaders: Lisa Borges and Jørgen Dalskov 

 

Introduction 
The European Union introduced a landing obligation for all EU fishing vessels from the 1st 
January 2015, to be implemented progressively by species and fisheries until 2019. As 
fisheries’ activities change to this new management regime where discarding is prohibited, 
the main question of the workshop was: how have at-sea monitoring programs adapted or 
changed because of it?  
 
The workshop objectives were to shared experiences among countries and regions where 
similar policies have been implemented, identifying common challenges and issue while at 
the same time identifying best practices and providing recommendations. The specific 
workshop goals were to: 

• Build a shared understanding of the current state of EU observers programmes 
• Discuss using cases to identify successes and challenges of the LO in observers 

programmes  
• Gain a better understanding of the issues observers programmes face under a 

discard ban policy 
• Expand networks among participants 

 
The workshop focused on the impact of discard bans (also known as full catch retention 
policies), on at-sea monitoring programmes, in four different themes, with two questions 
each, as follow:  
 
Theme 1 - the issue of observing for science but being seen as observing for compliance;  
 Question 1.1 – are observers/EM seen by fishers as compliance in a discard ban? 
 Question 1.2 – what are the issues of scientific monitoring vs compliance 
monitoring?  
 Solution – What are the solutions? 
 
Theme 2 - the lack of, and/or bias of, the data collected;  
 Question 2.1 – what is the effect of a discard ban on data collected on board? 
 Question 2.2 – do fishers change behaviour when observer/EM on board? 
 Solution – how can these effects on data be minimised? 
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Theme 3 - the quality of catch and landing statistics;  
 Question 3.1 – has a discard ban affected other sampling programmes? 
 Question 3.2 – is data from at-sea monitoring used for catch data quality control? 
 Solution – can a checklist be developed? 
 
Theme 4 - the reliability and accuracy of scientific advice.  

Question 4.1 – what is the effect of a discard ban on the uncertainty of stock 
assessments? 
Question 4.2 – what is the effect of a discard ban on scientific advice and on how it is 
presented? 

 Solution – What are the solutions? 
 
Results and Discussion 
The workshop had 52 participants from all areas of fisheries science, management and 
compliance, from observers and observer program managers, EM providers and users, to 
fisheries managers, fishers, control officers and NGOs. Participants were divided in four 
concurrent sub-groups where each theme and respective questions were discussed for 
approximately one hour. After two themes, a brief presentation on the two most important 
points discussed was presented by the chair or rapporteur of each of the following sub-
groups: 
 

• Group GREEN - Chair - Marie Storr-Paulsen; Rapporteur - Teresa Athayde 
• Group YELLOW - Chair - Lee Benaka; Rapporteur - Helen McCormick 
• Group BLUE - Chair - Helen McLachlan; Rapporteur - Rodrigo Vega/Helena Delgado-

Nordmann 
• Group ORANGE - Chair - Jose Rodriguez Gutierrez; Rapporteur - Vanessa Tuttle 

 
Theme 1 - the issue of observing for science but being seen as observing for compliance 

Question 1.1 – are observers/EM seen by fishers as compliance in a discard ban? 
Question 1.2 – what are the issues of scientific monitoring vs compliance monitoring?  

 
The groups agreed that observers/EM are indeed seen by fishers as compliance in a discard 
ban. It was discussed that historically there was very little fisheries control in Europe, and 
over the last 20 years fisheries are evolving into a new era with much higher levels of 
control, with logbooks, VMS, electronic reporting, EM. The introduction of the LO is a new 
challenge, and is essentially adding another layer of control. 
 
In the EU waters there are mainly scientific at-sea monitoring programs that do not impose 
observer deployments to vessels by fear of collecting biased data.  Yet, there is a mandate in 
fisheries legislation that could oblige vessels to take observers. The groups noted that some 
fisheries have and will continue to refuse to carry scientific observers on board, but were 
unsure if this was an indication of non-compliance within those fisheries. It was also noted 
that in worst cases, observers may be viewed as spies for other boats. In the EU, fishers 
responses to observers request to go on board are now being logged in order to be able to 
calculate refusal rates that can be used as a data quality indicator. Preliminary data show 
that some refusals are due to the LO, but these results can also be confounded by other 
historic issues such as quota management, closed areas, mistrust of scientists and miss-use 
of data. Lack of space for observers on smaller vessels can be a physical obstacle, while the 
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cost of carrying an observer can be substantial for a small boat. However, observer 
associated costs can be covered by a tax on landings, as it is the case in the US and Norway.   
 
There are many examples throughout the world of fisheries operating under discard bans: 
from Argentina where observers have access to high seas vessel but not small artisanal 
vessels, to the US where some fisheries have 100% observer coverage, to Norway where 
there is no observers programme while enforcement is done by coast guard boarding’s and 
fines. 
 
It was also agreed that scientific monitoring is done for a purpose, e.g. stock assessment and 
monitoring fishing activity, whereas compliance monitoring is done for control, to build up 
evidence. However, there are areas of scientific monitoring that could be used for 
compliance. EM could be used as a method of verifying scientific monitoring programmes, 
but at the same time verify that the vessel is doing what it is supposed to be doing. EM can 
therefore be used for science and for compliance purposes, as its role is to observe. Finally 
the groups agreed that fishers are probably more willing to work with scientific observers 
than control observers. 
 
Solution – What are the solutions? 
All groups agreed that improving communication is needed, that scientific programmes 
should feedback to skippers on positive aspects but also where the problems are and 
possible alternatives. Some groups identified more monitoring, control and fines as another 
solution, while others mentioned policy support to deal with refusal rates. 
 
Theme 2 - the lack of, and/or bias of, the data collected;  
 Question 2.1 – what is the effect of a discard ban on data collected on board? 
 Question 2.2 – do fishers change behaviour when observer/EM on board? 
 
The effect of a discard ban on data collected at sea depends on the fishery. For example, 
data has improved in the Dutch pelagic fishery since the LO come into force, and has led to a 
change in the fishing behaviour: when catching an unwanted species composition skippers 
will move fishing grounds. However, with the LO there is a more complicated procedure for 
sampling catch, as before catch was divided between landings and discards, while now there 
is the portion of catch below minimum size (BMS), and vessels may treat this portion of the 
catch differently. There is also the added difficulty of dealing with legal discards and discards 
under LO exemptions. 
 
As the date for full LO implementation approaches (January 2019) the challenge to collect 
discard data will increase and refusal rates to carry observers on board are likely to increase. 
The risk of non-representative data will probably also increase as the vessels that will bring 
out observers are those with a higher level of compliance. This may also have a negative 
effect on other countries, such as Norway, that rely on similar EU fisheries for their discards 
estimates as they do not sample discards. 
 
All groups agreed that generally fishers do change behaviour when observer/EM is on 
board, but this difference in behaviour can be positive or negative. Fishers can change their 
typical fishing behaviour by, for example, moving or avoiding fishing grounds to reduce 
discards, and this may cause bias in the data. Nevertheless, some groups noted that there 
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are more significant changes in fishers behaviour with observers on board than with 
cameras.  
 
