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Michael Pentony 
Regional Administrator 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA  01930 
 
April 22, 2019 
 
Dear Mr. Pentony:  
 
I am writing to share the Maine Lobstermen’s Association’s perspective and concerns regarding the 
ongoing process to identify and implement conservation measures to protect right whales. The MLA has 
been involved with the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team (TRT) since its inception and remains 
committed to working with your agency through this process. 
 
The MLA is deeply disturbed by the timing of NMFS’s release of new information to guide discussions at 
this week’s TRT meeting. Our last TRT meeting was six months ago. NMFS only announced the Take 
Reduction Target and presented a draft of the Decision Support Tool in recent days. Given NMFS’ 
directive to begin rulemaking at the conclusion of the meeting, the MLA is extremely frustrated to 
receive such critical and complex information just days before. TRT members are unrealistically 
expected to reach consensus on management alternatives before the Team has had any input on the 
Take Reduction Target itself or had adequate time to evaluate and grasp the implications of the new 
information presented.  
 
NMFS announced the Take Reduction Target of 60% to 80% on April 5 via email with no opportunity for 
discussion by any TRT member. The MLA communicated our concerns to NMFS staff during the past 
month about the approach used to set the Take Reduction Target, however staff has been unwilling to 
adjust the timetable or process in any way in order to preserve the goal of a collaborative, evidence-
based stakeholder process that can achieve consensus on effective management alternatives.  
 
Shared Responsibility between US and Canada 
 
The MLA has also pointed out to NMFS staff a critical flaw in the current path the agency is following. 
The best available information about current risks to the right whale population indicate PBR will never 
be achieved with management measures implemented unilaterally by U.S. fisheries. The evidence 
indicates Canadian fisheries are playing an increasingly large role in right whale serious injury and 
mortality. NMFS has effectively ignored this evidence as it formulated the Take Reduction Target and, in 
the process, has made no apparent effort to allocate risk to Canadian fisheries in proportion to the 
significant role they are now playing.  
 



In particular, the MLA has strong reservations about any methodology that attributes serious injury and 
mortality from unknown gear equally between the two countries as though, counterfactually, the risk 
from fishing practices in the two countries were equal. Using NMFS’ most recent data, serious injury and 
mortality from 2014 to 2018 is 6.2, with 1.6 confirmed to Canada, 0.2 confirmed to U.S. gear. 
Furthermore, the majority of rope removed from whales in recent years is larger rope, not consistent 
with nearshore U.S. gear, which is the majority of gear fished in U.S. waters.  
 
While Canada has done an admirable job recently implementing whale protection measures in the Gulf 
of St. Lawrence, there has been little discussion of the amount of directed effort in the snow crab fishery 
from year to year. This year the Gulf of St. Lawrence snow crab quota will increase by 32% compared to 
last year. Canada has also not implemented whale protection measures in fisheries outside of that 
region even though right whales continue to use habitats that overlap with many Canadian lobster and 
snow crab fisheries.  Unless the risk from Canadian lobster and snow crab fisheries is accurately 
reflected in the proposals presented to the TRT, any resulting management measures in U.S. waters 
cannot credibly be relied on to achieve PBR for the endangered whale population. 
 
The MLA also strongly disagrees that U.S. fisheries should be held accountable for the estimated 
unobserved serious injuries and mortalities, for which there are no data, under the Take Reduction Plan. 
 
Decision Support Tool 
 
NMFS presented its nascent Decision Support Tool, still under development, to the TRT on April 16, just 
one week before the meeting. The information was presented via webinar and allotted only 30 minutes 
for questions from team members. While the MLA supports development of this tool to assess 
management alternatives, we have serious reservations because the tool is still under development and 
has not yet been adequately vetted or peer reviewed. Based on the tool’s preliminary results produced 
during the webinar, the MLA is concerned that it will generate unrealistic management alternatives 
during the TRT meeting, thus undermining the ability of TRT members to reach consensus on critical 
management issues. 
 
It is our sincere hope that, when completed, the management advice produced by the Decision Support 
Tool will assist the TRT to identify approaches that will translate into real protections for right whales. As 
with any modeling effort, it is important that the model utilize the best available information on whales, 
fishing effort and risk of fishing gear so that its output reflects our general understanding of how these 
elements interact. Based on the MLA’s first look at the tool last week, it did not achieve this.  
 
In order for the TRT process to be successful, stakeholders must have confidence in the analytical tool if 
we are to make decisions based on its assessment of alternatives. The MLA has numerous concerns 
regarding the assumptions and data streams used in the tool. We believe other TRT members are likely 
to have similar reservations about the quality of inputs to the tool. While we are confident that these 
concerns can be addressed, it is important that they be resolved before the tool is employed in the TRT 
process. As has often been the case in the past, management advice based on a model’s output could 
change significantly as the model is further refined.  
 
The model uses three inputs: whale density, gear density and severity to determine risk. The model 
assumes equal weight for these inputs in producing a risk score. The MLA is concerned that equal 
weighting of these inputs does not produce an output that reflects our current knowledge of whales and 
the risks posed by fishing gear.  



 
Based on the initial demonstration of the tool, the equal weighting of these inputs will always produce 
the same outcome: areas with the most gear pose the highest risk. Since the scale of gear density is 
exponentially higher than whale density, the gear signal swamps the other indicators. In some cases, this 
is likely an accurate reflection of risk. But in other cases, the tool may predict a higher risk for densely 
fished areas with little history of whale sightings compared to areas with fishing gear set around feeding 
aggregations of right whales, or to areas fished with larger, heavy gear often linked to serious injury and 
mortality.  
 
We request that NMFS and the TRT explore options to add a weighting to the whale inputs based on 
habitat use, life history, and recent whale distribution shifts. Further, the whale data must be expanded 
beyond standardized tracks in order to adequately reflect the recent shift of right whales out of the Gulf 
of Maine and into new habitats, as noted in the published literature. The MLA also requests that NMFS 
and the TRT explore options to refine the rankings in the severity tool to incorporate data on known 
serious injury and mortality as it relates to gear type. These issues require further discussion and 
problem-solving cooperatively in order to realistically address the level of risk associated with whale 
behavior and recent changes in distribution. The MLA is ready to share ideas on how to improve the 
model with relevant NMFS staff.   
 
Whale conservation cannot happen without input and cooperation from fishermen. Fishermen must 
understand the justification for each management measure and how implementation will benefit whale 
conservation goals. With a common understanding, fishermen can be trusted to adopt the new 
management plan and maintain their historically high compliance levels. Achieving high compliance is 
unrealistic if proposed measures have uncertain efficacy and cannot credibly be relied on to reduce risk 
for whales.  
 
The MLA remains committed to the TRT process and to identifying conservation measures to improve 
protections for right whales. It is crucially important that those who will be affected by the results of the 
TRT process are in full support of the methodology and tools used in that process. Before the agency 
initiates rulemaking, it is imperative that the Decision Support Tool receive thorough consideration by 
the TRT and undergo a peer review before any management decisions are made. We urge NMFS to 
schedule a follow-up TRT meeting once the model is refined and a peer review of the tool completed. In 
the meantime, the MLA will continue to offer constructive feedback and engage our fishermen on the 
progress of the TRT.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Best regards, 

 
Patrice McCarron 
Executive Director 
 
cc. Jon Hare, Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Patrick Keliher, Maine Dept of Marine Resources 
Senator Susan Collins 
Senator Angus King 
Representative Chellie Pingree  
Representative Jared Golden 
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MLA Statement for NMFS Scoping Meetings 
August 12‐15, 2019 

 

The Maine Lobstermen’s Association (MLA) is acutely aware right whales are endangered and 
is committed to help the species recover. Maine lobstermen are world leaders in conservation 
and stewardship. We take pride in our long‐standing sustainable fishing practices which 
include specific measures to protect right whales.  
 
Since the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) formed the Atlantic Large Whale Take 
Reduction Team (TRT) in 1997, MLA has been a full partner in working to reduce harm to large 
whales from entanglement in U.S. fishing gear. We still have much to learn about how to 
effectively protect right whales from entanglements and other threats to their survival. But 
the best available data points to clear and important facts that should drive NMFS’ scoping 
priorities. 
 
The right whale population increased from 295 whales in 1997 to more than 480 whales in 
2010. During these years the Maine lobster fishery operated at its current size and scale, but 
reduced the amount of rope fished and modified our gear through the federal whale plan. The 
results have been positive with a strong downward trend in the incidence of entanglement 
cases observed in U.S. lobster gear which decreased from 8 cases prior to 2010 to only one 
case ‐‐ in Massachusetts lobster gear ‐‐ since then. Furthermore, since 2010, larger diameter 
ropes of ½” or greater represent 79% of the gear removed from entangled whales. According 
to a recent survey by Maine DMR, 92% of Maine lobstermen fish with smaller diameter ropes. 
 
Maine’s coastal waters are intensely used during summer and fall not only by lobstermen, but 
by recreational boaters, anglers, commercial fishermen, marine patrol, whale watchers, and 
researchers. Nevertheless, there has been only one confirmed right whale entanglement in 
Maine lobster gear dating back to 2002, and there are no known serious injuries or mortalities. 
If right whales are at unique risk when they venture into Maine waters, that would have been 
documented by the TRT since its work began. But more than 22 years of research and 
observation show no such heightened risk.   
 
So, if the Maine lobster fishery is not a primary cause for the present decline of the right 
whale, where should NMFS focus to protect the species? NMFS data and other recent 
scientific work indicate that the decline is driven by changing environmental conditions 
resulting in a dramatic shift in right whale distribution and migratory patterns. The data are 
clear that Canadian vessel strikes and entanglements are now the most significant cause of 
right whale serious injury and death because right whales are spending significantly more time 
in Canada’s largely unregulated waters. There have been eight right whale deaths and three 
new entanglements in Canadian waters already this year. A complete shutdown of the Maine 



2 
 

lobster fishery would not have prevented the spate of right whale deaths occurring primarily 
in Canada since 2016.  
 
Another key insight from recent scientific work is that while right whales continue to utilize 
U.S. waters, their distribution patterns have changed. More than half the population of right 
whales are now regularly sighted feeding in Massachusetts waters in and around Cape Cod 
Bay, and a significant new habitat has been identified south of Nantucket. While dense 
aggregations of right whales continue to increase in Massachusetts waters, the number of 
right whales detected along the Maine coast has declined since 2010.  
 
The best available scientific evidence raises significant questions around the singular focus of 
NMFS’ scoping priorities on the Northeast trap/pot fishery. For example, NMFS data shows 
that since 2009 when the Take Reduction Plan required changes in lobster fishing practices 
and the U.S. ship strike plan was implemented, more right whales have been struck by U.S. 
ships than have been entangled in U.S. fishing gear. In fact, NMFS data show a striking 
hierarchy of risks to right whales from known human causes. 
 

1. Canadian snow crab fishery (31%)  
2. U.S. vessel strikes (31%) 
3. Canadian vessel strikes (17%) 
4. gillnet and netting gear (13%) 
5. unknown trap/pot gear (4%)  
6. U.S. trap/pot gear (4%)  

 
NMFS did not present these and other significant data about actual risks to the right whale 
population to the TRT. Instead, NMFS prepared a Technical Memo which highlighted the 
Northeast lobster fishery as the most pressing risk to right whales and then assigned the full 
responsibility for U.S. risk reduction to this fishery. As a result, the TRT’s recommendation only 
affects Northeast lobster fisheries even though they present the lowest risk to whales among 
all known causes in NMFS data. 
 
Given this best available data, MLA insists NMFS adopt a rational set of scoping priorities 
reflecting the decline in entanglement cases observed in U.S. lobster gear since 2010 and 
develop priorities that address more pressing risks to the species identified in its own data. 
The MLA also asks NMFS to reconsider its evaluation of other threats to right whales and their 
habitat such as seismic testing, offshore wind developments, and offshore aquaculture which 
must be considered if we hope to have success in achieving long‐term recovery of the species.  
 
The MLA continues to reject NMFS’ 60% risk reduction goal for Maine because it is clearly 
unsupported by documented evidence of actual interaction between right whales and Maine 
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lobster gear. The MLA raised strong concerns over the basis for the risk reduction goal when 
NMFS pressed it on the TRT and objected to the inclusion of the Maine lobster fishery as a 
Category I fishery under the Marine Mammal Protection Act in the 2019 List of Fisheries.  
 
The MLA will only support risk reduction measures for the Maine lobster fishery that reflect 
the risk posed by this fishery, and provided there is evidence that the measures likely will 
contribute to the goal of reducing PBR to less than 1 per year.  
 
In this spirit, MLA supports measures to help right whales and to further our understanding of 
the species and the risks they face. These include expanded and unique gear marking for 
Maine, expanded harvester reporting, investment in the development of a long‐term tagging 
device to improve data on right whale distribution, increased right whale surveillance in 
regulated waters, permanent funding for long‐term plankton monitoring and development of 
right whale habitat suitability models. The MLA remains strongly opposed to the expansion of 
any Take Reduction Plan measures into Maine’s exempt waters. 
 
To summarize: the evidence shows that 1) right whales are rare in Maine’s waters, 2) there are 
no known serious injuries or mortalities of right whales in Maine lobster gear, and 3) there is 
clear evidence that other pressing causes of right whale serious injury and mortality need to 
be addressed.  
 
The bottom line: NMFS must redirect its scoping to address the most pressing threats to right 
whales. Maine lobstermen will do their part to help, but right whales are imminently 
threatened by activities outside our waters that must be fixed by others. 
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Notes: 
US Ship strike data 

 Pre‐ship strike rules: 16 with 10 SIM (2000 to 2008) 

 Post‐ship strike rules: 17 with 7 SIM (2009‐2018).  
 
US Entanglement 

 Pre‐sinking line rules: 9 with 3 SIM (2000 to 2009) 

 Post‐sinking line rules: 8 with 2 SIM (2010‐2018).  
 
