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The objective of the penguin feasibility study te ‘assist the design of an experiment which could
have the potential to achieve adequate power wéhiealistic time period to confirm the effects of
closure [to pelagic fishing in areas near to caehion African penguins”. However some of the
documents circulated in regard to aspects of tlsgdeof a continuation of the existing feasibility
study to be discussed at an ICCT meeting dfl 9@vember appear to show some misunderstanding
as to the objectives of the feasibility study, andparticular to confuse it with the potential
experiment itself. It therefore seems importanteaterate the rationale that has led to the engsti
feasibility study, so that the basis for discussion the 2%'is clear.

Rationale

It is not clear whether or in particular to whatteex suspension of pelagic fishing in the
neighbourhood of breeding colonies of penguins mighpact penguin dynamics. It has been
proposed that an experimental programme of clogurglt allow this extent to be estimated reliably.

* An experimental programme requires specificatiowloat data are to be collected and how
they are to be quantitatively analysed to estirttegempact of fishing close to islands on
penguin dynamics.

* Since closures around islands are economicallyldés#ageous to industry, there is an
obligation before any experimental programme o$uafes is put into effect, to demonstrate
that it has a reasonable chance of providing awern® the question posed within a
reasonable time frame. In particular, one mustditiie sequence of putting certain closures
in place for, say, 10 years and at the end offaebd report that the question has not been
answerednd that one could in any case have determined that before the programme
started.

* Three years ago it was decided by the PWG (forrdason, but in any case as sound
scientific practice) that any possible experimeptalgramme would be preceded by
evaluation of experimental power.

» Evaluation of experimental power is not possibléhaiit appropriate knowledge of certain of
the statistical properties of the quantities bemanitored, in particular aspects of their
variance. Though there was some information onfthisertain of the penguin demographic
guantities proposed to be monitored in an experinteare certainly was none for some
promising new monitoring techniques which werehat time proposed for immediate
development.

» Accordingly it was decided three years ago by t&that any potential experimental
programme of closures would be preceded by a fdigssiudy to allow experimental power
to be estimated for the demographic quantitiesgseg to be monitored during such an
experiment.
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* Initially a two-year period was intended for thaasibility study. However inadequate
progress with that study has thus far been mad#aw experimental power to be estimated
for all the quantities proposed to be monitoredthsd a proposal for an extension of up to
three years has been tabled.

I understand that this proposal has in essencedm@pted by the ICTT for submission to the PWG.
What remains is to finalise certain aspects of plnaposal, in particular whether the same islarfds o
the two pairs around which fishing was suspenddHtdrstudy to date should remain those that are
closed for the remainder of the study, or some fof@ternation within each pair should take place.

At the last meeting of the ICTT, it was agreed tnat proposal in relation to such alternation or
otherwise should be set out in terms of what daeewo be collected, how they were to be
guantitatively analysed, and how the associatedraxental power might be estimated (i.e. in line
with the underlying historical rationale for thexfibility study as set out above).

Some Comments on Documents Submitted
Confusion between the Feasibility Study and them@l Future Experiment

Document ICTT/22 appears to demonstrate such ciomiuss its opening statement mis-defines the
feasibility study as the experiment itself, and mo€its rationale speaks to the latter insteathef
former.

A Requirement for Controls?

Both documents ICTT/23 and 24 appear to consiaggr‘dontrols” are necessary for any feasibility
study/experiment, and that this requires maintgiine island of each pair closed (continuously?).
This is not the case. The methodology of ICTT/18<doot require “controls” in this sense to estimate
the quantities at issue. An absence of alterndtigih the associated decrease in the extent of data
contrast) would probably decrease the reliabilftthe requisite variance estimates obtained froen th
feasibility study, and would certainly unnecesyairicrease the time required for an experiment
following the feasibility study to yield results ah appropriate level of precision.

Impact on juveniles’ decisions on where to breed

Speculative comments are offered on this poin€ifiT/23, 24 and 26 without any data-based
confirmation. Certainly any such impact cannot besiderable, otherwise there would have been a
virtual absence of juvenile recruitment to colonmiegar to which fishing has taken place in the past,
which clearly has not been the case. The hypoth@s#ect would seem to potentially influence only
emigration (which would contribute to immigratiamanother colony), and not measures of
reproductive success at the island itself whichtlaeeprimary quantities proposed to be monitored.

Estimation of variances

ICTT/26 criticises ICTT/20 and the papers it refares for concentrating on variances. But it is ¢hos
very variances whose estimatiorthe primary purpose of the feasibility study, for leasons given
above.

Joint rather than isolated analyses of responses

ICTT/26 proposes joint analyses of responses wsiipgnguin pressure model”. It is impossible to

evaluate the merit or otherwise of such a propegtAbut that model being tabled (in line with the
requirements above), and at the very least reliancaich an approach would seem premature when
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that model is not yet at the stage of developmdrevit can be documented and tabled for its detail
to be evaluated (T. Stewart, pers. commn). Furtbegrt may be that the claims made for such an
approach in ICTT/26 an unrealistically optimistieven that no similar approaches have been
successfully developed elsewhere in the world.

Indeed reliance on statistical linkages betweermi@l causative factor and effect of interest has
been the norm in the field for over two decadeshagroblems of the alternative “mechanistic”
approach (apparently advocated by ICTT/26) werkizezhover two decades ago. These are that even
if some (perhaps many) of the constituent mechanan be determined and their parameters be
estimated, there are always some others for whishig not possibble, and further that accumulation
of variance contributions for each component ldadgsults of high imprecision and hence hardly
any reliability. In other words, the problems oé tlexperimental” approach to which ICTT/26 alludes
are not avoided, but rather are generally exacedb&dr the approach seemingly advocated. In any
case, even if this “penguin pressure modali deliver what ICTT/26 seems to claim, the
requirements set out in the bullets above (in tesfvshich the meeting on the ¥2nust make its
decisions) cannot be realized for a model whosailddtave yet to be developed.

ICTT/26 does correctly infer that the results @ gxisting power analyses in ICTT/21 are not
promising. However the purpose of the feasibilitydy is to ascertain whether those results might
improve given both the availability of new monitggiindices, and planned small scale acoustic
surveys around some penguin colonies on multippagions during the year.