Solution – how can these effects on data be minimised? 
Some groups referred that certified fisheries (MSC certified) have caused considerable 
changes in fishing methods and practices and in the mindset of fishers, and thus that 
environmental certification could be a way forward providing benefits for all stakeholders. 
But there is still a need to drive a more civic based fishing society for good practices and 
good communication. The potential for self-sampling as a method for gaining data from 
non-observed vessels was also highlighted. Others mentioned time series data analysis to 
look for shifts pre and post LO as a solution, as well as regular bias assessment of observed 
versus unobserved trips. The need for more control and increase observers coverage was 
also identified by all discussion groups. And finally, implementation of fully documented 
fisheries (EM) would improve the possibilities for minimising bias in data, while the use of at-
sea monitoring data for different purposes and users (scientific, control, fishers, NGOs) could 
lower its costs.  
 
Theme 3 - the quality of catch and landing statistics;  
Question 3.1 – has a discard ban affected other sampling programmes? 
Question 3.2 – is data from at-sea monitoring used for catch data quality control? 
  
In some countries, such as Sweden, Ireland and Norway, there was a decrease in port 
sampling (also known as dockside monitoring) due to denied access, but this negative 
impact on access to the landed fraction of the catch is not a new issue, and other reasons 
including misuse of data, mistrust of stock assessments and quota issues were also 
mentioned. Refusals to sampling are also extending to processing plants and auction halls 
and to other sampling programmes (ex. seabirds). Furthermore, for Protected, Endangered 
or Threatened (PET) species sampling, lack of access to vessels means a decrease in fleets 
coverage, and they may even reach 100% refusals in some fisheries. In Chile, bias between 
observed and industry self-sampling has been observed. Finally, it was discussed that 
observer’s jobs will be affected when the LO is implemented particularly in dockside 
sampling, as the non-marketable catch brought back will have to be sampled, and this could 
be a new and difficult challenge to overcome. 
 
Several countries such as Sweden, Spain, Chile and Canada use data from at-sea monitoring 
for catch data quality control, from logbooks to reference fleets. However, some groups 
discussed that if levels of sampling from at-sea monitoring programmes are very low, as it is 
in the case of most EU fleets (1%), then any meaningful data comparison is not possible. But 
if coverage was increased or supplemented with EM, data from at-sea monitoring could be 
used for catch data quality control. In Canada, 100% at-sea monitoring coverage has been 
viewed very positively by the industry, as it allows fishers to fish the way they wanted, and 
not being forced to fish in the limit of legality by peer pressure. The challenge identified is 
how to implement EM in the context of the EU, with high number of vessels producing high 
volumes of data. In Denmark, for example university students are paid to look at discard 
data and video footage, while in Argentina video analysis is a part of the career 
development of on board observers. Nevertheless, the possible bias in the data was 
identified as a more important issue, so correcting or minimising the bias should be a 
priority. Finally, the groups agreed that the “last haul” data from fisheries control 
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authorities could provide additional data, noting that the LO is not being fully controlled and 
not all MS have yet to implemented the LO. 
 
Solution – can a checklist be developed? 
A higher quality of catch and landing statistics could be achieved by increasing, at EU level, 
coverage of at-sea monitoring programmes to attain a representative coverage, namely by 
increasing observers coverage although some groups identified EM as a possible solution. 
More fishery independent surveys were also identified as a solution for biased fishery data 
but at a significant cost. Other groups suggested the use of quotas to incentivise compliance, 
by subtracting discards from quotas and providing additional quota to vessels that can prove 
they comply with discard restrictions. Monitoring and compare estimations from observers 
data with logbooks was also emphasized. The need for sharing scientific data with fishers 
was again identified, so that they are incentivized to participate in the process. And finally, 
data confidentiality is an issue that needs to be addressed, as to reassure vessels that raw 
data would not be shared or published. 
  
Theme 4 - the reliability and accuracy of scientific advice.  
Question 4.1 – what is the effect of a discard ban on the uncertainty of stock assessments? 
Question 4.2 – what is the effect of a discard ban on scientific advice and on how it is 
presented? 
 
The groups identified several possible ways how the LO may be increasing stock assessment 
uncertainty. By creating confusion with the new catch fraction sampled: BMS (Below 
Minimum Size) landings. Boats that are accepting observers are also probably complying 
with the fishing rules, which is creating bias in the data as the collected data does not reflect 
the fishery and therefore increases bias in stock assessments. Furthermore, until now the 
LO has had no real impact as it has not really been enforced, while countries have had quota 
uplift but are essentially still discarding.  There is also uncertainty around assessments of 
other species such as seabirds, and a group wondered what the implications may be, 
namely that the discard ban may lead to a decrease in certain seabird populations. On the 
other hand, some were of the opinion that the increased importance of improved discard 
mortality rates could lead to additional research and therefore less uncertainty in stock 
assessments.   
 
The groups agreed that the LO is creating confusion in scientific advice as it is causing 
scientific advice to become political when it should not be.  Scientific advice is now, to some 
extent, being entangled in control issues, but will improve once the discard ban is enforced.  
 
Solution – What are the solutions?   
Some groups suggest increased observer coverage as a solution, but also better 
documentation of catches. More research on survivability of discarded fish was also 
identified as a possible solution, even for species with already established high survival, as 
survival depends on fishing practices at the time of capture and discard. Stock assessments 
should include more information regarding the uncertainty of the models used. Other groups 
felt that a solution would be to create incentives to fish more efficiently, while others 
thought that the entire supply chain should operate under the conditionality’s of the LO, not 
just fishers. And finally, that proper monitoring and control is essential to enforce the LO, 



366 

and that the cost of the necessary increase in at-sea monitoring could be paid by quotas 
adjustments (top-ups) and by the European Maritime Fisheries Funds (EMFF). 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
A series of questions were posed to the participants in the beginning and end of the 
workshop to seek information on participants knowledge and if that changed trough the 
workshop, via immediate responses using the on an online Kahoot quiz. Because of Wi-Fi 
capability, however, most responses came from European delegates with free 4G access. 
The questions and responses were: 
 
What is your background? 
Scientist/observer  55% 
Manager/control   11% 
NGO    17% 
Industry    17% 
 
Should the scientific monitoring be used for?  Beginning %  End % 
Solely science       70  68 
Compliance      -  2 
Both       30  30 
 
Is the LO biasing observers data?               Beginning % End % 
Yes, fishers changed behaviour   44  44 
Yes, higher refusal rates    22  30 
No, nothing has changed yet    30  26 
No, there will be 100% compliance   2  - 
 
Is the LO diminishing data availability?      Beginning %  End % 
Yes, denied access to vessels    33  45 
Yes, denied access to ports    5  3 
Yes, logbook data deterioration    29  23 
No, more data is available    33  29 
 
Is the LO affecting scientific advice?           Beginning %  End % 
Yes, by increasing uncertainty   43  50 
Yes, by producing biased advice   32  31 
No, not on stock development   14  8 
No, impact is insignificant    11  11 
 
The general conclusions from the workshop were that: 
✓ Observers/Electronic Monitoring at-sea monitoring programmes are seen by fishers 

as compliance in a discard ban regime, and fishers generally change behaviour when 
an observer/EM is on board. 