Rope Diameter 

 Prior to 2009, ropes smaller than ½” in diameter represented 84% of rope removed from whales.  

 Post 2009, larger diameter ropes of ½” or greater now represent 79% of the gear removed from entangled 
whales.  



#8 Maine DMR comments to NEFSC regarding September 2018 NMFS issued a Technical 
Memorandum entitled “North Atlantic Right Whales – Evaluating their Recovery challenges in 2018” 
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October 3, 2018 
 
 
Dear Dr. Hare, 
 

I am writing in response to the recently released NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-NE-
247, North Atlantic Right Whales—Evaluating Their Recovery Challenges in 2018 (“Technical Memo” 
or “Memo”). Regrettably, I have significant concerns about the scientific merit of this document, which I 
have documented below in detail.   
 

As I am sure you’ll agree, any measures developed to protect right whales must be based on 
sound science in order to be effective. For this reason, it is imperative that the Technical Memo provide 
a comprehensive picture of the best available science to inform the critical decisions that the TRT is 
being asked to make.  The title of the Memo implies a comprehensive look at all stressors across the 
right whale’s range. While many category I and category II fisheries from Maine to Florida are regulated 
under the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Plan, the content of the Memo is almost exclusively 
limited to the lobster fishery in the Gulf of Maine. There is little context offered for how right whales are 
utilizing expanded habitats in Canadian and Mid-Atlantic waters, and how that changing range and 
interactions with other fisheries affects risk of entanglement.  Absent this information, any discussion on 
new regulations will be based on an incomplete picture, and provide uncertain benefit to whales.  It is 
my sincere hope that you will endeavor to update and correct this document expeditiously, as we 
anticipate its use to inform the work of the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team (ALWTRT) at 
its upcoming meeting in Providence.   
 

Overall, the Memo is inconsistent in its application and interpretation of various data sets and 
publications.  In some cases, conclusions directly contradict statements and information previously 
presented by NOAA.  In several instances, the paper lacks citations or cites inappropriate sources (i.e. 
industry documents instead of raw data; unpublished articles) and appears to be stating conclusions or 
opinions without any supporting data (i.e. that the 2015 vertical line regulations are making 
entanglements worse).  Our most substantive concerns are addressed below but please note that this list 
does not represent an exhaustive list of the issues we identified, which range from minor technical points 
to omissions of core data sources.   
 

First and most significantly, the Memo suggests that the 2015 vertical line regulations increased 
the strength of rope and therefore the severity of entanglements by altering fishing practices and 
encouraging the use of larger diameter ropes as vertical lines.  There are no current data sets or analyses 
used to support this theory. The paper instead cites Knowlton et al. 2016. While the Knowlton paper 
accurately characterizes the change in rope strength through manufacturing processes over time, the data 
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used encompass the years 1994-2010. This time period was largely before any of the substantial changes 
in gear due to regulations, such as the sinking groundline regulation in 2009 and the vertical line rule in 
2015, and overlapped with a time period in which right whales actually saw population increases. There 
has been no recent assessment that states that fishermen have been using larger diameter rope in 
response to the vertical line regulations in 2015.   

 
Additionally, to our knowledge, there is no published analysis of ropes taken from right whales 

that includes the time period since the vertical line regulations went into effect in 2015, nor any 
assessment of the efficacy of those regulations. The most recent publication that details current instances 
of entanglements that resulted in serious injuries or mortalities,  NOAA’s “Serious Injury and Mortality 
Determinations for Baleen Whale Stocks Along the Gulf of Mexico, United States East Coast, and 
Atlantic Canadian provinces, 2011—2015” (Ref Doc. 17-19) was published in 2017 and relies on data 
from 2011-2015 (prior to the implementation of the vertical line rule).  Instead of using this most recent 
agency source, the Memo repeatedly cites Knowlton et al. 2012 to point out the increasing rate of 
entanglements and that 83% of the population has been entangled at least once. Knowlton et al. 2012 is a 
comprehensive 30-year retrospective of the right whale catalogue but does not provide an assessment of 
entanglements in the right whale population beyond 2009. While it is indisputable that entanglements are 
increasing, a more recent assessment would provide a more accurate picture of the current threats facing 
right whales, which are changing rapidly.  In fact, due to the lack of data on this critical question, NOAA 
recently funded DMR’s current research project to improve understanding of gear usage, hauling load 
and vertical line breaking strength.  In sum, the Memo fails to take a comprehensive look at how 
entanglement rates and severity have changed since the implementation of the sinking groundline and 
vertical line regulations went into effect in 2009 and 2015, respectively, nor does it assess changes or 
trends in entangling gear during that time period. It is therefore an unreliable assessment of current 
regulations. 
 

Second, the Memo cites increased Maine landings to indicate increased effort.  Most importantly, 
landings are not a proxy for effort, and have never been used as an accepted metrc for increased risk of 
entanglement.   The Memo cites Maine state landings data to demonstrate increased effort offshore 
without describing where the data apply in terms of fishing areas.  It uses these landings to assert that 
there is an increased overlap and therefore level of risk “offshore.”  The data provided by DMR staff 
represents landings generated from logbooks from 10% of randomly selected harvesters licensed by the 
state. Contrary to the assertion made in Figure 2c, Maine logbook reported landings have increased both 
inshore (which we define from 0-12 miles) and offshore (from 12 miles to the Area 1 boundary), but, 
when comparing the two areas, the inshore portion has increased at five times the rate of the offshore 
area. It appeared, from the webinar held at the time of publication, that NOAA interpreted “offshore” as 
being out to the Hague Line (based on the webinar presenter’s interpretation of heat map slides, which 
are not included in the Memo).  These heat maps interpolate VTR data for lobster.  While Area 3 has 50-
100% of Federal licenses reporting through VTRs (ASMFC TC Memo July 2015), most Area 1 Federal 
lobster permit holders are exempt from VTR requirements and those with permits required to report 
represent less than 10% of Maine Federal permit holders and 3% of the total license holders in Maine 
(ASMFC TC Memo January 2017).  Maine has only a handful of Area 3 license holders (permitted by 
NOAA), and the majority of effort that we categorize as being beyond 12 miles would end at the Area 
1/3 boundary, approximately 40 miles from the coastline.  Area 3 VTR data could characterize 
“offshore” effort but was not used in the Memo.  It is unclear why NOAA would choose to use state 
landings records for only one state that is dominated by inshore effort if seeking to accurately 
characterize offshore effort, as the majority of the truly “offshore” effort (in Area 3) is from 
permitholders in other states.  
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While the State of Maine recognizes that the size of our fishery is the reason for the focus on our 

impact to right whales, effective management measures will require a clear picture of changing 
population distribution and abundance in recent years.  The Memo repeatedly points to an expanding 
range and increasing overlap with fisheries as sources of increased risk.  It notes decreased observations 
of right whales in the Gulf of Maine and Bay of Fundy during the summer months and southeast coast in 
the winter, and increased presence in the Gulf of St. Lawrence in the summer and off the mid-Atlantic in 
the winter.  Despite the changes in distribution, the only fishery considered for “increased” overlap is the 
Gulf of Maine lobster fishery, despite the parallel assertion that the Gulf of Maine is an area of decreased 
presence and the fact that NOAA’s own observation resources have been diverted to Canada because of 
this shift.  There is also little assessment of the unregulated fisheries they encounter in the Bay of Fundy, 
on the Scotian Shelf and into the Gulf of St. Lawrence, or the devastating interactions that resulted when 
right whales overlapped with changes in the snow crab fishery in 2017.  

 
Additionally, there is no discussion of the role of other US regions or fisheries despite the fact 

that the Memo states that right whales are increasingly using other areas, such as the mid-Atlantic. 
Furthermore, the Memo includes little discussion of the impact of other U.S. or Canadian fisheries on 
right whales.  All vertical lines do not present the same level of risk; the location, the season, the type of 
gear, and whether it incorporates conservation regulations (e.g. the use of weak links and sinking line in 
surface systems) all factor into the level of risk posed by a given line.  Additionally, lines that overlap 
with right whale feeding aggregations inherently pose more risk of entanglement.  A shift in habitat use 
out of the Gulf of Maine and into Canadian waters does not double risk, but rather it shifts the spatial 
intensity of the risk that exists. The Memo does not cite evidence for the assertion that closures are 
regionally effective, nor does it cite any basis for Figure 4’s assertion that vertical lines have increased in 
the Northeast since 2011.  In fact, this claim directly contradicts a presentation made by Mark Murray-
Brown to the New England Fishery Management Council in December 2017, pointing to the reduction 
of 2740 miles of vertical line achieved through implementation of the 2015 regulations.   

 
There are additional instances where a more comprehensive data set is available but inexplicably 

not used.  For example, Figure 5 seems to be trying to show the relevance of the lobster fishery in 
entanglements, but most of the entanglements shown are from years prior to when the sinking groundline 
and vertical line rules were implemented.  This Figure shows only those entanglements where the set 
locations are known, and it is unclear whether it shows all entanglements or only those resulting in 
serious injury or mortality.  Notably absent from the Memo is any reference to the much more robust 
dataset curated by NMFS that documents entanglements to confirmed fisheries, which would provide a 
much more comprehensive look at the causes of entanglements across the right whale’s range.  Use of 
this dataset would also allow a look at how entanglements have changed, either by the confirmed fishery 
to which the entanglements are attributed, or by characteristics of the rope (i.e. diameter) over time. Two 
of the entanglements in Maine shown on this map also fail to note that Maine lobster gear was the 
secondary cause of entanglement. The use of range-wide, recent fishery confirmed instances of 
entanglement would inform consideration of what measures would most effectively curtail the current 
entanglement problem. Focusing on only entanglements where the set location is known drastically 
limits an already small dataset and could result in the misalignment of new regulations with the current 
entanglement risk.   
 

I strongly believe the Maine lobster industry takes the threats to right whales seriously and will 
work to identify a meaningful solution appropriate to the risk posed by their fishery under current 
biological and environmental conditions and considering past regulatory actions.  However, conclusions 
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based on conjecture, without sound scientific basis, will alienate their critical participation in this 
process.  The net result of the oversimplified picture painted by this Memo is likely to be regulations 
imposed on a fishery or in an area that will result in very little conservation benefit for the right whale 
but will come at a great cost to the fishermen in terms of money, time, and safety.   
  

I look forward to working with you and your staff to improve the accuracy of the information 
which will inform the ALWTRT’s work going forward.  If you have any questions or would like to 
discuss this further, please contact Erin Summers, email: erin.l.summers@maine.gov; telephone: (207) 
633-9556. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Patrick C. Keliher 
Commissioner 
 
 
Cc: Mike Pentony, Regional Administrator, Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
 Mike Asaro, Protected Resource Division, Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
  



#9 NMFS presentation of entanglement vs PBR using location of first sighting 







#10 NMFS presentation of known entanglement location from Technical Memo  



Description of cases identified in NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-NE-247, September 2018. Page 11, Figure 5.

Date Fishery-chart location-chart whale status SI/M last seenNotes
6/24/1997 lobster offshore GOM 1971 disentangled NSI 2017 1/2" and 5/8" rope
9/12/1998 lobster Mass 2212 disentangled NSI 1998 11/32" and 3/8" rope
9/14/1998 lobster south of Mass 2212 disentangled NSI 1998 7/16" and 5/8" rope
5/19/1999 lobster offshore GOM 1158 disentangled NSI 2017
7/20/2001 lobster offshore GOM 2427 disentangled NSI 2017 1/2" and 5/8" rope

10/25/2001 CN danish seine GSL 1238 dead M 2001 13/16" leaded line
4/7/2002 lobster Maine 3120 gear free NSI 2017 5/16", 3/8", 7/16"
7/9/2003 lobster & unknown Maine 3392 disentangled NSI 2017 heavy gauge monofilament line primary; lobster gear recovered

3/17/2004 lobster & unknown Maine 3346 entangled NSI 2015 Kingfisher; huge gear ball; Maine gear not primary entanglement
12/6/2004 CN Lobster BoF 3314 disentangled NSI 2016 3/8" line with trawl anchor

12/26/2008 lobster BoF 3701 gear free NSI 2017 5/16" and 3/8" rope
9/26/2009 lobster Mass 3821 disentangled NSI 2017 5/16" and 3/8" rope
9/22/2016 lobster Mass 3823 disentangled NSI 2017
6/22/2017 CN snow crab GSL 3603 dead M 2017

10 US lobster cases, two are secondary entanglements. 4 Canadian cases



#12 Email correspondence between MLA and GARFO regarding risk reduction target methodology 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 9:14 AM
To: Patrice McCarron
Cc: Mike Asaro
Subject: Re: Your questions on take reduction target approach

Got it, thanks for the quick getback Patrice.  We'll send out a generic version today.   
 
On Thu, Apr 18, 2019 at 9:07 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Colleen and Mike 

  

This is helpful as I continue to process all of the new information that NMFS has released over that past few weeks.  

  

My email was not intended for broad publication, but rather to further develop dialogue and understanding of the 
issues. I have no concern with sharing the substance of the response with the broader TRT, but please do not distribute 
in reference to my inquiry.  

  

Thank you. 

Patrice 

  

  

From: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 6:06 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Mike Asaro <michael.asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Your questions on take reduction target approach 

  

  
Thanks for your note on the 3rd; we appreciate the focus and, as ever, the insightful questions.  We hope 
that the presentation yesterday was responsive to some of your questions but wanted to get back to you 
on your questions regarding the take reduction target we identified. Given your interest (and no doubt 
the interest of other Team members), we thought it would be helpful to share our thinking with both 
you and the full Team in advance of the meeting. Please let me know if I can forward this email 
(including if okay your incoming, below) to them.  
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In your note, you raise questions about our use of a 50/50 split across M/SI that could not be assigned to 
a specific fishery in identifying our conservation target - a very important point.  As we tackled this 
question, we considered several potential approaches.  Below is our assessment of these different 
approaches. 

  

Approach 1:  One approach would be to apply the ratio of gear that can be identified to a country as 
causing mortality or serious injury (M/SI) across the unattributed M/SI cases to establish the portion of 
M/SI that should be assigned to each country.  Under this approach, due primarily to 2016 and 2017 
mortalities and serious injuries, the U.S. contribution would decline from 2012-2016 U.S. fishery M/SI 
that is about twice PBR (meriting a 50% reduction) to a 2014 - 2018 M/SI that might (data are still 
preliminary) be near PBR.  
Discussion: Given the high level of scrutiny that the Gulf of St. Lawrence has been under since 2017 (4 - 6 
aircraft actively surveying the Gulf  - a fairly closed system so high detection rates) and, the highly 
recognizable rope used in the snow crab fishery (i.e. gear marking is not required to identify it -even 
outside of the Gulf of St. Lawrence), takes in the snow crab fishery, particularly within the Gulf of St. 
Lawrence, have a higher likelihood of being documented than takes in gear from other portions of right 
whales’ range.  For example, takes in open waters of the Gulf of Maine, where carcasses can drift further 
offshore, would be less likely to be detected. Some years, carcasses in the Gulf of Maine or other New 
England waters are detected with entanglement injuries but no gear. And as you know, even when gear 
is retrieved, our ability to accurately identify and assign retrieved rope to other fisheries continues to be 
limited under current gear marking schemes.  
Conclusion: Given the many variables that allow us to identify gear on right whales (presence or 
absence, gear marking or other recognition factors, detection/observer effort overlap with fishery, etc), 
we do not consider the subset of entanglements with retrieved gear that can be identified to be a 
representative ratio toward apportioning unattributed M/SI cases. We opted not to pursue this 
approach.   

  

Approach 2: Apportion PBR and unattributed M/SI according to the fraction of time that right whales 
spend in each country.  
Discussion: This approach is consistent with the 2016 Guidelines for Preparing Stock Assessment 
Reports. In recent years, up to half of the right whale population appears to spend up to six months, in 
the Gulf of St. Lawrence. Following the 2016 Guidelines which call for consideration of residency 
patterns, we could reasonably assign 25% of the PBR to Canada and 75% to the U.S, dropping the U.S. 
PBR to 0.68. Similarly,  the relative amount of time that North Atlantic right whales are exposed to 
fishing gear in U.S. waters exceeds that in Canadian waters. Consequently, up to 75% of the unattributed 
M/SI could be assigned to U.S. gear based on the duration of exposure. The reduction in M/SI following 
this assignment of PBR would have generated the highest target risk reduction for U.S. fisheries (90 to 
93%).   
Conclusion: Because our Stock Assessment Reports have not included a determination on the fraction of 
time North Atlantic right whales spend in U.S. and Canadian waters, we do not have a data-based 
residency estimate to apply at this time. Additionally, area closures, sinking ground lines, weak links, 
and other risk reduction efforts taken by U.S. fishermen justify a reduced assignment of the impact of 
U.S. gear on right whales relative to Canadian gear. Therefore we did not choose to apply this approach.  



3

  

Approach 3: Apportion unattributed M/SI equally between U.S. and Canada. 
Discussion: Although right whales spend more time in U.S. waters, area closures, sinking ground lines, 
weak links, and other risk reduction efforts taken by U.S. fishermen reduce the impact of U.S. gear on 
right whales relative to Canadian gear.  For most of the period considered in our M/SI estimates - that is, 
until 2018 - there were no targeted right whale risk reduction measures to prevent entanglements in 
Canadian fisheries.  
Conclusion: The approach identified in the April 5th email. Apportioning half of the unattributed M/SI 
entanglements to U.S. and half to Canada results in a target risk reduction of 60% to 80%.  
  
Additionally, we want to share a few other considerations that shaped out thinking:  

  

 In 2018, Canada implemented new regulations in the Gulf of St. Lawrence to protect right whales 
from entanglement in the Gulf to fishing gear.  These regulations were likely responsible for the 
decrease in observed entanglements in that area for 2018.  If they continue to implement 
closures and monitoring in this area of high co-occurrence of right whales and snow crab gear, 
Canadian gear may not be identified as responsible for a greater percentage of take in future 
years. 

 During that same year of intensive monitoring of the Gulf of St. Lawrence, two dead right whales 
with no gear remaining but showing signs of acute entanglement were observed in New England 
waters. USCG hindcast models did not indicate these whales came any great distance from where 
they were documented. Right whale carcasses do decompose quickly in the ocean so given the 
USCG hindcasts, we cannot attribute these mortalities to Canadian fisheries.  

 As you know,  right whales  have demonstrated high variability in their  residency patterns in 
some of what we previously considered to be key habitats. Although their stay duration in some 
areas has decreased, surveys and acoustic detections confirm that these habitats have not been 
entirely abandoned.  We need to ensure that our regulations need to include measures that are 
more resilient to changes in right whale distribution, as well as in fishery distribution patterns. 
(i.e., they will protect right whales no matter what their residency patterns).  Past use and 
persistent occurrence remains the greatest predictor we have for future distribution.   

  

Additionally, to your point about Canadian involvement in take reduction efforts:  Section 118 of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act specifies that we develop and implement take reduction plans.  Take 
reduction teams assist NMFS in developing those plans. The MMPA specifies the commercial fishing 
operations that are subject to the TRP process include  “commercial fishing operations by persons using 
vessels of the United States or vessels which have valid fishing permits issued by the Secretary in 
accordance with… the Magnuson-STevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act…”  While the TRP 
process does not enable Canada to directly participate in the U.S. TRT process, bilateral engagement has 
been amplified and will continue with an eye toward continued and sustainable fishery mitigation 
measures throughout the North Atlantic right whale population’s range. 

  

As has been true since the TRT began deliberations over 20 years ago, we are challenged by our inability 
to precisely identify how and where right whale entanglements occur. Nearly 100 right whales a year 
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exhibit new scars indicating interactions with rope. Despite numerous efforts and the ongoing guidance 
of the TRT, we have not been successful at bringing the rate of mortalities and serious injuries in U.S. 
fixed gear fisheries as low as needed to meet the PBR prescribed by the MMPA for such an endangered 
population. Given the reduced rate of calving, the rapid 15% decline in the North Atlantic right whale 
population in just a few years, and the evidence of a continued high rate of entanglement, it is our best 
judgment that both U.S. and Canada must take and sustain additional efforts to reduce the mortality and 
serious injuries in fisheries. 

  

Again, thanks for thinking carefully about all of this and weighing these considerations.  We look 
forward to working with you and the rest of the Team at the meeting next week.  
  
  
Colleen and Mike 

  

  

On Thu, Apr 4, 2019 at 12:17 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Colleen and Mike 

  

I am still trying to wrap my head around this. The TRT meeting is in just over 2 weeks and I feel like I have no idea 
where we are at with all of this.  

  

When will the TRT have access to the risk model and the alternatives that will be tested? TRT members must have a 
firm grasp on the data and assumptions feeding the model. I am very concerned that we have not had any opportunity 
to discuss this with the industry to get feedback. Do you still intend to initiate rulemaking directly following the TRT? 

  

How will this model measure progress towards reaching PBR? You say we need to reduce our contribution to PBR by 
at least 50%, what does that mean, how is it measured? If does the model assess risk reduction against PBR for gear 
mods vs closures vs endline or trap reductions? 

  

Regarding your PBR numbers (which affects the target for reduction), the 2018 draft SAR incorrectly categorizes RW 
3964 as XU/GU; in an email from NMFS on 4/18/2018 that whale was confirmed entangled in CN snow crab gear. We 
also have unpublished but confirmed data on whale entanglement and source of SI and M through 2018. That data 
clearly shows that CN gear plays an increasingly significant role in SI and M in 2016, 2017 and 2018. This raises 
questions about assuming unknown gear is 50:50 for US and CN, based on your scenario that both countries 
accounted for .4 from 2012 to 2016.  
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Using the best available data, there is a clear trend of CN being responsible for an increasing proportion of SI/M (using 
whole #’s, not prorated): 

2012 to 2016 is 26 whales or 5.2 (.6 CN and .4 US). Known CN SI/M is 4% higher than known US.  

2013 to 2017 is 29 whales or 5.8 (1.4 CN and .2 US). Known CN SI/M is 21% higher than known US.  

2014 to 2018 is 31 whales or 6.2 (1.6 CN and .2 US). Known CN SI/M is 23% higher than known US. 

  

Based on this data, the assumption that unknown gear is 50:50 US vs CN deserves reconsideration. I am still very 
concerned that there is only one country at the table.  

  

I have a lot questions about the alternatives that will be considered, the model which will assess risk reduction of 
alternatives, and the data and assumptions that will be used. I am very worried about not having access to any of this, 
not having time to consult with industry, and the expectation that NMFS will initiate rulemaking following the TRT. 
This feels very rushed given the fact that we don’t have access to this info.  

  

Please let me know when TRT members will have access to the risk model, the alternatives that will be tested and the 
metrics to measure model output against progress towards PBR.  

  

Thank you. 

Patrice  

  

  

  

--  

Colleen Coogan 

Marine Mammal Take Reduction Team Coordinator 

NMFS, Greater Atlantic Region 

978 281-9181 
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--  
Colleen Coogan 
Marine Mammal Take Reduction Team Coordinator 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Region 
978 281-9181 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Patrice McCarron
Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 5:30 PM
To: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal; Mike Asaro
Subject: Re: TRT questions

Colleen, thank you for the response. I appreciate having this info for the board. 
Patrice 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>  
Date: 4/3/19 4:55 PM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>, Mike Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov>  
Subject: Re: TRT questions  
 
We are putting our efforts into identifying the current risk landscape and adding a risk level to an improved 
co-occurrence model to look at take reduction elements to see how those elements contribute to risk 
reduction against that landscape.  Rather than create a straw man, we'll use alternatives on the table to 
illustrate their relative merits, alone and in combinations. Then the TRT will spend the meeting identifying 
and "testing" combinations of risk reduction elements.   
 
So, the Team will work to i.d. and assemble measures towards achieving PBR;  given a coastwide PBR of .9 
for all sources of mortality, achieving PBR is not going to be easy.  The draft 2018 Stock Assessment 
Report  documented a minimum rate of DOCUMENTED annual right whale mortalities and serious injuries by 
entanglements as 5.15 per year during 2012- 2016 (25.75 whales during 5 years -  serious injuries are 
prorated as .75 hence the partial whale).  Of these, 0.4 were determined to be from US waters, and 
0.4/year were determined to be from Canadian waters, and the other 4.35/year were not attributed to a 
country.  
 
If we assume half of these were M/SI's caused by Canadian fisheries and 1/2 were caused by US fisheries, 
U.S. MSI was about 2.5/year.  Even if we assumed .9 PBR was just for US fisheries (vs. apportioning some to 
Canada and some to ship strike), we would have to reduce mortality and serious injury by well more than 
half to achieve PBR.  
 
 
 
 
On Wed, Apr 3, 2019 at 4:06 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 
Hi Collen 
 
I know this is late notice, but are you able to answer these questions I sent to Mike?  
 
My board is meeting tonight and hoping to get some feedback for tonight. 
 
Thanks. 
Patrice 
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Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>  
Date: 4/3/19 3:04 PM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Mike Asaro <michael.asaro@noaa.gov>  
Subject: TRT questions  
 
 
Hi Mike 
 
The MLA board is meeting tonight and they have asked me to track down a few pieces of information.  
 
1st, when should we expect to see the straw man proposal from NMFS that will be brought to the TRT? There is 
concern that we will not have time to solicit our industry's feedback on that before the meeting. 
 
2nd, how does NMFS plan to have the strawman proposal achieve PBR if the Canadians do not have a comprehensive 
plan in place? Is the US plan responsible to get us to PBR on it's own or we or are we only responsible for a portion of 
that? What is the metric to gauge if a plan will meet that goal? 
 
Any insight you can provide would be greatly appreciated.  We meet at 5 tonight. 
 
Thank you. 
Patrice 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 

 
 
 
--  
Colleen Coogan 
Marine Mammal Take Reduction Team Coordinator 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Region 
978 281-9181 
 



#13 MLA comments in response to 83 FR 53422, October 23, 2018 on 11/23/2018  



 
 
Dr. Shannon Bettridge 
Chief, Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Division 
Office of Protected Resources, NMFS 
1315 East‐West Highway 
Silver Spring, MD  20910 
 
November 23, 2018 
 
Dear Dr. Bettridge: 
 
The Maine Lobstermen’s Association (MLA) is commenting on the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) proposed List of Fisheries (LOF) for 2019. The MLA is Maine’s oldest and largest 
fishing industry organization representing Maine’s commercial lobstermen. The MLA has been 
an actively engaged leader in efforts to protect endangered large whales since the inception of 
the Take Reduction Plan in 1996.  
 
NMFS’ 2019 LOF proposal includes the Northeast/Mid‐Atlantic American lobster trap/pot 
fishery as a Category I fishery. The MLA requests that NMFS categorize the Maine lobster 
fishery as a stand‐alone fishery, rather than include it as part of the broader northeast lobster 
fishery category. The Maine lobster fishery is the largest lobster fishery, representing 83% of 
U.S. American lobster landings (NOAA Commercial Fisheries Statistics), and data concerning the 
Maine lobster fishery’s interaction with endangered large whales should be separated from 
that of other fishery regions with different levels of interaction with them.  
 