✓ Improving communication between at-sea monitoring programmes actors is needed 
to increase trust, and in particular, scientific programmes should feedback to vessels 
sampled. 

✓ A discard ban can have a significant impact on all catch sampling programmes, while 
catch data quality can deteriorate. 
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✓ There is unwillingness by fishers to take scientific at-sea observer on board. 
✓ The EU Landing Obligation has not yet been implemented and, as such, its effect has 

been marginal. Nevertheless, some positive and negative effects on at-sea 
monitoring programmes were identified. 

✓ Solutions to possible negative effects of a discard ban on at-sea programmes ranged 
from: 

- increase sampling coverage 
- better communication between stakeholders  
- introducing other/new sampling technologies (ex. EM) 
- positive incentives, such as preferential quota location, to increase 

compliance 
- environmental certification 

✓ The use of at-sea monitoring data for different purposes and users (scientific, 
control, fishers, NGOs) could lower its costs 

✓ Landings taxes, quotas adjustments (top-ups) and the European Maritime Fisheries 
Funds (EMFF) could all be used to pay for the cost related to the necessary increase 
in at-sea programmes. 

 
In summary, increasing at-sea monitoring programmes at EU level, and observers coverage 
in particular, is key to maintain catch data quality and associated scientific advice. 
Associated to this, the implementation of Electronic Monitoring systems at EU level will 
allow effective implementation, and ultimately enhance the achievement of the objectives, 
of the Landing Obligation.  
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Workshop 2 - Electronic Monitoring  
 

Leaders: Howard McElderry, Brett Alger, Lisa Peterson, Courtney Paiva, Jennifer 
Mondragon and Gabriel Gomez 

Workshop Facilitator: Kate Wing 

 

Introduction 
Electronic Monitoring (EM) refers to an integrated array of sensors, usually including still or 
video imagery, deployed on fishing vessels for the purposes of providing independent, 
verifiable fisheries information.  There is growing interest to deploy EM technologies in 
commercial fisheries where its efficacy, operational feasibility, and cost effectiveness can be 
demonstrated.  There are few operational monitoring programs and EM is relatively new as 
practitioners are gaining experience with how best to implement EM for fisheries science 
and management.  Unlike human-based monitoring, EM has more technological and 
operational complexity, as well as stronger dependencies on various stakeholders.  
Moreover, technology is advancing rapidly and there are diverse views on what direction, 
and how quickly, EM will advance.   
 
EM technologies have been a consistent conference theme for IFOMC since 2004 but 
presented mostly as plenary sessions.  The organizers for this conference decided to include 
an EM workshop session in addition to the dedicated plenary session on operationalizing 
EM.  Indeed, EM was a frequent topic of discussion in many of the plenary sessions although 
the workshop was structured to facilitate more focused small group discussions, guided by 
challenge topics provided by workshop facilitators.  Attendance at the workshop involved 
about 140 conference delegates from 27 countries.  The workshop involved two discussion 
sessions held over a six-hour period. Each session included brief introduction to the topic, 
small group discussion, and summary remarks by delegates to the larger group.   Workshop 
objectives were: 
 

• Build a shared understanding of the current state of EM technology 
• Discuss use cases to identify successes and challenges of EM technology  
• Expand networks among participants 
• Help participants visualize use cases for EM in the fisheries they work with 
• Help participants gain a better understanding of the functional elements of an EM 

program 
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Session 1 - “EM Basics” 
The first session was aimed at exploring the specific capabilities of EM to solve current 
monitoring issues.  Delegates were seated in tables of nine, with each table mixed by area of 
expertise, geography, and type of fishery.  To facilitate discussions, there were three brief 
presentations:  
 

• Brett Alger (US) – Current State of EM Technology in US Programs 
• Dave Colpo (US) – West Coast/Alaska EM Programs-Successes and Failures 
• Jon Ruiz (Spain) –Successes and Failures with Tuna Fisheries 

 
Delegates were provided with four challenge questions to facilitate table discussion. A 
representative from each table then reported back to the broader workshop at the 
conclusion of Session 1.  The challenge questions and a summary of the small group 
discussion follows. 
 
Challenge Question 1. How do you see EM being used in your fisheries? 
The groups agreed EM could be a useful tool for getting estimates of fisheries catch, 
discards, protected species, fishing effort, and catch accounting, depending on the fishery. 
For example, EM could probably be used for catch accounting for fisheries where the catch 
is coming up one-by-one, but it would be more difficult for high volume fisheries. However, 
EM in those high-volume fisheries could probably be used for bycatch and discards. EM 
could also be used for other forms of compliance, such as making sure fishermen are doing 
what they said they would, that they are fishing in a legal location, and are accurately self-
reporting data. No matter which fishery EM was used for and for whatever purpose, it could 
also allow observers to have time to collect additional data or perform tasks that may be 
more complicated. It could also allow for additional data to be captured by the EM system, 
such as environmental data (e.g., meteorological, hydrography, hydro acoustic data, etc.).  A 
potentially beneficial use of EM for the fishermen themselves would be for marketing 
purposes, it could be a way to catch provenance, demonstrate sustainability and support 
product traceability. In general, the group agreed EM needs to be thought about step-by-
step, especially as the technology and costs change. 
 
Challenge Question 2. What type of management and science objectives do you have 
where you see EM being useful? 
What type of management science objectives do you have where you see EM being useful? 
The group could see EM being most useful for compliance requirements, checking 
discrepancies between data streams, and better traceability. EM could also be used for 
collecting new data streams, complementing observer data, and improving safety for both 
observers and for captains to see what their employees are doing. EM could also be used to 
expand monitoring coverage without having to physically add observers to the program. The 
group also discussed the need for the monitoring objectives to also address industry 
objectives for monitoring, such as those that improve safety and promote operational 
efficiencies.  These initiatives help to incentivize EM for the industry.  
 
Challenge Question 3. What questions do you have about how EM could or couldn’t work 
in your fisheries? 
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The most common questions were related to the data that EM collects. How do we use it? 
How do we review it? Can fishermen review data in real-time? The group also discussed 
how it would be interesting to see how observer attitudes change after EM implementation. 
The group also touched on more broad questions, such as, what is the relationship between 
the industry, the service providers, and the government? Or, where is the technology 
headed and how fast is it getting there? 
 
Challenge Question 4. What are the challenges? Are there possible improvements 
(efficiency, logistical, cost)? 
The discussion on challenges was the most expansive, but each table’s feedback tended to 
fall in one of five categories:  

1. Perceptions and incentives for EM was discussed the most;  
2. Fishermen privacy and security, and their perception that EM was a form of ‘big 

brother’, all challenge the participation of vessels in EM programs;  
3. The group agreed that a major trial to EM was that you were trying to manage 

people, not fish. A champion of the technology needs to be found who can build the 
trust needed for buy-in;  

4. Challenges related to costs was also common, such as determining who is and who 
should be paying for; and   

5. EM. Standards for EM was brought up frequently, including data management 
standards, privacy and security, how to deal with the constant changing of 
technology, and evaluating service providers.  

Other challenges focused on the technology itself and that there are differences between 
fisheries that make it harder to identify general benefits that apply to all fishermen. 
 
Session 2 - “Putting EM to Work” 
The second session was aimed at exploring some of the broader issues with EM, moving 
from the specific capabilities of the technology to practical issues of monitoring at scale.  To 
facilitate discussions, there were two brief presentations:  
 

• Jennifer Mondragon (US) – Implementation Experiences in Alaska 
• Shawn Stebbins (Canada) – EM Implementation Experiences with BC Groundfish 

Fisheries. 
 
Unlike seating arrangements in the first session, delegates self sorted into seven groups to 
align with discussion topics nominated by the delegates.  The topics are identified below, 
along with rational for their importance.  No attempt was made to capture the discussion 
from these small group sessions as the main objective of this activity was to get delegates 
exchanging with those of similar interests. 
 
Topic 1. Landings Obligation  
The EU will soon be implementing regulations that will prohibit discarding and require all 
catches of quota species to landed and documented.  Many see EM as the only tool 
available to successfully enforce these new catch retention regulations, yet there are many 
challenges to apply this methodology across such a large fleet and geographic expanse.  
Further, there is a general lack of support for monitoring among fishing groups that to date 
have experienced little or no monitoring.  Many of the workshop participants were 
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specifically interested in learning more about EM to better understand its efficacy to 
enforce these new discard prohibitions.   
 
Topic 2.  Data Sharing  
EM creates unique data challenges.  Raw sensor and image data files are very large, and it is 
difficult or costly to transfer data from vessel to analysis location without physically shipping 
hard drives.  Vessels hosting EM systems have concerns that the data created may be used 
for purposes far broader than the original monitoring objectives, hence ownership, rights of 
access, and clarity on the permitted uses of the data are important stakeholder concerns.    
Meanwhile, regulators are charged with responsibilities and associated costs of meeting 
their legislated data requirements which include protection of privacy and data archiving.   
 
Topic 3. Trawl and Bottomfish  
Demersal fisheries often have mixed species catches, only some of which may be of 
commercial value.  Catch quantification is often an important monitoring objective, keeping 
track of species composition and catch disposition (retained or discarded).  Demersal 
fisheries with mobile gear such as trawl create unique challenges with the entire catch 
contents presented on deck in a single instance, as opposed to fixed gear where catch 
general comes aboard in singular fashion.  Independent monitoring is increasing in demersal 
fisheries and the work from many existing EM programs is translatable to these new 
monitoring challenges.   
 
Topic 4. Incentives and Collaboration  
Successful deployment of EM requires well-organized programs where the data needs of the 
regulators are aligned with the logistical needs of the fishing vessels. Multi-stakeholder 
workgroups have been very effective in the design and development of new EM programs.  
Moreover, EM programs generally benefit from the support and cooperation of all 
stakeholder groups any many programs start with some sort of incentive structure to 
encourage participation.  Finding ways to encourage support, or at the very least acceptance 
of EM, is essential. 
 
Topic 5. Tuna Fisheries 
The world’s tuna fisheries present some very unique challenges for independent monitoring.  
Among seine fleets observer programs are well established and there is increased interest in 
use of EM to augment observers, and in some cases replace observers where it is 
impractical for their deployment.  Among surface longline fisheries regulators are very 
interested in EM because of the difficulty achieving current coverage targets on such a vast 
fleet that operates across such a broad geographic range.  As well, the extended duration at 
sea and difficult working conditions make it challenging for observers.  Coupled with these 
issues, tuna fisheries generally lie within multi-national management structures where a 
single fishery monitoring program must be coordinated among several host nations.    
 
Topic 6. Small-Scale Fisheries  
The challenges of monitoring small scale fisheries are very unique.  Typically, vessels are 
small, catch quantities low, activity levels high, and fleet sizes enormous.  The standard 
monitoring approaches used for larger industrial fisheries are not easily transferable to 
these fleets.  EM is seen as a possible option, yet successful deployment will require low 
cost, autonomous (solar powered?), simple, ruggedized technology, applied at a very large 
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scale.  Most practitioners feel there is no ‘one size fits all’ solution and that a range of 
monitoring tools, and management approaches are needed.  There is also no universal 
definition of ‘small scale’ which complicates the discussion on monitoring solutions.  
 
Topic 7.  Machine Learning 
Applying EM at the scale necessary for many fisheries will result in the creation of vast 
amounts of image and sensor data.  The large data volumes, the time-sensitivity for data 
processing and the enormous cost for manual data processing will necessitate some form of 
data processing automation if EM is to provide significant benefit.  Machine learning is 
developing in other fields where image processing requirements are large, and practitioners 
feel that it can be successfully applied to routine catch quantification among other 
monitoring needs.  The challenges seem to lie with establishing significant image libraries 
for learning data sets, aligning technical feasibility of automation with operational benefit 
among the range of monitoring issues in a fishery, and finding ways to implement 
automation into emerging technologies and operational programs. 
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Workshop 3 – Safety 
 

Leaders: Kimberly S. Dietrich, Ken Keene, John LaFargue, and Jenna Rockwell 

 

Background 

Safety training workshops have an intermittent history at the IFOMC. Starting in 2004 with 
“Professional communication and conflict resolution training for observers”(McVea and 
Kennelly, 2005), safety-specific workshops were also held in 2007 and 2009 (McVea and 
Kennelly, 2007, Nardi et al., 2010). In 2016, many safety topics were included in the 
Observer Professionalism Workshop (Kennelly, 2016). For the 9th IFOMC, the organizers 
sought to revive the safety workshop tradition and focus on topics selected by participants. 
To that end, a pre-conference online questionnaire was performed to narrow down topics 
based on participant’s needs.   

Forty-six respondents representing 14 countries completed the pre-conference 
questionnaire.  Respondents had more than 500 years of combined experience and were 
split fairly evenly between observers, observer trainers and other observer program-related 
staff. Respondents noted that their program’s safety training ranged from 1.5 to five days. 
The topics rated as most beneficial to address at this workshop were conflict resolution, 
psychological health, harassment and drug and alcohol concerns (Figure 1).   

2018 Safety Workshop Goals/Format 

The goals of the 2018 safety workshop were to:  

1. Identify common problems related to observer safety in the selected areas of 
interest from the pre-conference questionnaire; 

2. Provide recommendations to implement during observer trainings and/or 
debriefings; and 

3. Identify best practices to include in observer training and program policies. 
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The Safety Workshop had 53 participants from 21 countries/regions24 representing 
observers, observer program managers/staff, electronic monitoring staff, and non-
governmental organization In this workshop we utilized four concurrent 30 minute break-
out sessions to share experiences and policies among countries and programs. To encourage 
participation both an open discussion and an anonymous worksheet was utilized to compile 
information on some topics. Worksheet challenges included: reading and writing in the 
English language and some participants felt a lot of pressure to complete the worksheet in 
the allotted time (5-7 minutes). The organizers rotated among the tables so each group had 
an opportunity to discuss each topic. We intentionally split observers into a separate group 
so that they would feel comfortable speaking freely and to minimize any reluctance they 
may have felt if their managers or employers were present.  In retrospect, due to the large 
number of observers in attendance, we should have split the observer group in two to 
increase effectiveness. The final hour included a brief presentation by the organizers on the 
most important points discussed from each sub-group and focused on an open discussion to 
solidify best practices and provide recommendations to pursue issues identified in the sub-
groups. Bobbie Buzzell, an observer participant, was selected to provide the safety 
workshop overview to the full conference delegation.  