In 2017, the state of Maine issued 5,900 lobster licenses. The majority (4,700) are small 
operations fishing seasonally from May through November within state waters. Only 1,275 of 
Maine lobstermen hold federal permits allowing them to fish offshore. Having access to deeper 
offshore waters provides these lobstermen an opportunity to execute the fishery on a year‐
round basis. Based on recent data showing a shift in right whale distribution away from the Gulf 
of Maine, and lack of data on interactions between Maine lobster gear and right whales, the 
MLA proposes that NMFS list the Maine state waters lobster fishery as a Category III fishery, 
and the Maine federal waters lobster fishery as a Category II fishery.  
 
According to the 2018 draft U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Draft Marine Mammal Stock 
Assessment, fishery‐related entanglement mortality from 2012 through 2016 does not exceed 
50% of PBR for Gulf of Maine Humpback (PBR 14.6, SI&M 9.8, SI&M from fishing 7.1) or 
Canadian east coast Minke whales (PBR 14, SI&M 7.5, SI&M from fishing 6.5). Only North 
Atlantic right whales exceed PBR (PBR 0.9, SI&M 5.56, SI&M from fishing 5.15). However, only 



0.4 of the fishing‐related serious injury and mortality can be attributed to U.S. fisheries (less 
than 50% of PBR), and none have been attributed to the Maine lobster fishery.  
 
Under the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Plan (ALWTRP), more than 70% of Maine’s state 
waters are exempt from the provisions of the plan. In the Final Rule for broad‐based gear 
modifications, NMFS states, “…NMFS believes large whales rarely occur inside many of Maine’s 
bays, harbors, or inlets...” (72FR 57104, October 5, 2007). Recent changes in ocean conditions 
have led to major shifts in right whale distribution making them even more rare in the waters 
off the Maine coast.   
 
The Gulf of Maine has experienced significant changes in ocean temperatures due to climate 
change. The Gulf of Maine Research Institute published data showing that the Gulf of Maine is 
warming faster than 99% of the global ocean (Pershing, Science, Vol 30, Nov 2015). 
Accumulating evidence points to climate as a crucial factor in determining right whale 
distribution, food availability, overall health, birth and mortality rates. The changing climate has 
impacted the behavior of the copepod, Calanus finmarchicus, the preferred prey of right whales 
causing a significant shift in right whale distribution as they search for dense patches of this 
food (Meyer‐Gutbrod, et al, Global Change Biology, 2018; Chust et al, ICES Journal of Marine 
Science, 2013).  
 
As a result, North Atlantic right whales are less likely to interact with Maine lobster gear than 
they were in the past. An analysis of passive 
acoustic data collected along the U.S. eastern 
seaboard from 2004 through 2014 documented 
a shift in habitat use patterns by North Atlantic 
right whales. Right whales are using some 
regions such as the greater Gulf of Maine less 
frequently and spending more time in regions 
such as the mid‐Atlantic year‐round and Cape 
Cod Bay and the southern Gulf of Maine 
seasonally (Davis et al, Scientific Reports 7, # 
13460, 2017). This data is supported by the 
recent sightings of North Atlantic right whales 
managed by the Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center as pictured in Figure 1 from the 2018 
draft North Atlantic Right Whale Stock 
Assessment Report (SAR). Despite years of 
requests from the state of Maine to obtain 
more data on right whale presence in the Gulf 
of Maine, the NEFSC rarely flies this area in 
search of right whales because sightings are too 
rare to justify the cost (Erin Summers, pers 
comm; Tim Cole, ALWTRT meeting, Oct 2018).  
 



Data from the 2018 draft Right Whale SAR identifies 28 individual serious injury and mortality 
cases from 2012 to 2016. Of these, two were attributed to the Canadian snow crab fishery, one 
to a US trap/pot fishery and one to an unknown US fishery where no gear was recovered. The 
gear in the other 24 cases could not be attributed to a particular fishery or country and nine 
had no gear present at all.  
 
Right whales are now frequenting the Canadian waters of the Gulf of St Lawrence with dire 
consequences. According to NMFS data, since 2014, there have been 19 confirmed 
entanglements in Canadian snow crab or crab/pot gear; five resulting in the whale’s death and 
3 in serious injury.  
 
That record is in stark contrast to whales confirmed entangled in Maine lobster gear. Based on 
NMFS entanglement records from 2000 to 2018, there has been only one right whale (#3120) 
confirmed entangled in Maine gear in April 2002. This entanglement did not result in a serious 
injury or mortality and the whale was last sighted healthy in 2017. The only other record of 
Maine gear listed in the NMFS entanglement database relates to right whale 3146. However, 
the Maine lobster gear was a minor portion of a large gear ball the whale had been carrying and 
was not the primary entanglement. 
 
In fact, there are only nine confirmed cases of US lobster or trap/pot gear as the primary 
entanglement for right whales in the NMFS entanglement data dating back to 2000. Seven were 
successfully disentangled (2 offshore, 2 Massachusetts, 1 Maine, 1 US trap/pot lobster, and 1 
US trap/pot unknown). Two resulted in mortality; a case attributed to US lobster in 2002 and a 
case attributed to a US trap/pot in 2012 (referenced in the 2018 SAR). While both of these 
cases included gear with a 600‐pound breakaway and the latter also had red gear markings, 
neither was attributed to the Maine lobster fishery.   
 
The MLA has been in close contact with the Northeast Fisheries Science Center to monitor 
ongoing right whale serious injury 
and mortality cases. The updated 
serious injury and mortality data 
through 2018 shows a disturbing 
increase in known encounters with 
Canadian snow crab gear, with 
three in 2016 (whales 4057, 4320, 
3694), four in 2017 (whales 3530, 
3603, 4094, 4504) and one in 2018 
(whale 3893). Yet, the majority of 
serious injury and mortality cases 
over the last five years involve gear of unknown origin.  
 
Maine has been frustrated by the lack of data to explain which fishery or gear is actually 
involved in right whale entanglements. As a result, the state has proposed a more 



comprehensive and unique gear marking system to distinguish Maine lobster gear from other 
gear for consideration by the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team.  
 
While interactions between U.S. fishing gear and right whales continue to occur, the majority 
(78%) are minor encounters where whales get into and out of gear with the only evidence being 
a scar, making it impossible to identify the source of the gear. Only a small proportion result in 
serious injury or mortality, and no instances of serious injury or mortality have been confirmed 
to be a result of interaction with Maine lobster gear.  
 
Much has changed for right whales since the Maine lobster fishery was listed as a Category I 
fishery in 1989. The National Marine Fisheries Service has cited no evidence that the Maine 
lobster fishery has frequent interactions with North Atlantic right whales, nor that the fishery 
has had any interactions that have resulted in serious injury or mortality. Recent research on 
changing climate, changing distribution patterns of right whales away from the Gulf of Maine 
and lack of data on Maine lobster gear interactions with right whales indicate that it is time for 
NMFS to re‐evaluate the Category listing for the Maine lobster fishery under the MMPA. 
 
Thank you for consideration of these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Patrice McCarron 
Executive Director 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 11:16 AM
To: _NMFS GAR ALWTRP members
Subject: Take reduction target approaches considered

Categories: Purple category

TRT Members and Alternates:  
 
Good morning.  
 
Mike Asaro and I have received thoughtful questions from some of you regarding the take reduction 
target that we identified in my April 5th email to you all. We thought it would be helpful to share our 
thinking with you in advance of the meeting.  
 
As we tackled this question, we considered several potential approaches to assigning unattributed 
mortalities and serious injury to Canada or U.S. fisheries.  Below is our assessment of these different 
approaches. 
 
Approach 1:  One approach would be to apply the ratio of gear associated with documented mortalities 
and serious injuries (M/SI) that has been identified to country's fishery across the unattributed M/SI 
cases to establish the portion of M/SI that should be assigned to each country.  Under this approach, the 
U.S. contribution to M/SI for the period between 2012-2016 would be about twice PBR (meriting a 50% 
reduction target). Due primarily to 2016 and 2017 documented entanglements, the U.S. portion of M/SI 
under this approach would drop during the 2014 - 2018 time period (data are still preliminary) to about 
PBR.  
Discussion: Given the high level of scrutiny that the Gulf of St. Lawrence has been under since 2017 (4 - 6 
aircraft actively surveying the Gulf  - a fairly closed system so high detection rates) and, the highly 
recognizable rope used in the snow crab fishery (i.e. gear marking is not required to identify it -even 
outside of the Gulf of St. Lawrence), takes in the snow crab fishery, particularly within the Gulf of St. 
Lawrence, have a higher likelihood of being documented and identified than takes in gear from other 
portions of right whales’ range.  For example, takes in open waters of the Gulf of Maine, where carcasses 
can drift further offshore, would be less likely to be detected. Some years, carcasses in the Gulf of Maine 
or other New England waters are detected with entanglement injuries but no gear. And as you know, 
even when gear is retrieved, our ability to accurately identify and assign retrieved rope to other fisheries 
continues to be limited under current gear marking schemes.  
Conclusion: Given the many variables that allow us to identify gear on right whales (presence or absence, 
gear marking or other recognition factors, detection/observer effort overlap with fishery, etc), we do not 
consider the subset of entanglements with retrieved gear that can be identified to be a representative 
ratio toward apportioning unattributed M/SI cases. We opted not to pursue this approach.   
 
Approach 2: Apportion PBR and unattributed M/SI according to the fraction of time that right whales 
spend in each country.  
Discussion: This approach is consistent with the 2016 Guidelines for Preparing Stock Assessment 
Reports. In recent years, up to half of the right whale population appears to spend up to six months, in the 
Gulf of St. Lawrence. Following the 2016 Guidelines which call for consideration of residency patterns, we 
could reasonably assign 25% of the PBR to Canada and 75% to the U.S, dropping the U.S. PBR to 0.68. 
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Similarly,  the relative amount of time that North Atlantic right whales are exposed to fishing gear in U.S. 
waters exceeds that in Canadian waters. Consequently, up to 75% of the unattributed M/SI could be 
assigned to U.S. gear based on the duration of exposure. The reduction in M/SI following this assignment 
of PBR would have generated the highest target risk reduction for U.S. fisheries (90 to 93%).   
Conclusion: Because our Stock Assessment Reports have not included a determination on the fraction of 
time North Atlantic right whales spend in U.S. and Canadian waters, we do not have a data-based 
residency estimate to apply at this time. Additionally, area closures, sinking ground lines, weak links, and 
other risk reduction efforts taken by U.S. fishermen justify a reduced assignment of the impact of U.S. gear 
on right whales relative to Canadian gear. Therefore we did not choose to apply this approach.  
 
Approach 3: Apportion unattributed M/SI equally between U.S. and Canada. 
Discussion: Although right whales spend more time in U.S. waters, area closures, sinking ground lines, 
weak links, and other risk reduction efforts taken by U.S. fishermen reduce the impact of U.S. gear on 
right whales relative to Canadian gear.  For most of the period considered in our M/SI estimates - that is, 
until 2018 - there were no targeted right whale risk reduction measures to prevent entanglements in 
Canadian fisheries.  
Conclusion: This is the approach we took, identified in the April 5th email. Apportioning half of the 
unattributed M/SI entanglements to U.S. and half to Canada results in a target risk reduction for U.S. 
fisheries of 60% to 80%. 
 
Additionally, we want to share a few other considerations that shaped out thinking:  
 

 In 2018, Canada implemented new regulations in the Gulf of St. Lawrence to protect right whales 
from entanglement in the Gulf to fishing gear.  These regulations were likely responsible for the 
decrease in observed entanglements in that area for 2018. If they continue to implement 
closures and monitoring in this area of high co-occurrence of right whales and snow crab gear, 
Canadian gear may not be identified as responsible for a greater percentage of take in future 
years. 

 During that same year of intensive monitoring of the Gulf of St. Lawrence, two dead right whales 
with no gear remaining but showing signs of acute entanglement were observed in New 
England waters. USCG hindcast models did not indicate these whales came any great distance 
from where they were documented. Right whale carcasses do decompose quickly in the ocean 
so given the USCG hindcasts, we cannot attribute these mortalities to Canadian fisheries.  

 Right whales have demonstrated high variability in their  residency patterns in some of what we 
previously considered to be key habitats. Although their stay duration in some areas has 
decreased, surveys and acoustic detections confirm that these habitats have not been entirely 
abandoned.  We need to ensure that our regulations need to include measures that are more 
resilient to changes in right whale distribution, as well as in fishery distribution patterns. (i.e., 
they will protect right whales no matter what their residency patterns).  Past use and persistent 
occurrence remains the greatest predictor we have for future distribution.  

 
Canada's involvement in Take Reduction efforts: Under the MMPA, the TRP process does not enable or 
require Canada to directly participate in the U.S. TRT process. However, bilateral engagement has been 
amplified and will continue with an eye toward continued and sustainable fishery mitigation measures 
throughout the North Atlantic right whale population’s range.   
 
As has been true since the TRT began deliberations over 20 years ago, we are challenged by our inability 
to precisely identify how and where right whale entanglements occur. Nearly 100 right whales a year 
exhibit new scars indicating interactions with rope. Despite numerous efforts and the ongoing guidance 
of the TRT, we have not been successful at bringing the rate of mortalities and serious injuries in U.S. 
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fixed gear fisheries as low as needed to meet and sustain the PBR prescribed by the MMPA for such an 
endangered population. Given the reduced rate of calving, the rapid decline in the North Atlantic right 
whale population in just a few years, and the evidence of a continued high rate of entanglement, it is our 
best judgment that both U.S. and Canada must take and sustain additional efforts to reduce the mortality 
and serious injuries in fisheries. 
 
Thank you all for thinking carefully about our challenges next week, and weighing these 
considerations.  We look forward to working with you in Providence.  
 
Colleen and Mike 
 
--  
Colleen Coogan 
Marine Mammal Take Reduction Team Coordinator 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Region 
978 281-9181 
 



#15 Known Incidents of Human Causes and Serious Injury and Mortality 



Summary of Serious Injury and Mortality and Total Cases of Known Human-caused Right Whale 
Incidents, Pre- and Post-2010 

 
 

 
 
 

 



#16 Serious Injury and Mortality by Gear Type and Origin, 2000-2018 





#17 Summary of Canadian Entanglements and Whale Sightings 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:22 AM
To: Patrice McCarron
Subject: Re: final determination for RW 3405 from 2016

Hi, Patrice, 
 
This was an oversight on my end and I apologise. E44-16 will be noted as NR (not recovered) NE (netting) in all future 
publications. All the other information (0.75, XU, etc) remains the same. The gear team was not able to confirm that it 
was gillnet, hence the more general category of netting. 
 
Sorry for the confusion, but you have the gist of it correct: GARFO's gear team provides the gear information to me. I 
provide the injury/fate determination to them. If the gear is identified, then that determines country of origin. If not, 
then it's determined based on multiple factors (sighting history, proximity to EEZ, anchored, etc.). But, as you well know, 
most of these cases are unknown origin. 
 
Hope that clears this one up. 
 
Cheers, 
Allison 
 
On Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 9:54 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Allison 

  

I am trying to determine the official designation for RW 3405 (E44-16). Dave Morin confirmed in an email (you were 
copied) on 8/5/2019: 

“E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of 
unknown fishery and origin" (entanglement report attached). He told me to make the update in my records. I am not 
comfortable doing that without some sort of official concurrence that this is the official determination for the whale.  

  

The spreadsheet that NMFS provided the TRT coded the gear as NR.  

  

The 2018 Right Whale SAR does the same. It summarizes: 

12/04/2016, prorated injury, RW 3405, EN, pro-rated 0.75, XU, NR, Lactating female. Free-swimming with netting 
crossing over blowholes and one line over back. Full configuration unknown. Calf not present, possibly already weaned. 
No resights.  
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Given NMFS designation that the gear was “monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery and origin”, shouldn’t this 
be coded as MF (monofilament) or GN (gillnet) in the official designation? If I am following Dave’s response to me in 
the many emails I have questioned him on this, the gear team makes the designation in the report, and then NEFSC 
makes the final determination. Honestly, I am not clear on who should answer this; I feel like I’m bouncing back 
between the gear team and NEFSC. Just looking for a definitive response on this.  

  

Thank you.  
Patrice 

  

------------------------------------------------ 

Patrice McCarron 

207-967-4555 (office) * 207-205-4544 (cell) 

Maine Lobstermen's Association 

203 Lafayette Center, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

Not a member? Join today! www.mainelobstermen.org 

Maine Lobstermen's Community Alliance 

PO Box 315, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

www.mlcalliance.org 

  

 
 
 
--  
Allison Henry 
Fishery Biologist 
NOAA Fisheries 
Allison.Henry@noaa.gov 
508.495.2048 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/psb/ 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Patrice McCarron
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:13 PM
To: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal
Cc: David Morin (david.morin@noaa.gov)
Subject: RE: questions on entanglement spreadsheet

Hi Allison 
 
One more question. Dave confirmed the official finding for E44-16 is monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery 
and origin. He did not answer my question about how this is ultimately coded in the db. Working from the NMFS 
spreadsheet he distributed, there is a code for either netting (NE) or monofilament (MF). I assume given this finding it 
should not be blank, but rather reflect the finding of the entanglement report.  
 
Dave advised me to update my version of the spreadsheet as I see fit, but I am interested in understanding how NMFS 
will officially categorize this whale. Do you do that or should I check with someone else? 
 
Thanks again for your time. 
Patrice 
 

From: Patrice McCarron  
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 10:01 AM 
To: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov> 
Subject: RE: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 
 
Sorry for all the emails, but one more clarification. 
 
For E44-16, you state,  
E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin".   
 
The NMFS spreadsheet has it coded as: 
Country of Origin: XU 
Conf Code Country of Origin: CE 
Gear Analysis: 
Gear Type: - 
 
I assume that last field “gear type” should be updated to NE or MF (and not “-“ for unknown).  
How should it be coded based on the official determination? 
 
Thanks.  
Patrice 
 
***************** 
Patrice McCarron 
Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 
 
From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:03 AM 
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To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Allison Henry <Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Mark Minton 
<mark.minton@noaa.gov>; John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 
 
Patrice, 
 
I did a little more digging on the 6/27/2010 case.  There was some confusion on my part because of an incomplete 
label.  The j062610 case was actually a trawled up fin whale.  That animal only had line on it, and after reviewing the 
necropsy report I could find no evidence for net marks.  The cause of death field determination was "The proximate 
cause of death was chronic entanglement. The resultant ultimate cause of death was unclear, but we speculate that 
either major hemorrhage or a septicemia could have been involved, although there was no gross evidence for either. 
Histology may be informative on this point."  Report was written by Bill McLellan 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 3:20 PM David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov> wrote: 

That spreadsheet was mostly NEFSC SI database, with some gear information provided by me.  Naturally, as soon as a 
database is created it is already out of date.  It is very difficult to keep track of all these cases and not surprisingly when 
multiple sources are used to compile data some errors or confusion occurs, especially for old cases 
 
I'm only commenting on the gear aspect of the cases you have listed.  NEFSC might be able to provide more comments. 
 
E03-03 - No gear present 
E04-05 - Unclear if entangled or just scars 
E06-06 - No gear present 
7/05/15 - Herring weir - I don't count these as entanglements in my data 
3/01/17 - No gear present 
E07-13 - Unclear as to the Cause of Death 
 
E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin".   
4/16/15 - Without knowing the details... likely the animal does not have enough information to assign it a catalog 
number, but can be identified in certain scenarios. 
9/04/14 #4001 - No, 1st entangled sighting is in Bay of Fundy.  General assumption is right whales can easily travel 50 
miles a day. 2 weeks is plenty of time for it to come from U.S. 
E22-14 - NEFSC will have to comment on. 
2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown -  NEFSC will have to comment on. 
6/27/2010 - Not sure what happened with this one.  Gear appeared to be recovered from necropsy.  I believe I have 
some photos of the gear, but will need the gear team to check the warehouse to confirm.  By the pictures, it is a mesh, 
but not monofilament, although again I'm not sure this is the correct associated gear.   Hig and Mark - please check 
j062610 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 12:52 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Dave 

  

I’ve finally had time to go through the whale spreadsheet you provided in April. I have a few questions.  

  

Based on my records, you are missing several entanglements: 
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E03-03 (SI 0.75) 

E04-05 

E06-06 

7/5/2015, RW4140 in a herring weir fishery, NFS 

3/1/2017, 2479 in CCB, NSI healing injury, no gear present 

E07-13, whale was found dead, but is listed as NS 

  

Can you let me know if these should or should not be included as part of the entanglement database? 

  

Questions on Whales with SI/M 

E44-06, 12/4/2016, RW 3405, NMFS entanglement report states “monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery 
and origin”; NMFS entanglement sheet has gear type unknown; Why isn’t this recorded as “netting” or “gillnet” with 
fishery and origin unknown? 

  

4/6/2015, RW CT04CCB14, how does this case have an incident on or before date recorded if the whale is not in the 
RW catalog? 

  

9/4/2014, RW 4001, This whale has an incident date on or after 8/20/20104. This is only 2 weeks. Could this be 
assumed to be likely entangled in CN gear? 

  

9/27/2014, RW unknown, E22-14 states “gear of unknown origin”; NMFS entanglement spreadsheet has gear origin 
“US”. Shouldn’t this be “first seen in US” and not confirmed in US gear? 

  

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown. These were potentially the same whale, pending genetic analysis. 
What were the results of this? Should this be one record or two? 

  

6/27/2010, RW 1124, “carcass has net marks suggesting drowning from gear entanglement”. Is this evidence of 
netting or gillnet involved?  
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Thanks. 
Patrice 

  

  

  

  

  

  

************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

President, Maine Lobstermen’s Community Alliance 

207-967-4555 office * 207-205-4544 cell 

2 Storer St, Suite 2013, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

  

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
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55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Patrice McCarron
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 10:01 AM
To: David Morin - NOAA Federal
Subject: RE: questions on entanglement spreadsheet

Sorry for all the emails, but one more clarification. 
 
For E44-16, you state,  
E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin".   
 
The NMFS spreadsheet has it coded as: 
Country of Origin: XU 
Conf Code Country of Origin: CE 
Gear Analysis: 
Gear Type: - 
 
I assume that last field “gear type” should be updated to NE or MF (and not “-“ for unknown).  
How should it be coded based on the official determination? 
 
Thanks.  
Patrice 
 
***************** 
Patrice McCarron 
Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 
 
From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:03 AM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Allison Henry <Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Mark Minton 
<mark.minton@noaa.gov>; John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 
 
Patrice, 
 
I did a little more digging on the 6/27/2010 case.  There was some confusion on my part because of an incomplete 
label.  The j062610 case was actually a trawled up fin whale.  That animal only had line on it, and after reviewing the 
necropsy report I could find no evidence for net marks.  The cause of death field determination was "The proximate 
cause of death was chronic entanglement. The resultant ultimate cause of death was unclear, but we speculate that 
either major hemorrhage or a septicemia could have been involved, although there was no gross evidence for either. 
Histology may be informative on this point."  Report was written by Bill McLellan 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 3:20 PM David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov> wrote: 

That spreadsheet was mostly NEFSC SI database, with some gear information provided by me.  Naturally, as soon as a 
database is created it is already out of date.  It is very difficult to keep track of all these cases and not surprisingly when 
multiple sources are used to compile data some errors or confusion occurs, especially for old cases 
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I'm only commenting on the gear aspect of the cases you have listed.  NEFSC might be able to provide more comments. 
 
E03-03 - No gear present 
E04-05 - Unclear if entangled or just scars 
E06-06 - No gear present 
7/05/15 - Herring weir - I don't count these as entanglements in my data 
3/01/17 - No gear present 
E07-13 - Unclear as to the Cause of Death 
 
E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin".   
4/16/15 - Without knowing the details... likely the animal does not have enough information to assign it a catalog 
number, but can be identified in certain scenarios. 
9/04/14 #4001 - No, 1st entangled sighting is in Bay of Fundy.  General assumption is right whales can easily travel 50 
miles a day. 2 weeks is plenty of time for it to come from U.S. 
E22-14 - NEFSC will have to comment on. 
2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown -  NEFSC will have to comment on. 
6/27/2010 - Not sure what happened with this one.  Gear appeared to be recovered from necropsy.  I believe I have 
some photos of the gear, but will need the gear team to check the warehouse to confirm.  By the pictures, it is a mesh, 
but not monofilament, although again I'm not sure this is the correct associated gear.   Hig and Mark - please check 
j062610 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 12:52 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Dave 

  

I’ve finally had time to go through the whale spreadsheet you provided in April. I have a few questions.  

  

Based on my records, you are missing several entanglements: 

E03-03 (SI 0.75) 

E04-05 

E06-06 

7/5/2015, RW4140 in a herring weir fishery, NFS 

3/1/2017, 2479 in CCB, NSI healing injury, no gear present 

E07-13, whale was found dead, but is listed as NS 

  

Can you let me know if these should or should not be included as part of the entanglement database? 
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Questions on Whales with SI/M 

E44-06, 12/4/2016, RW 3405, NMFS entanglement report states “monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery 
and origin”; NMFS entanglement sheet has gear type unknown; Why isn’t this recorded as “netting” or “gillnet” with 
fishery and origin unknown? 

  

4/6/2015, RW CT04CCB14, how does this case have an incident on or before date recorded if the whale is not in the 
RW catalog? 

  

9/4/2014, RW 4001, This whale has an incident date on or after 8/20/20104. This is only 2 weeks. Could this be 
assumed to be likely entangled in CN gear? 

  

9/27/2014, RW unknown, E22-14 states “gear of unknown origin”; NMFS entanglement spreadsheet has gear origin 
“US”. Shouldn’t this be “first seen in US” and not confirmed in US gear? 

  

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown. These were potentially the same whale, pending genetic analysis. 
What were the results of this? Should this be one record or two? 

  

6/27/2010, RW 1124, “carcass has net marks suggesting drowning from gear entanglement”. Is this evidence of 
netting or gillnet involved?  

  

Thanks. 
Patrice 

  

  

  

  

  

  

************** 

Patrice McCarron 
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Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

President, Maine Lobstermen’s Community Alliance 

207-967-4555 office * 207-205-4544 cell 

2 Storer St, Suite 2013, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

  

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 
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Patrice McCarron

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 3:41 PM
To: Patrice McCarron
Cc: Allison Henry; Colleen Coogan; Mark Minton; John Higgins; Michael Asaro
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

No.  What I'm saying is when I keep track of entanglement cases, I only include cases where gear was documented on 
the animal.  Cases where entanglement trauma was the only indication, or entrapments such as weirs, NEFSC also 
includes those cases as they are needed for SI determinations. 
 
The spreadsheet was meant to give the TRT a general summary of cases and like I stated, not surprisingly, there are 
some errors that slipped through the cracks from such large multiple data sets.  My understanding is we are not 
providing that spreadsheet on a periodic basis, it was rather meant as a one-time product.  Determinations often change 
as new information comes forward.  Feel free to update your version as you see fit. 
 
On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 3:32 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Thanks Dave 

  

Believe me, I understand the confusion surrounding keeping this all straight. 

  

Are you saying that those first 6 cases should NOT be included in the entanglement records? I know one is listed as an 
SI. Just want to be clear. 

  

Regarding the second set of whales, you have confirmed that case E44-16 should be “monofilament mesh and line”. 
However the entanglement spreadsheet has it listed as “gear unknown”. It seem that this field should be updated on 
that spreadsheet to MF or NE or something to reflect that information. Is this correct? 