 

Figure 1. Topics indicated as most beneficial for discussion at the IFOMC9 from pre-
conference questionnaire. 

                                                             
24 Argentina, Australia, Canada, Comoros, Italy, Kenya, South Korea, Micronesia, Nauru, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, 
Portugal, Azores, Solomon Islands, Spain, Sweden, Tuvalu, United Kingdom (several countries), USA, Papua 
New Guinea 
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Break-out Sessions 
 
Harassment 
Session Leader:  John LaFargue 
 
Open Discussion 
Questions regarding harassment were designed to target information from both observers 
and staff. The questions included:   
 

• What types of harassment are most common in your program?  
• How common is harassment in your program? 
• Does your program have training on harassment and what does it cover? 
• Does you program have a protocol for documenting harassment? If so, what are the 

steps? 
• Do you feel most harassment is reported? Why or why not? 
• What can be done to encourage reporting? 

 
Several of the issues that came up in discussion were common among many of the programs 
in attendance. There was a wide variety of concerns brought to the table but a few clearly 
stood out. 
 
The discussion and worksheet responses showed that some programs did not feel there was 
much of a problem with harassment and therefore, they did not provide harassment 
training. Harassment definitions, which likely vary among programs and cultures, were not 
elaborated upon during the workshop and may have impacted responses to the questions 
posed.  Since some program did not communicate to observers how to identify or report 
harassment; they subsequently did not have many cases of harassment reported. Most 
participants felt that harassment was under reported regardless of whether training 
occurred. Some participants were unsure on what should be reported or were unclear on 
the process within their own programs. 
 
Participants from programs that did provide harassment training generally felt that 
harassment was being reported to some extent, but underreporting was still a problem.  
 
It was brought up several times that harassment is not limited to crew and observers but 
may also include harassment between observers and between observers and staff. The 
sense was that this type of harassment is drastically underreported and programs need to 
put more effort into reducing this type of harassment and increasing the reporting of it. 
  
Most participants agreed that the relationships with enforcement agencies could be 
improved and expanded upon. There was a discussion on a general lack of feedback from 
enforcement back to observer programs as well as from programs to observers.  
Participants discussed that having transparency on the process of documentation for 
observers/staff, and enforcement/agency follow up is critical to increasing reporting. 
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The ability to communicate incidents from sea came up in multiple groups. Many programs 
issue devices such as satellite phones or messengers to facilitate private, independent 
communication between observer and program staff or enforcement. 
  
Most programs have some mechanism for tracking problem vessels, but few if any have one 
for tracking individual crewmembers. It was acknowledged that this would be difficult, but 
could drastically increase the safety of observers.   
 
Common Issues 

• Not all programs include harassment during training 
• Not all programs have clear reporting and documentation protocols 
• Incidents are underreported by observers for many reasons. Some of the more 

common reasons include: 
o Tolerance to harassment is highly variable among individuals 
o Fear of losing job/work 
o Fear of causing problems for vessels/provider/observers 
o Felt it wasn’t worth the hassle, nothing would be done 
o Ineffective or non-existent relations with enforcement entities 
o Lack of follow through and communication from enforcement and programs 

• Harassment may occur during other aspects of the job including between: 
o Observer/observer 
o Staff/observer 

 
There was a wide variety of best practices being utilized by many programs presented in the 
discussions.  Most of them revolved around education, enforcement and how to encourage 
or facilitate reporting of harassment.  
 
Best Practices 

• Education 
o Increase training for observers/staff on what and how to report.  
o Outline the legal processes involved in prosecuting an offense 
o Outreach to fleet on defining harassment and penalties 

• Enforcement  
o Strengthen relationships between enforcement, program staff and observers 
o Include officers in observer training 
o Develop individual offender tracking system 
o Develop anonymous reporting option and/or a reporting process 

independent from the program or provider. 
o Develop easy & transparent reporting and documentation processes  
o Issue devices for independent communication while at sea 

 
Conflict Resolution  
Session Leader:  Jenna Rockwell 
 
Worksheet Summary 
The conflict resolution worksheet asked participants to:  briefly describe a conflict they’ve 
encountered during work; the approach they took to address the conflict; level of success 
(resolved, no resolution, intensified, other); one thing they did that went well; one thing 
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they could have done differently; and did they report the conflict.  Out of 53 participants, 41 
conflict resolution worksheets were submitted.   
 
Open Discussion 
The open discussion gave each participant the opportunity to briefly discuss their conflicts 
and resolution approaches.  In the future we would like to change the format to allow more 
time for discussion, however it opened a lively conversation of common conflicts and 
approaches people used that proved successful.   
 
Common Issues 

o Language and cultural barriers 
o Miscommunication between observer and industry personnel 
o Safety issues, trip refusals, avoidance of coverage, compliance, health 
o Cooperation from captain/crew, space issues 
o Gender based, specifically towards women 
o Gossip amongst industry and fellow observers 

 
Common Conflict Resolution Approaches 
There were a multitude of approaches discussed in this session.  The one thing that 
remained consistent was each approach to a conflict depended heavily on the mood(s) or 
personality(ties) of the people involved.  This list is not comprehensive and each method 
may not be appropriate for all situations: 

o Speaking with an authority figure, such as the captain or owner.  While some used 
this method with success, many stated that going to the captain or owner could 
further escalate the problem. 

o Enlisting the help of a ‘mediator’, which could be a fellow observer or crew member. 
o Offering ‘thank you’ cards or some other method of thanks, thus improving future 

working relations. 
o Humor, sarcastic humor being the least effective. 
o Pre-trip meetings, especially with captain/crews speaking different languages or of 

differing cultures.  These meetings outline expectations of all parties during the trip 
and allow everyone to ask questions and clear up any misunderstandings.  They also 
provide the industry with an opportunity to raise concerns about the observer. 

o Provide information on regulations.  This could be in the form of verbal 
communications or handouts/pamphlets.  One program mentioned 
handouts/pamphlets were very useful by taking the pressure off the observer. 

o ‘Kill them with kindness’ 
o ‘Passing the buck’.  Observers could defer the issue to program or contractor staff.  