  

***************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 
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From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 3:20 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Allison Henry <Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Mark Minton 
<mark.minton@noaa.gov>; John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

That spreadsheet was mostly NEFSC SI database, with some gear information provided by me.  Naturally, as soon as a 
database is created it is already out of date.  It is very difficult to keep track of all these cases and not surprisingly when 
multiple sources are used to compile data some errors or confusion occurs, especially for old cases 

  

I'm only commenting on the gear aspect of the cases you have listed.  NEFSC might be able to provide more comments. 

  

E03-03 - No gear present 

E04-05 - Unclear if entangled or just scars 

E06-06 - No gear present 

7/05/15 - Herring weir - I don't count these as entanglements in my data 

3/01/17 - No gear present 

E07-13 - Unclear as to the Cause of Death 

  

E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin".   

4/16/15 - Without knowing the details... likely the animal does not have enough information to assign it a catalog 
number, but can be identified in certain scenarios. 

9/04/14 #4001 - No, 1st entangled sighting is in Bay of Fundy.  General assumption is right whales can easily travel 50 
miles a day. 2 weeks is plenty of time for it to come from U.S. 

E22-14 - NEFSC will have to comment on. 

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown -  NEFSC will have to comment on. 

6/27/2010 - Not sure what happened with this one.  Gear appeared to be recovered from necropsy.  I believe I have 
some photos of the gear, but will need the gear team to check the warehouse to confirm.  By the pictures, it is a mesh, 
but not monofilament, although again I'm not sure this is the correct associated gear.   Hig and Mark - please check 
j062610 
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On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 12:52 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Dave 

  

I’ve finally had time to go through the whale spreadsheet you provided in April. I have a few questions.  

  

Based on my records, you are missing several entanglements: 

E03-03 (SI 0.75) 

E04-05 

E06-06 

7/5/2015, RW4140 in a herring weir fishery, NFS 

3/1/2017, 2479 in CCB, NSI healing injury, no gear present 

E07-13, whale was found dead, but is listed as NS 

  

Can you let me know if these should or should not be included as part of the entanglement database? 

  

Questions on Whales with SI/M 

E44-06, 12/4/2016, RW 3405, NMFS entanglement report states “monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery 
and origin”; NMFS entanglement sheet has gear type unknown; Why isn’t this recorded as “netting” or “gillnet” with 
fishery and origin unknown? 

  

4/6/2015, RW CT04CCB14, how does this case have an incident on or before date recorded if the whale is not in the 
RW catalog? 

  

9/4/2014, RW 4001, This whale has an incident date on or after 8/20/20104. This is only 2 weeks. Could this be 
assumed to be likely entangled in CN gear? 
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9/27/2014, RW unknown, E22-14 states “gear of unknown origin”; NMFS entanglement spreadsheet has gear origin 
“US”. Shouldn’t this be “first seen in US” and not confirmed in US gear? 

  

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown. These were potentially the same whale, pending genetic analysis. 
What were the results of this? Should this be one record or two? 

  

6/27/2010, RW 1124, “carcass has net marks suggesting drowning from gear entanglement”. Is this evidence of 
netting or gillnet involved?  

  

Thanks. 
Patrice 

  

  

  

  

  

  

************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

President, Maine Lobstermen’s Community Alliance 

207-967-4555 office * 207-205-4544 cell 

2 Storer St, Suite 2013, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

  

 
 

  

--  
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David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 
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Patrice McCarron

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:22 AM
To: Patrice McCarron
Cc: John Higgins; Colleen Coogan; Allison Henry; Michael Asaro
Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations

Correct 
 
On Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 10:16 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Can you explain what you mean by “nearby gear”.  

  

I am asking about the basis of the US designation. I want to be sure I understand it. The condition of the carcass and the 
fact that it was anchored in place are the justification for the designation as US gear. This must mean that you have 
determined that the whale encountered that gear at or very close to the area where it was sighted; hence, it is US gear. 

  

Do I understand this correctly? 

  

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:10 AM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Allison Henry 
<Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations 

  

Patrice, 

  

The condition of the carcass, which indicated it was a recent entanglement, indicated the country of origin was 
U.S.  We've never assigned gear type based on nearby gear.  I never said anything about the state besides I cannot say 
it is MA. 

  

On Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 9:10 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Thanks Dave. I guess that is part of my confusion, you say “We've never assigned an origin based on gear nearby.” 

However, you (or someone) did assign an origin. The origin is “US”, the fishery/gear is “unknown”. 
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If the premise is that it is US gear because it was anchored in place, then doesn’t it hold true that this could not be 
Maine gear. The assumption is the entanglement happened in proximity to where it was found. Otherwise, it could 
have been gear from anywhere.  

  

I am just trying to understand the rationale of the final designation for this case and its implications. 

  

Thank you. 

Patrice  

  

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:28 AM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Allison Henry 
<Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations 

  

Scientific papers have different interpretations all the time.  Very common.  The gear team did not author this 
paper.  We saw a draft but basically at the very end just before publication. 

  

The necropsy report speculated as to the origin of gear and we did not author that report either.  No gear was 
recovered or analyzed closely.  All that exists for that case is the 4 photos I showed you.  We've never assigned an 
origin based on gear nearby.  

  

On Wed, Aug 14, 2019 at 10:12 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

I would also note that the first case is in the published literature and this paper has already been cited widely. I dont 
see how you can dismiss one finding from the paper and dismiss another. 

  

  

  

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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-------- Original message -------- 

From: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>  

Date: 8/14/19 9:53 AM (GMT-05:00)  

To: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  

Cc: John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>, Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>, Allison Henry 
<Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>  

Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations  

  

Hi Dave  

  

For the first one, there should be photos documenting the float buoys and line across the body. According to Allison, 
GARFO has those so she was not able to share them. I would appreciate if you would check your files and share those 
with me.  

  

A follow up question for that case, if it was anchored in US waters, I assume the entanglement happened at that site 
so this would be attributed to Mass gear. I know there is no official designation for that but it is typically noted when 
that information is understood. 

  

For the second case, NMFS determined "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery and origin" in the 
entanglement report.  

  

You have already confirmed that is the correct determination in a previous email. However, the spreadsheet codes it 
as unknown. My question is how does that error get corrected at NMFS?   

  

Thanks again for your time. 

Patrice 

  

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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-------- Original message -------- 

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  

Date: 8/14/19 7:45 AM (GMT-05:00)  

To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>  

Cc: John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>, Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>, Allison Henry 
<Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>  

Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations  

  

Patrice,  

  

E22-14  - Gear in proximity to a carcass that was no longer present is not enough for us to make a gear 
determination.  I also have no evidence for "a line of floats lying along its body".  However, due to the animal's 
anchored state we felt comfortable in calling it U.S. unknown gear.  Naturally, it's possible someone had additional 
records to could change our determination but I don't have anything currently to change it. 

  

E44-16 - That spreadsheet we provided to the TRT is not something we use, nor am I updating it.   It was provided to 
the team to provide a simple one-time summary of all right whale cases.  We do not code gear into categories for our 
determinations like that.  I think partly what you're getting at is why didn't we call it gillnet?  There was not enough 
evidence (no gear recovered, just photographs) to make that conclusion. 

  

Best, 

David 

  

On Tue, Aug 13, 2019 at 10:00 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi John and Dave 

  

Higgy, great to see you tonight. Here’s the info on the cases I was asking about. I want to close the loop on the gear 
determinations. Once I’m clear on NMFS gear determination, I want to be sure I code it properly in the spreadsheet. 
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1. Case NMFS E22-14 (aka IFAW14-156Eg). This is coded as US unknown. Allison Henry said the documentation 
is from the Sharp et al, 2019 paper. The Sharp paper says: 

“One of the unexamined entangled whales (IFAW14-156Eg) was possibly entangled and anchored in fixed gear 
south of Nantucket, MA, USA, based on the presence of a line of floats lying along its body, 2 endlines present in 
the initial report images, and a stationary position at sea for multiple days. This carcass could not be examined 
by responders due to poor weather. When conditions improved, fixed gear with large polyballs similar to that 
documented on the entangled whale were identified at the coordinates of the carcass, but the whale was no 
longer present.” 

  

Allison said because it was there for two days in a row, it is deemed US gear. The necropsy report in the Sharp et 
al supplement says “Based on the presence of the line with float buoys along the body of the whale, the 
entanglement gear type was most likely gillnet” (attached, page 49).  This is different than the findings in the 
entanglement report. Just want to confirm the gear determination for this whale since the necropsy says gillnet. 

  

2. One of the “unknown” SIM whales from 2016 (NMFS E44-16) has an official finding in the entanglement 
report: Monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery and origin". Dave, you have already confirmed this 
finding with me. I just want to understand how you will code it in the spreadsheet so I can update mine.  

  

Thank you! 

  

Patrice 

  

  

------------------------------------------------ 

Patrice McCarron 

207-967-4555 (office) * 207-205-4544 (cell) 

  

Maine Lobstermen's Association 

203 Lafayette Center, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

Not a member? Join today! www.mainelobstermen.org 
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Maine Lobstermen's Community Alliance 

PO Box 315, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

www.mlcalliance.org 

  

 
 

  

--  

David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator  

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 

  

--  

David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 
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Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 

  

--  

David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 
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Patrice McCarron

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Patrice McCarron
Cc: John Higgins; Colleen Coogan; Allison Henry
Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations
Attachments: Whale (1).jpg; Whale (2).jpg; Whale (3).jpg; Whale (4).jpg

E22-14 - That whale was spotted 36 NM south of Nantucket, so I don't think it is appropriate to call it MA 
gear.  Especially since gear was not recovered or analyzed closely.  Attached are photos. 
 
That table will not be corrected.  It was a one-time supplement for the TRT.  GARFO makes the gear determination and 
our records and report have it correctly.  I'm sure NEFSC will adjust their records to match.  Please remember that the 
table was a combination of multiple sources and not surprisingly some differences showed up between those sources.   
 
 
 
 
On Wed, Aug 14, 2019 at 9:53 AM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 
Hi Dave  
 
For the first one, there should be photos documenting the float buoys and line across the body. According to Allison, 
GARFO has those so she was not able to share them. I would appreciate if you would check your files and share those 
with me.  
 
A follow up question for that case, if it was anchored in US waters, I assume the entanglement happened at that site so 
this would be attributed to Mass gear. I know there is no official designation for that but it is typically noted when that 
information is understood. 
 
For the second case, NMFS determined "Monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery and origin" in the 
entanglement report.  
 
You have already confirmed that is the correct determination in a previous email. However, the spreadsheet codes it as 
unknown. My question is how does that error get corrected at NMFS?   
 
Thanks again for your time. 
Patrice 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Date: 8/14/19 7:45 AM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>  
Cc: John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>, Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>, Allison Henry 
<Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>  
Subject: Re: Confirm gear determinations  
 
Patrice,  



2

 
E22-14  - Gear in proximity to a carcass that was no longer present is not enough for us to make a gear determination.  I 
also have no evidence for "a line of floats lying along its body".  However, due to the animal's anchored state we felt 
comfortable in calling it U.S. unknown gear.  Naturally, it's possible someone had additional records to could change 
our determination but I don't have anything currently to change it. 
 
E44-16 - That spreadsheet we provided to the TRT is not something we use, nor am I updating it.   It was provided to 
the team to provide a simple one-time summary of all right whale cases.  We do not code gear into categories for our 
determinations like that.  I think partly what you're getting at is why didn't we call it gillnet?  There was not enough 
evidence (no gear recovered, just photographs) to make that conclusion. 
 
Best, 
David 
 
On Tue, Aug 13, 2019 at 10:00 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi John and Dave 

  

Higgy, great to see you tonight. Here’s the info on the cases I was asking about. I want to close the loop on the gear 
determinations. Once I’m clear on NMFS gear determination, I want to be sure I code it properly in the spreadsheet.  

  

1.Case NMFS E22-14 (aka IFAW14-156Eg). This is coded as US unknown. Allison Henry said the documentation is 
from the Sharp et al, 2019 paper. The Sharp paper says: 

“One of the unexamined entangled whales (IFAW14-156Eg) was possibly entangled and anchored in fixed gear 
south of Nantucket, MA, USA, based on the presence of a line of floats lying along its body, 2 endlines present in 
the initial report images, and a stationary position at sea for multiple days. This carcass could not be examined by 
responders due to poor weather. When conditions improved, fixed gear with large polyballs similar to that 
documented on the entangled whale were identified at the coordinates of the carcass, but the whale was no 
longer present.” 

  

Allison said because it was there for two days in a row, it is deemed US gear. The necropsy report in the Sharp et 
al supplement says “Based on the presence of the line with float buoys along the body of the whale, the 
entanglement gear type was most likely gillnet” (attached, page 49).  This is different than the findings in the 
entanglement report. Just want to confirm the gear determination for this whale since the necropsy says gillnet.  

  

2.One of the “unknown” SIM whales from 2016 (NMFS E44-16) has an official finding in the entanglement report: 
Monofilament mesh and line of unknown fishery and origin". Dave, you have already confirmed this finding 
with me. I just want to understand how you will code it in the spreadsheet so I can update mine.  

  

Thank you! 
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Patrice 

  

  

------------------------------------------------ 

Patrice McCarron 

207-967-4555 (office) * 207-205-4544 (cell) 

  

Maine Lobstermen's Association 

203 Lafayette Center, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

Not a member? Join today! www.mainelobstermen.org 

  

Maine Lobstermen's Community Alliance 

PO Box 315, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

www.mlcalliance.org 

  

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator  
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 

 
 
 
--  
David Morin 
Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 
Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 
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National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 
Protected Resources Division 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
O# 978-282-8472 
C# 978-479-9727 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 4:58 PM
To: Patrice McCarron
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet

There are a few guys on the gear team, but I'd start with David Morin. 
 