‘I’m just doing what I was told’.   
o Avoidance or silence.  Either avoid the conflict altogether or remain silent, letting the 

conflict blow itself out. 
o Be hard working and professional.  It’s difficult to complain about someone who is 

working hard. 
o Being apologetic and compromising.  Come up with a solution that benefits both 

parties.  Collaborate. 
o Reporting and real-time communication.  This includes the use of an independent 

communication device the observer could utilize for shoreside assistance. 
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o Cut off the conversation, or walk away to cool off.  This method seemed about 50/50 
in terms of effectiveness, some regarded it as dismissive and disrespectful. 

o Increased regulations concerning treatment of observers and follow up 
enforcement.  One program recalled a common conflict frequently experienced, and 
through reporting and better defined regulatory language, the industry responded 
and the conflict for the most part was resolved. 

o Seek assistance from other industry members to act as a positive influence.  Have 
their peers tell them why having observers is a good thing.  Or on the flip side, 
pressure the ‘offender’ to comply to take the onus off the compliant industry. 

 
The last portion was dedicated to asking each group what they felt could improve conflict 
resolution and best practices the programs could adopt.  The conversations were very 
positive with many valuable suggestions to implement within the programs.   
 
Best Practices 
The overwhelming response from all groups was better training.  Not all programs formally 
address conflict resolution during training, and those that do vary greatly in the amount of 
time spent and their effectiveness.  Utilizing feedback from workshop attendees, wide 
variations exist across the participating countries and programs in reference to conflict 
resolution training.  Please note these numbers only reflect the information given by 
participants and may not indicate current practices: 
 

Little, to no conflict resolution 
training 

65% 

Conflict resolution training provided 30% 

Unknown 5% 

 
Personality tests or indicators such as Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) have been used 
by a few observer programs prior to conflict resolution training as a tool to gain greater 
awareness of the broad spectrum of personal traits and characteristics.  Details regarding 
this training tool were not discussed in any detail.  
 

• Training 
o Train not only observers, but managers and support staff 
o Mediation training for support staff 
o Use personality tests, such as MBTI, as a tool and its benefit potential in the 

field 
o As a part of the training, role playing was thought to be most effective by all 

groups.  Also, to include current observers during the training to share real 
life scenarios and how they handle the situations and having observers 
engage the training group with scenarios  

• Reporting that includes a consistent feedback loop to observer, employer and 
program staff 

• Two-way, independent communication devices, such as InReach, to encourage real 
time support  
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• Outreach and training for industry members, this could include informational 
pamphlets translated into crew’s primary language, pre-trip meetings to reduce 
miscommunication, mediator/interpreter, etc. 

 
Drug and Alcohol Concerns  
Session Leader:  Ken Keene 
 
Open Discussion 
An open discussion was carried out in all four of the Drug and Alcohol sessions, with notes 
taken on a flip-chart.  Over 15 distinct countries were represented throughout the 
workshop.  Within each group, issues with drugs and alcohol were identified in their 
respective region or programs.  A discussion about type of drugs/alcohol, who was using, 
and how programs handle problems took place.  Policies and laws were discussed briefly, 
but it was determined that is was too diverse amongst all of the countries to address in the 
short period of time (ranged from tolerated to 0% tolerance).  However, the groups did an 
excellent job identifying “best practices” that were shared with the entire conference.  
 
Common Drug/Alcohol Issues 
It was identified that both drug and alcohol use/abuse are issues within commercial 
fisheries and/or observer programs.  Alcohol use and abuse was mentioned as the bigger 
issue globally from the respondents.  The observer group mentioned that it was felt that 
drug and alcohol use/abuse was on the rise.  Alcohol and/or drug use was witnessed of the 
commercial fishing crew, observers, and observer program employees. There were a wide-
range of responses regarding how issues are handled, if training is provided, or professional 
assistance offered to those affected by drug/alcohol abuse.   
 
Best Practices:     

o Decline trip if drug/alcohol use is noticed prior to deployment or end a deployment if 
possible; 

o Observer programs need to build trust for reporting issues and concerns by all 
involved, this builds a useful support system; 

o Follow up to reports is needed to ensure that future reporting occurs; 
o When following up on reports of drug/alcohol, protect anonymity of person 

reporting, particularly observers; 
o Brief observers on vessels with history of drug/alcohol reports prior to deployment; 
o Incorporate Drug/Alcohol contingencies in EAP’s (emergency action plans); 
o Provide safety training on drugs/alcohol (signs, symptoms, varieties); 
o Provide training in basic first aid and CPR; 
o Emergencies can occur anywhere (hotel, home, dock, vessel, etc.), be vigilant and 

clear headed, particularly if on duty; 
o Be professional at all times onshore and offshore (maintain boundaries and 

credibility); 
o Professionalism, or lack of, can be captured and possibly shared on various internet 

platforms and through the use of Electronic Monitoring; 
o Impairment, of anyone, at any time on a vessel should not be tolerated, emergencies 

can happen in moments; 
o Offer drug/alcohol abuse treatment and/or counseling or share information on how 

to obtain such; 
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o Use communication tools to explain issues while deployed (sat phone, messengers, 
cell phone); 

o Perhaps make a list of vessels that are so unsafe that observers/staff should not 
deploy on them; 

o Do not confront drug/alcohol users directly about issues of their use/abuse; 
o Report all unsafe incidents to the proper channels, follow-ups and feedback are 

necessary; 
o Be positive in making change and helping a user/abuser. 

 
Positive Mental Health and Psychological Wellbeing 
Session Leader:  Kimberly S. Dietrich 
 
Worksheet Summary 
Positive mental health is imperative to observer position due to remote work environment 
and extreme social isolation. Thirty-three participants completed the psychological 
wellbeing handout representing at least nine countries25.  Responses were split evenly 
between observers, program staff and other related staff.  Approaches used to combat 
mental health issues included: training on how to cope with the job and conflict resolution; 
frequent, independent communications throughout and after deployment; in-person 
briefing and debriefing; streamlining of sampling methods to minimize sleep deprivation; 
peer to peer support groups; crisis hotline and professional counseling benefits. 
 
Common Issues 
Participants indicated that anxiety, depression and social isolation were the most common 
psychological health challenges experienced. Stress, mental exhaustion/burnout and 
substance abuse were also noted. 
 
Open Discussion 
The observer and non-observer groups were asked a slightly different suite of questions; 
therefore, responses have been summarized separately.  
 
Non-observer Discussion 
Few programs have an explicit training module for encouraging psychological wellbeing of 
observers while deployed. Some related training topics may be mixed within other training 
elements (e.g., sleep deprivation, personal physical health). One program noted that they 
teach simple strategies to keep oneself happy while at sea which includes exercise and 
positive thinking.  
 
Support services for observers deployed and once observers returned ranged widely among 
programs.  While deployed, many programs require observers to check in 1-3 times per 
week. Participants concurred that regular communication was important.  Many programs 
issue their observers with an independent means of communication which can be used for 
both work and personal contact. Once an observer returns from a trip, if an incident is 
reported, some legal support is typical although see harassment section regarding how to 
improve the enforcement relationship.  From a mental health point of view, most programs 
provide very little support.  However, at least one program employs a Critical Incident Stress 

                                                             
25 Australia, Canada, Italy, Korea, New Zealand, Pacific Islands (many countries), Portugal/Azores, Spain, USA 
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Management (CISM) paradigm (Mitchell, 2009a). CISM may include a Critical Incident Stress 
Debriefing (CISD)(Mitchell, 2009b) which could include a group of observers sharing stories 
among each other and if staff are included, encourages positive and supportive relationships 
among observers and staff.  One US program refers observers who’ve been sexually 
assaulted to local resource centers26 while another offers professional counseling services 
(albeit limited to three visits). Integrating an in-house Sexual Assault Response Team27 is 
another option for programs. Strategies for Trauma Awareness and Resilience (STAR) 
training is another option for program staff as well as employers to improve their ability to 
recognize when traumatic events have occurred and respond appropriately. Many programs 
require debriefing after a trip or certain number of days.   
 
A few employers in the Pacific Islands region require criminal, physical and mental health 
clearance for observers to be deployed.  However, the Pacific Islands area is challenged with 
inadequate capacity of psychological professionals; it was noted that there was only one 
psychologist employed in the entire region. A few countries in the Pacific Islands region 
(e.g., Kiribati, Papua New Guinea) have relatively high suicide rates among the general 
population compared to the global mean of 10.7 per 100,000 persons (WHO, 2015) which 
may infiltrate into the observer population as well. Many suicides were discussed during the 
workshop but as a result of post-workshop follow-up only one program could provide 
precise statistics for observer suicide attempts while deployed within a discrete time period.  
These were primarily due to issues with partners and family as well as drug/alcohol. Some 
Pacific Islands programs have attempted to minimize employment anxiety by encouraging 
employment consistency through increased contract length and improving communication 
options before, during and after departure. Note that multiple trips may occur within a 
contract and trip duration limits were also recommended. The Pacific Islands Forum 
Fisheries Agency (FFA) EAP includes steps to take as well as an action flow chart for 
reporting and responding to serious illness and injury, intimidation/assault/harassment, 
depression/anxiety, attempted suicide, observer overboard, observer missing and observer 
death (FFA, 2016). The EAP includes the observers, employers, program staff, vessel owners 
and vessel operators and observers have a copy with them while deployed.   
 
In the US, employers noted that they are legally restricted from asking certain questions in 
an interview which poses a hiring challenge when it comes to mental health.  Over the 
years, they’ve learned to listen to what applicants aren’t saying as much as to what they are 
saying. In general, program and employer staff noted they are not mental health 
professionals and do not have training to identify the warning signs of common mental 
health issues (e.g. depression, anxiety, PTSD). One participant noted that “emotional 
intelligence and self-awareness is an overlooked skill that is incredibly valuable to a person 
living in isolation, who may not be able to detect the onset of depression of anxiety without 
the social barometer that other people provide.” Some program staff have noted that they 
can determine when an observer is having issues just by changes to data quality and this 
may initiate further questioning of the observer. 
 

                                                             
26 King County Sexual Assault Resource Center (https://www.kcsarc.org/) and Standing Together Against Rape, 
Inc.  (http://www.staralaska.com) 
27 https://www.nsvrc.org/sarts  
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The benefit of observer mentoring was a popular idea although not many programs 
implement a formal mentor system and it was noted that there should be support training 
for the mentors as well if this concept is pursued.  
 
Observer discussion 
Observers encounter working conditions that are uncommon to most land-based 
occupations such as confined spaces, uncomfortable or unsanitary quarters, hazardous 
working conditions (rough weather, unsecured equipment, incessant mechanical noise), 
boredom, fatigue/sleep deprivation, social isolation, language barriers and antagonism from 
the captain or crew.  If observers do not take preventive measures to curb and cope with 
these conditions, their psychological wellbeing may suffer (Miller, In prep). Observers were 
asked about the types of strategies they utilize while deployed to maintain positive 
wellbeing while at sea and to combat social isolation. Responses included: humor; empathy; 
exhibiting a good work ethic; connect with observers while not on boats; personal projects 
for non-work time; reading; exercise/yoga/stretching; meditation; music/art; journaling; 
option to communicate to outside world; finding the joy of their job (self-actualization). 
While physical fitness is closely linked with positive mental health, several women noted it 
was sometimes challenging to exercise onboard vessels because some crew may sexualize 
this behavior. The ability to have personal communication time either via satellite phone or 
communicator (e.g., InReach) was paramount to minimizing stress while at sea.  
 
Another strategy to combat social isolation was to build positive relationships with the 
captain and crew. Increasing trust between observer and captain is an important 
component of safety. Managers, observers, fishermen alike perpetuate the dogma that 
observers and fishermen exist at odds with one another but this need not be the case. One 
observer noted that if a positive professional relationship can be established between crew 
and observer, it also creates a safer space for the observer to assert themselves. 
Alternatively, a few females noted that sometimes any sort of friendliness with the crew can 
cause future conflict as the positive interaction may be misinterpreted by crew. 
 
Observers discussed their community of support and this ranged widely among programs. 
Observers noted that some programs require annual observer meetings to review new 
protocols but also to build comradery among the observers.  Other programs met every 
three or more years which caused the observers to feel somewhat isolated and very little 
comradery amongst the observers in these programs. Most observers concurred that an 
independent means of communication on the vessel allowed them to expand their support 
community to friends and family while deployed and allowed them to feel more secure 
because they could contact their program in a dangerous situation.  
 
Observers want support resources available to them communicated during training 
although many noted there were currently no services available to them. 
 
Best practices and recommendations 

o Periodic check-in should occur weekly at a minimum and more often in some 
fisheries; 

o Implement trip limits and periodic in-person debriefing requirements; 
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o Develop peer discussion/support groups, either informal or formal such as CISD and 
develop observer mentoring programs to foster observers as part of a bigger 
community; 

o Develop a training module for observers focusing on employment stressors, the 
importance of positive psychological health and strategies to address employment 
stressors.  Additional components could include the link between physical and 
mental health as well as identifying abnormal feelings while deployed and coping 
mechanisms to address these feelings; 

o Provide professional training for agency and employer staff to recognize basic 
mental health issues and strategies for traumatic awareness and resilience or similar; 

o Policies should be developed to include mental health response in emergency action 
plans and develop a cheat sheet of support resources for staff and observers which 
includes informal as well as professional services; 

o Further develop a mental health checklist to be used by physicians during periodic 
physicals. At a minimum, add psychological stressors to the job description used by 
medical personnel; 

o Authorize access to professional counseling services for observers and 
agency/employer staff which should be independently accessible (i.e., not cleared 
through employer or agency). 

 
Future Directions 
 
The workshop organizers are grateful for the enthusiastic input from participants and 
encourage all programs to further discuss, develop and integrate applicable best practices 
into their programs between conferences.   
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Best Poster Awards 
 

As with all our previous conferences, in keeping with our desire to highlight the all-
important poster presentations, we only give awards for what are judged to be the best 
posters presented.  