Glad to be of help. Got your vacation bounce back. Enjoy your time off! I'm going on one soon myself. :) 
 
Allison 
 
On Tue, Aug 13, 2019 at 4:55 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 
That makes sense. Do you know who at GARFO is responsible for gear determinations?  
 
I really appreciate all of your help. 
 
Patrice 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>  
Date: 8/13/19 4:28 PM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org>  
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet  
 
Hi, Patrice,  
 
Glad you found it helpful. I am not the one who makes decisions about gear type or fishery. I rely on the gear analysts 
at GARFO to do that. My hands are already full with the injury and mortality component! When there isn't an identified 
fishery, in some cases we can assign it to at minimum a country based on things like freshness of carcass, 
weighted/anchored, sighting history, and/or proximity to EEZ among other details. I can't comment on whether or not 
it's Massachusetts gear and/or gillnet as that's not my area of expertise and suggest you pose these questions to 
GARFO. 
 
Regarding cause of death - Since the carcass was not recovered and a necropsy was unable to be conducted, this is an 
event where we apply our Center's mortality criteria (see Caveats tab in that incident spreadsheet). This carcass fits #2 
and #3 of the Table 2. entanglement mortality which is why we are considering it confirmed.  
 
Best, 
Allison 
 
On Tue, Aug 13, 2019 at 3:59 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

The description in the Sharp report sounded like gillnet gear, and this supplement states it clearly, “Based on the 
presence of the line with float buoys along the body of the whale, the entanglement gear type was most likely gillnet.” 
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Two questions: 

1. Since this whale is anchored and therefore considered to have been entangled in US gear, wouldn’t also be true 
that this was entangled in Massachusetts gear given its location? 

2. Given the photographic evidence and description of the gear, shouldn’t this case be recorded as gillnet gear? The 
findings of the death are “probable”; it seems there is just as much probable evidence that the gear is gillnet gear.  

  

I appreciate your time on this. Thank you.  

Patrice 

  

From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:32 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

Hi, Patrice, 

  

Attached is Sharp's paper (if you don't already have it) and the supplemental material which provides more details on 
E22-14 (aka IFAW14-156Eg). Mendy and/or David should have the original images for this event. I only have ones 
already embedded in documents like Sharp's report. 

  

Allison 

  

  

On Tue, Aug 13, 2019 at 3:02 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Allison 

  

I am interested in reviewing the necropsy report for this whale (E22-14). Can you send me a link or a copy of the 
report?  
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Also, I would like to view the photos of the anchored whale you reference, and are referenced in the Sharp report. 
Can you send those as well?  

  

Thank you.  

Patrice 

  

From: Patrice McCarron  
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 4:14 PM 
To: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov> 
Cc: David Morin <david.morin@noaa.gov> 
Subject: RE: FW: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

Yes, that explains the mismatch between the reports. I don’t have access to those necropsy reports. 

Thank you! 

  

***************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

  

From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 2:32 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: David Morin <david.morin@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: FW: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

Hi, Patrice, 

  

Michael Moore at WHOI created an investigation report with a timeline summary and other details. USCG originally 
reported it as a humpback on 9/27 and NMFS did not receive photos to confirm species as a right whale until later 
(GARFO can confirm date received. Distributed USCG images to response team on 10/2). A NMFS shorebird survey 
documented the carcass in the same position on the following day 9/28 and reported it on 9/29. Weather prevented 
a mounted response until 10/4. 
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Images show a fresh carcass with no signs of bloating or emaciation. 

  

I hope that helps, 

Allison 

  

On Tue, Aug 6, 2019 at 2:10 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Thanks for the prompt reply. 

  

What is the source of info for E22-14? I only have access to the entanglement report which doesn’t match your 
notes. 

  

The Entanglement report states: “USCG aerial survey sighted and documented the animal. Carcass was not reported 
until the next day and poor weather prevented an immediate search for the animal. A search conducted days later 
did not relocate the carcass.” 

  

And concludes 

Gear Type: Unknown  

Target Species: Unknown  

Gear Description: Red polyball and line visible. Wraps around the right flipper and line is seen laying across the head 
and body. Polyball on the ventral side of the whale.  

Comments: Photographs do not show any distinguishing characteristics or markings to conduct detailed gear 
analysis. Conclusions: Wraps around the right flipper are visible and line is seen laying across the head and body. 
Polyball on the ventral side of the whale. Gear of unknown origin. 

  

***************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 
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From: Allison Henry - NOAA Federal <allison.henry@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 2:04 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: David Morin <david.morin@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: FW: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

Hi, Patrice, 

  

Just back in the office after many days of flying. I'll start with these two cases you asked about specifically and then 
go back through the email thread to see if I need to chime in elsewhere. 

  

E22-14: we have as US since carcass appeared to be anchored/weighted in position. Sharp et al 2019 has Proximate 
COD = acute entanglement and Ultimate COD = probable drowning/asphyxiation. So, most parsimonious that it was 
an acute event in US waters, rather than a chronic one of unknown origin. 

  

Regarding RW 3993 and RW unknown in 2011 - I have no genetic results. Let me check in with the folks at NEA and 
see if there's anything new on that front. 

  

Cheers, 

Allison 

  

On Tue, Aug 6, 2019 at 1:42 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Allison 

  

Are you able to provide information on these two right whale cases? It is regarding the information in the 
spreadsheet distributed by NMFS for the TRT meeting: 

It’s at this link: 
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/whaletrp/trt/meetings/April%202019/19_april_2019_tr
t_meeting.html, entitled “2000-2018 Right Whale Incident Data 03/19/2019” 

  

I’m sure you have seen the thread that I emailed Dave, but he singled out these two that you may be able to 
answer: 
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9/27/2014, RW unknown, E22-14 states “gear of unknown origin”; NMFS entanglement spreadsheet has gear 
origin “US”. Shouldn’t this be “first seen in US” and not confirmed in US gear? 

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown. These were potentially the same whale, pending genetic 
analysis. What were the results of this? Should this be one record or two? 

 Thank you. 

Patrice 

***************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

  

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 3:41 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Allison Henry <Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Mark Minton 
<mark.minton@noaa.gov>; John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

No.  What I'm saying is when I keep track of entanglement cases, I only include cases where gear was documented 
on the animal.  Cases where entanglement trauma was the only indication, or entrapments such as weirs, NEFSC 
also includes those cases as they are needed for SI determinations. 

  

The spreadsheet was meant to give the TRT a general summary of cases and like I stated, not surprisingly, there are 
some errors that slipped through the cracks from such large multiple data sets.  My understanding is we are not 
providing that spreadsheet on a periodic basis, it was rather meant as a one-time product.  Determinations often 
change as new information comes forward.  Feel free to update your version as you see fit. 

  

On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 3:32 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Thanks Dave 

  

Believe me, I understand the confusion surrounding keeping this all straight. 
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Are you saying that those first 6 cases should NOT be included in the entanglement records? I know one is listed 
as an SI. Just want to be clear. 

  

Regarding the second set of whales, you have confirmed that case E44-16 should be “monofilament mesh and 
line”. However the entanglement spreadsheet has it listed as “gear unknown”. It seem that this field should be 
updated on that spreadsheet to MF or NE or something to reflect that information. Is this correct? 

  

***************** 

Patrice McCarron 

Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

  

From: David Morin - NOAA Federal <david.morin@noaa.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 3:20 PM 
To: Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> 
Cc: Allison Henry <Allison.Henry@noaa.gov>; Colleen Coogan <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>; Mark Minton 
<mark.minton@noaa.gov>; John Higgins <john.higgins@noaa.gov>; Michael Asaro <Michael.Asaro@noaa.gov> 
Subject: Re: questions on entanglement spreadsheet 

  

That spreadsheet was mostly NEFSC SI database, with some gear information provided by me.  Naturally, as soon 
as a database is created it is already out of date.  It is very difficult to keep track of all these cases and not 
surprisingly when multiple sources are used to compile data some errors or confusion occurs, especially for old 
cases 

  

I'm only commenting on the gear aspect of the cases you have listed.  NEFSC might be able to provide more 
comments. 

  

E03-03 - No gear present 

E04-05 - Unclear if entangled or just scars 

E06-06 - No gear present 

7/05/15 - Herring weir - I don't count these as entanglements in my data 

3/01/17 - No gear present 

E07-13 - Unclear as to the Cause of Death 



8

  

E44-16 - Our gear report conclusion (this is the official gear determination) - "Monofilament mesh and line of 
unknown fishery and origin".   

4/16/15 - Without knowing the details... likely the animal does not have enough information to assign it a catalog 
number, but can be identified in certain scenarios. 

9/04/14 #4001 - No, 1st entangled sighting is in Bay of Fundy.  General assumption is right whales can easily travel 
50 miles a day. 2 weeks is plenty of time for it to come from U.S. 

E22-14 - NEFSC will have to comment on. 

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown -  NEFSC will have to comment on. 

6/27/2010 - Not sure what happened with this one.  Gear appeared to be recovered from necropsy.  I believe I 
have some photos of the gear, but will need the gear team to check the warehouse to confirm.  By the pictures, it 
is a mesh, but not monofilament, although again I'm not sure this is the correct associated gear.   Hig and Mark - 
please check j062610 

  

On Mon, Aug 5, 2019 at 12:52 PM Patrice McCarron <patrice@mainelobstermen.org> wrote: 

Hi Dave 

  

I’ve finally had time to go through the whale spreadsheet you provided in April. I have a few questions.  

  

Based on my records, you are missing several entanglements: 

E03-03 (SI 0.75) 

E04-05 

E06-06 

7/5/2015, RW4140 in a herring weir fishery, NFS 

3/1/2017, 2479 in CCB, NSI healing injury, no gear present 

E07-13, whale was found dead, but is listed as NS 

  

Can you let me know if these should or should not be included as part of the entanglement database? 
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Questions on Whales with SI/M 

E44-06, 12/4/2016, RW 3405, NMFS entanglement report states “monofilament mesh and line of unknown 
fishery and origin”; NMFS entanglement sheet has gear type unknown; Why isn’t this recorded as “netting” or 
“gillnet” with fishery and origin unknown? 

  

4/6/2015, RW CT04CCB14, how does this case have an incident on or before date recorded if the whale is not in 
the RW catalog? 

  

9/4/2014, RW 4001, This whale has an incident date on or after 8/20/20104. This is only 2 weeks. Could this be 
assumed to be likely entangled in CN gear? 

  

9/27/2014, RW unknown, E22-14 states “gear of unknown origin”; NMFS entanglement spreadsheet has gear 
origin “US”. Shouldn’t this be “first seen in US” and not confirmed in US gear? 

  

2/13/2011, RW 3993 and 3/16/2011, RW unknown. These were potentially the same whale, pending genetic 
analysis. What were the results of this? Should this be one record or two? 

  

6/27/2010, RW 1124, “carcass has net marks suggesting drowning from gear entanglement”. Is this evidence of 
netting or gillnet involved?  

  

Thanks. 
Patrice 

  

  

  

  

  

  

************** 

Patrice McCarron 
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Executive Director, Maine Lobstermen’s Association 

President, Maine Lobstermen’s Community Alliance 

207-967-4555 office * 207-205-4544 cell 

2 Storer St, Suite 2013, Kennebunk, ME 04043 

  

 
 

  

--  

David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 

  

--  

David Morin 

Large Whale Entanglement Response Coordinator 

Greater Atlantic Fisheries Regional Office 

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 

Protected Resources Division 
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55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

O# 978-282-8472 

C# 978-479-9727 

 
 

  

--  

Allison Henry 
Fishery Biologist 
NOAA Fisheries 
Allison.Henry@noaa.gov 
508.495.2048 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/psb/ 
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NOAA Fisheries 
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http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/psb/ 
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#21 Correspondence, Photos and Necropsy Report re E22-14 from Michael Moore, WHOI 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Michael Moore <mmoore@whoi.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 1:01 PM
To: Patrice McCarron
Cc: Sharp, Sarah; Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal; Mendy Garron; Allison Henry
Subject: Re: necropsy for right whale?
Attachments: Whale (1).jpg; Whale (2).jpg; Whale (3).jpg; Whale (4).jpg; IFAW14-156Eg rev 2.docx

Hi Patrice, 

Sorry to be slow on this. This case was perhaps the most frustrating one I have ever helped with. The data in the Sharp 
et al 2019 supplement summarized what we know. There was no necropsy undertaken. The animal was never examined 
at sea. All we have is a series of grainy low res aerial images from the USCG, one of which is in the online supplement of 
that paper. The 'most likely gillnet' statement is based on interpretation of those images (see attached photos and my 
report) showing a curved line of oval structures. At the time we discussed if they could be skin blisters, but felt that 
unlikely given the non random arrangement, and that they looked most likely to be floats in a string (see yellow 
highlighted section on pages 4 and 5 of the report that I wrote at the time. On the basis of those observations 'likely 
gillnet' seems reasonable. But it was not confirmed. No gear was collected. Thus I can understand why NMFS is reluctant 
to identify the gear type.  

Hope this helps. 

Michael Moore 

On 8/15/19 9:20 AM, Patrice McCarron wrote: 

Hi Michael 
  
I am trying to understand the conclusions regarding the death of right whale NMFS E22-14 (aka IFAW14-
156Eg) from 9/27/2014. Allison Henry said you worked on the necropsy and helped piece together the 
timeline for this whale. Could you provide me with any reports, photos and information you have on this 
whale in your files? 
  
I’ve read the NMFS entanglement summary and the Sharp et 2019 paper and supplement. The Sharp et 
al 2019 supplement states, “Based on the presence of the line with float buoys along the body of the 
whale, the entanglement gear type was most likely gillnet” (attached, page 49).  
  
NMFS says they do not have any record or documentation of float buoys along the body of the whale. 
I’m curious where this information came from and the basis for the necropsy determination of “most 
likely gillnet”. 
  
I would be grateful for any information you could provide. I hope you are enjoying your summer. 
  
Thank you. 
Patrice 
  
  
------------------------------------------------ 
Patrice McCarron 
207-967-4555 (office) * 207-205-4544 (cell) 



2

Maine Lobstermen's Association 
203 Lafayette Center, Kennebunk, ME 04043 
Not a member? Join today! www.mainelobstermen.org 
Maine Lobstermen's Community Alliance 
PO Box 315, Kennebunk, ME 04043 
www.mlcalliance.org 
  



Right Whale Mortality Investigation – Interim Report October 6th 2014 

Michael Moore – Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, Woods Hole MA 02543 

Misty Niemeyer and CT Harry – International Fund for Animal Welfare, Marine Mammal 
Rescue Research, Yarmouth Port, MA 02675 

Field # - IFAW14-156Eg 

Sunday Sept 28th 2014 

USCG reported to Mendy Garron at NOAA GARFO a shark scavenged, dead, entangled 
humpback whale (but see revised species ID as a right whale on Sept 30th).   40 43.92N  70 
21.67W 1503Z  Saturday Sept 27th.  Classified photographs taken. Need to see photos to see if it 
was a right whale and the same animal as below. Mendy Garron forwarded sighting to Michael 
Moore, but instructed to wait on declassification of photos before mounting a field attempt.  

 Monday Sept 29th 1628 Mendy Garron called 
Michael Moore with news of a Sept 28th sighting by 
a bird survey plane of a dead right whale at 40.73N -
70.36 W (40 43.8N 70 Moore arranged for a boat out 
of Nantucket – the Althea K, skipper Pete Kaizer, 
and a plane out of Nashua, NH (Assist Aviation 
Solutions) to relocate. Zoomed  in image from Sept 
28th at right. 

Tuesday Sept 30th Moore and Niemeyer (IFAW) arrived Nantucket at 1010. Low cloud and 
rain. Spoke with Curt Harvey (Assist Aviation) at 1110 and agreed that forecast and on ground 
weather precluded a search today. Later realized that the Saturday ‘humpback’ was located at the 
same postion as the Sunday right whale and hence likely anchored. Requested a CG cutter to 
examine in the morning, given likely anchored, no need for a plane. Cutter Hammerhead from 
Woods Hole (87’ LOA, a second cutter from Long Island and a plane available for search on 
Wednesday.  Mendy Garron forwarded text description of the USCG images from Sept 27th 
stating’ Right whale, Skin on. Looks like very little sunburn- small bumps.  Looks like recently 
deceased. No bloating visible.  Baleen intact.  Red buoy.  Multiple line wraps around head and 
tailstock.’ 

Wednesday October 1st. Arrived 0730 at Woods Hole CG station with Scott Landry to be told 
cutter would not leave without a plane first resighting carcass. No flying today given rain and 
low cloud base  

Thursday October 2nd. Mendy Garron forward the now declassified images from USCG. Note 
red buoy in second and third images.  



.  



 

 

 

 

 

 



Friday October 3rd. Bit of a boat weather window for Saturday.  Left message and called 2x 
further to Althea K but no response (call times 0909, 1011, 1125). Called Mike Ryan, and then 
CR Environmental who found the Jamie Hanna, Josh Goodwin available. Arranged for dockage 
at WHOI Friday night. Acquired insurance certificates from him and CRE. Called Althea K 
again and spoke to decline charter – no message or calls received apparently. Explained already 
committed to a third party. 

Saturday October 4th. Depart WHOI dock 0630 aboard RV Jamie Hanna. ETA sighting 
location above at 1020. Skipper - Josh Goodwin, Mate -Bill Condon, Science - Michael Moore 
and CT Harry. Went via west of Vineyard. Overcast, low cloud, patchy rain, long low swell, 
light wind. 

1010 at 40 45.4N 70 23.6W crossed a possible light oil slick running from NE to SW. 

1023 at 40  43.9N  70 22.7W Hi flyer and red buoy with some barnacles around base. Black 
spray paintmarks – but not legible. Recorded as Gear A. 

1032 at  40 43.83 N 70 23.7 W Hi flyer and red buoy WC17 on buoy.  Recorded as Gear B 

1039.37 40 43.35N 70 23.29 W Red buoy with hi flyer. Recorded as Gear C. 

See images of Gear below. Each series of gear images is preceded by a screen shot of the Jamie 
Hanna plotter at the location of each set of gear. Returned to slick, and then saw a radar target 7 
nm away bearing 200 degrees. Headed to check it out. Patchy fog. Fishing vessel. Decided not to 
engage. Returned to original sighting location 40 43.9N  70 21.7W. Nothing there. Patchy flat 
water suggesting ‘slick’ was non specific. Discussed options. Nothing else we could do without a 
plane and a higher cloud base. So either need a new drift analysis and a full day with a plane, or 
wait till new third party sighting. Call to Mendy Garron – left message summarizing the above. 
1130 started heading back to dock. Furthermore, not knowing when the animal was no longer 
anchored hampers any drift analysis attempt. 

Discussion 

Need to compare the marks on these red buoys to the buoy shown in the CG images if possible. 
Perhaps there are higher resolution images available that remain classified? The buoys on the 
gear observed at sea Oct 4th were approximately 2 feet in diameter. Assuming the buoy on the 
whale was of the same gear type as observed Oct 4th, then an examination of  the buoy on the 
whale, showing the whale length being 16x the buoy width, would suggest that the whale was 
about 32 feet in length. Perhaps there are VMS or AIS tracks that may reveal the nature of the 
fixed fishery underway at this location? 

Discussion with John Kenney, NOAA has not revealed any obvious diagnosis as to the gear 
represented in the images obtained on October 4th, however further examination of the USCG 
images from Sept 27th by  William McLellan, UNC Wilmington, strongly suggests that there is a 



line of gillnet floats in an S shaped line over the tailstock, see circled portion of the image below. 
The pattern of these shapes could not be due to post mortem decomposition. Such blisters would 
be more randomly distributed..  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

Thus the most likely gear type observed on the animal, is gillnet.  

While by no means conclusive, it would seem reasonable to consider the possibility that the gear 
observed on Oct 4th was of the same type as that entangling the whale, and that knowledge of the 
nature of that gear would facilitate current discussions about further entanglement mitigation 
steps that are underway. Thus if NOAA OLE could inquire as to the nature of the gear set at this 
location and observed on October 4th, it could be valuable information. 

 

 

 



October 4th – RV Jamie Hanna track in area of interest. IFAW14-156Eg shows sighting location 
Sept 27/28 of dead right whale with red buoy. Letters A, B and C show location of gear found 
fishing on October 4th, see below. Depths in fathoms.  
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GEAR C 











 

  









 

 











#24 NMFS email to TRT regarding poll for gear severity index 
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Patrice McCarron

From: Colleen Coogan - NOAA Federal <colleen.coogan@noaa.gov>
Sent: Sunday, April 07, 2019 2:40 PM
To: _NMFS GAR ALWTRP members
Cc: John Higgins - NOAA Federal; Mark Minton; David Morin - NOAA Federal; Henry 

Milliken - NOAA Federal; Eric Matzen - NOAA Federal; Mike Asaro; Diane Borggaard - 
NOAA Federal; Sean Hayes - NOAA Federal; Richard Pace - NOAA Federal; Peter 
Corkeron - NOAA Federal; Jessica Powell - NOAA Federal; Allison Henry - NOAA 
Federal; Burton Shank - NOAA Federal; Tim Cole - NOAA Federal; Mendy Garron

Subject: TRT ASSIGNMENT: Please complete poll by April 11

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Purple category

Greetings TRT members and alternates:  
 
In preparation for our upcoming TRT meeting later this month, we are creating a risk reduction 
assessment decision tool to help us evaluate the suites of proposed trap/pot risk reduction measures that 
will be considered and  refined at our Take Reduction Team meeting. This effort is in direct response to 
one of the key pieces of feedback the Team provided during the October 2018 meeting. 
 
We are writing now to seek your input on two  key parts of the decision tool: (1) characterizing how 
different gear configurations affect the amount of time vertical  line is in the water column, and (2) 
characterizing the relative risk of mortality and serious injury of different gear configurations if whales 
become entangled.   As Team Members, many of you have been discussing most of these measures for 
years. We recognize the unique vantage point that many of you have on these issues and, for that reason, 
we are seeking your input  through this poll.  You are encouraged to discuss the poll with your caucus 
prior to submitting your response if you believe that will help you provide a better informed perspective. 
NOAA gear specialists and NOAA large whale researchers and managers are also being asked to 
participate. The poll will be open until midnight on Thursday, April 11th. 
 
We recognize that this is a difficult exercise that includes subjective input to create a somewhat 
quantitative measure in the absence of more definitive quantitative data for many of these 
configurations. We appreciate your participation, as it will greatly improve the utility  of a decision tool 
that is being developed. Creation of this tool directly responds to the Team’s request for a method to 
evaluate take reduction measures during our upcoming meeting.  
 
The decision tool considers right whale and fixed gear distribution using an improved IEC line model and 
incorporating the Duke Marine Spatial Ecology Lab’s marine mammal density model; improvements to a 
“co-occurrence” model that is familiar to the Team. Your input informs an added layer that reflects 
current trap/pot gear configurations and the relative risk of serious injury or mortality to right whales IF 
they become entangled; representing the current risk landscape. Additionally, your input will inform the 
relative risk reduction contribution of elements proposed and discussed during the October 2018 TRT 
meeting, as well as other elements identified in recent calls and conversations with TRT members.  
 
Content of the poll:  
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We have identified common trap/pot gear configurations using a number of data sources: Observer 
Program data, input from Maine DMR’s gear study, and input from IEC’s line model as recently updated 
by work with New England states to improve lobster gear distribution.  Common gear configurations are 
described as a combination of line diameter and the number of traps in a trawl. We have also listed some 
gear modifications that may be considered, including time tension line cutters, timed release devices such 
as galvanic devices, South Shore Sleeves, and 1700 lb breaking strength ropes. There are 19 gear 
configurations and modifications for you to consider. Your input will help us establish weighted scores to 
characterize the relative risk that a right whale entangled in gear of these configurations could be killed 
or seriously injured.  
 
We strongly encourage you to read all questions in the poll before responding so that you have context 
for individual questons. This will enable you to understand the universe of gear configurations we are 
askng you to score and evaluate.  Please try to answer all the questions; if you do not have an opinion on a 
score, indicate "no opinion" so we know that you considered the question.  
 
You can change your answers until you have submitted the poll, and you can re-enter and edit the poll 
after submitting your response. Or email colleen.coogan@noaa.gov if you want to delete a submitted 
response and redo. If you leave the poll without submitting, your answers won't be saved.  
 
Structure of the poll:  
This poll is in two parts. The first part, “Vertical line presence,” concerns measures that would change the 
proportion of time that vertical lines are in the water column (i.e. trap/pot fishing without buoy lines, 
etc.) where it could be encountered by a whale. In this part, we want your view as to how different 
methods affect the portion of time that vertical lines are present in the water column. We ask you to enter 
values between 0 and 100 as percentages of the time that any whales in the vicinity of the gear would be 
exposed to vertical lines from these methods. 
 
The second part, “Relative risk of gear,” concerns the relative risk of mortality and serious injury of 
different gear configurations if whales become entangled in them. Within this part we list existing 
configurations (rope diameters/trawl lengths) as well as potential modifications.  In this part we ask you 
to assign a number between 0 and 10 to each of 17 gear configurations and modification/measures, 
where 0 equals no risk of entanglement mortality and serious injury and 10 represents the highest 
potential for mortality and serious injury to right whales entangled in the most substantial gear 
configuration observed in their range (such as Canadian snow crab gear with 1" diameter line heavy 
snow crab pot). You can give the same score for different configurations and measures that you believe 
represent the same risk level.  Decimals are okay if, in your opinion, two configurations or measures are 
similar but not exactly the same.  
 
For both parts of the poll, there is no need to consider varying whale or gear density.  As noted above, 
gear density and whale density and how they vary by location and time of year are factored into the 
model separately, and will be merged with these relative risk scores. 
 
For the purpose of assigning scores by caucus, I am collecting email addresses; however the summary of 
information will be reported out anonymously. 
 
You can find the poll here. Please participate in this poll by midnight Thursday, April 11, 2019.   
 
What’s next 
On April 12, we will use poll results to create and consider averages by caucus as well as generating an 
overall average. These results will contribute to the risk reduction assessment decision tool. Then during 
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the week before the TRT meeting, we will present the tool, including a discussion of the weighting scores 
collected, and how we create and apply average scores from this survey. We will use this information to 
model the current risk landscape, and then we will consider how risk changes when conservation 
measures are applied, either by reducing, removing, relocating or changing vertical buoy lines.  
 
Again, poll results will be collected through the end of the day on April 11, so please take some time to 
provide thoughtful input.  Please call (978 281-9181) or email me (colleen.coogan@noaa.gov) if you have 
any questions about this poll.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Colleen 
 
 
--  
Colleen Coogan 
Marine Mammal Take Reduction Team Coordinator 
NMFS, Greater Atlantic Region 
978 281-9181 
 



#28 2019 Summary of Canadian right whale incidents 



2019 Right Whale Incidents in Canada 
 
 

 
 
2019 New Entanglement Cases in Canada 
 

 Data Whale ID Location 
1 6/26/2019 4440 Gulf of St Lawrence 
2 7/4/2019 3125 Gulf of St Lawrence 
3 8/6/2019 1226 Off Magdeline Islands 

 



#29 Summary of vessel strike data 



Vessel Strike Summary Information 
Source, NMFS1 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
1 https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/whaletrp/trt/meetings/April%202019/2000-
2018_right_whale_incident_data_3_19_19v.xlsx and 2018 Right Whale Stock Assessment 
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#30 NMFS graph of vessel strike vs entanglement 
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