At this conference the number and quality of posters was truly remarkable and resulted in 
excellent and interactive Poster sessions throughout the week as well as during the 
dedicated evening poster reception.  The Conference Organising Committee together with a 
host of other judges scored all the posters presented and decided on the following winners: 

First Prize:  

Regional Scientific Observer Programme (RSOP) of the South West Indian Ocean 
Daroomalingum Mauree and Jérômine Fanjanirina, Indian Ocean Commission, SWIOFish  

 

Second Prize:  

Challenges of the 60 Feet and Under Commercial Fishing Vessels in Alaskan Waters: An 
Observer Perspective 
Bobby Buzzell, A.I.S Inc Observer, North Pacific Observer Program 
 
Third Prize:  

Frequency of Safety and Harassment Violations Types and the Factors that Impede 
Disclosure 
Jaclyn Smith, US National Marine Fisheries Service Office for Law Enforcement 
 
Congratulations to all our winners and to all the poster presenters for their fantastic 
displays. 
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Survival Suit Competition 
 

In keeping with our focus on observer safety, at breaks during the week, we ran a special 
competition for the fastest person and team to don survival suits. 

The fastest individual was:  

Jenna Rockwell, Fathom Resources LLC with a time of 18 seconds. 

The fastest team was: 

Soojeong Lee, Seongwoo Koo, and Seonjae Hwang from Korea Fisheries Resource Agency, 
South Korea, with a time of 42 seconds. 

 

 

Congratulations to these amazing, and very popular, winners and to all who competed in 
this vital competition.  
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Concluding Session and Discussion 
 
Comments from the Conference Chair 
 
The Conference Chair Gabriel Gomez addressed the concluding session by noting that he 
believed that technology’s time has arrived in the field of fisheries monitoring and that the 
world needs to stop talking about its imminent implementation but to seize it and use it.  He 
noted that there is clearly a need for standards and transparency and that the various 
instruments and software providers by vendors need to be easily synced. Furthermore, data 
storage requires standardization across countries and regions. In terms of open source 
software, he noted that this has its dangers in terms of hindering innovation, that the 
current model involving competition among vendors is working well, promoting innovation 
and that open source software will reduce investment by vendors. 
 
He concluded by thanking everyone for their attendance and participation.  He noted how 
honoured and proud he and Marine Instruments were to have hosted the conference in 
Vigo, Spain. 
 
Comments from the Open Discussion 
 
Lisa Borges, the Organising Committee Chair posed a series of question to the assembly to 
seek feedback about the conference and future conferences via immediate responses using 
an online Kahoot quiz.  Because of Wi-Fi capability, however, most responses came from 
European delegates with free 4G access.  The questions and responses were: 
 
What did you like most about the workshop you attended? 
Importance of content  10 
Open Discussions  12 
Participants’ diversity  13 
Organisational Set-up  7 
 
Should the conference continue to include workshops? 
Yes    25 
Yes but shorter  5 
Yes but not concurrent 9 
No    2 
 
Which session related themes did you like the most? 
Technology-related  15 
Observers-related  14 
Data-related   3 
All the above   28 
 
Should the conference focus on technology or observer-based monitoring? 
Technology   8 
Observers   8 
Equal focus on both  42 
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Should speakers have more time to present their work? 
Yes, at least 10 mins   24 
Yes, at least 15 mins   6 
No, present 7 mins is OK  27 
No, should be reduced to 5 mins 1 
 
Was there enough time for discussion after each session? 
Yes, in general   50 
No, for some sessions  3 
No, should be increased 3 
 
What future session themes would you like to see more? 
More data-use related    10 
More operational aspects of programmes  16 
More observer-related issues    9 
Present balance between themes is OK  18 
 
What would you change in the conference? 
Shorter conference    3 
Having concurrent sessions   10 
Meals not included to reduce the price 0 
Nothing, it should stay as it is!  40 
 
The conclusion from this small poll basically told the Organising Committee that we more-
or-less have it right in terms of the structure, balance and format of the conference. So…. 
rest-assured, we won’t be changing too much in the next one! 
 
 
There were also a variety of comments from many people in the final wrap-up section of the 
conference, including several suggestions on how to improve subsequent conferences.  But 
an over-riding theme from all speakers were of a congratulatory nature, noting how 
successful, productive and enjoyable the conference was. 
 
Suggestions for improvements included: 
 

o The need to focus more on issues regarding fisheries monitoring in developing 
countries that, after all, catch the majority of the world’s fish. 

o To incentive higher participation from developing countries 
o There is still a strong need for continued focus on the safety of observers. 
o A request that copies of oral and poster presentations be made available. 
o A possible future session should focus on integrating EM and human observer 

methods and data. 
o That recommendations should come from this conference of experts to relevant 

international agencies. 
o There is a need to not forget about the advantages of being an observer – that it is 

not all doom and gloom and unsafe – but that it can be a fantastic occupation. 
o There were not enough observers present from the EU and there needs a message 

to go to observer provider companies to send their observers to these conferences. 



389 

o Many observers felt that they learnt more at this conference than they did in formal 
observer training. 

o There needs to be more participation at these conferences from the fishing industry. 
o Observers would like to meet more observers from elsewhere and have a devoted 

session run by them at the next conference. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

The next conference 
 
Finally, it was announced that the next conference, the 10th International Fisheries 
Observer and Monitoring Conference will be hosted by the Convention for the 
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources in: 
 

Hobart, Australia in February 2021 
 

See you all there!! 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Conference attendees 
 

First name Surname Email address Affiliation Country 

Jana Aker jaker@nafo.int NAFO Canada 

Brett Alger brett.alger@noaa.gov NOAA Fisheries United 
States 

Ernesto Altamirano ealtamirano@iattc.org IATTC United 
States 

Sergio Amorim pedro.amorim@efca.europa.eu EFCA Spain 

Michael Andersen ma@dkfisk.dk Danish Fishermen PO Denmark 

Magnus Andersson lars.magnus.andersson@slu.se SLU-Aqua Sweden 

Sandra Andraka Sandrakag@gmail.com EcoPacific Plus Costa Rica 

Neil Ansell patricia.sanchezabeal@efca.europa.e
u 

EFCA Spain 

Francesca Arena Francesca.ARENA@ec.europa.eu The European 
Commission 

Belgium 

Antônio Olinto Ávila da Silva aolinto@pesca.sp.gov.br Instituto de Pesca Brazil 

Pascal Bach pascal.bach@ird.fr IRD France 

Elena Balestri e.balestri@sff.co.uk SFF United 
Kingdom 

Revital Barkai revi@olsps.com OLSPS South 
Africa 

Amos Barkai amos@olsps.com OLSPS South 
Africa 

Amanda Barney amanda@ecotrust.ca Ecotrust Canada Canada 

Kimberly Bastille Kimberly.Bastille@gmail.com Institute of Marine 
Research 

Norway 
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Bryan Bates bryan.bates@archipelago-ap.com.au Achipelago Asia Pacific Australia 

Bryan Belay bryan.belay@mragamericas.com MRAG Americas United 
States 

Jose Luis Beloso afm@satlink.es Satlink Spain 

Lee Benaka Lee.Benaka@noaa.gov NOAA Fisheries United 
States 

Jim Benante JBenante@psmfc.org PSMFC United 
States 

Hilde Sofie Fantoft Berg hilde.sofie@fantoft.email Institute of Marine 
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