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The Groundfish Committee (Committee) met on November 18, 2015 in Danvers, Massachusetts to: (1) 

development of Framework Adjustment 55 (FW55), an action to set specifications for all stocks in the 

Northeast Multispecies (groundfish) Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for FY 2016 – FY 2018 including 

US/CA stocks for FY 2016, changes to the At-Sea Monitoring (ASM) program, and other measures, (2) 

recommendations to the Council for FY 2016 Gulf of Maine cod and Gulf of Maine haddock recreational 

measures, (3) recommendations to the Council for 2016 Council priorities, (4) develop recommendations 

to the Council on GARFO’s Recreational Fisheries Regional Implementation Plan, and (5) other business 

as necessary. 

 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Frank Blount (Chairman), Mr. Terry Alexander (Vice Chair), Ms. Ellen 

Goethel, Mr. Peter Kendall, Ms. Libby Etrie, Mr. John Pappalardo, Mr. Vincent Balzano, Ms. Melanie 

Griffin, Dr. Matt Mackenzie, Mr. Howard King (MAFMC), Mr. Jeff Kaelin (MAFMC), Ms. Sarah Heil 

(GARFO), Mr. Terry Stockwell (Council Chair); Dr. Jamie Cournane, Mr. Jonathon Peros (NEFMC 

staff); Mr. Mark Grant, Ms. Aja Szumylo, Mr. William Whitmore (NMFS SFD GARFO staff), Mr. Mitch 

MacDonald (NOAA General Counsel), Ms. Jackie Odell (GAP vice-chair). In addition, approximately 10 

members of the public attended, including several members of the Groundfish Advisory Panel.   

 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION: Discussions were aided by the following documents and presentations: 

(1) meeting memorandum dated November 13, 2015; (2) Meeting agenda; (3a) Draft Action Plan for 

FW55 (November 10, 2015); (3b) Draft Framework Adjustment 55 Alternatives, November 10, 2015; 

(3c) Stock Assessment Update of 20 Northeast Groundfish Stocks through 2014, including the peer 

review reports for each stock (NEFSC, October 2015); (3d) PDT memo to SSC and CC the Groundfish 

Committee re Groundfish ABCs and OFLs for FY 2016- FY 2018, October 9, 2015; (3e) Scallop PDT to 

the Groundfish PDT re projections of bycatch in Scallop FW 27, dated November 9, 2015; (3f) PDT 

memo to the Groundfish Committee, re FW 55, November 16, 2015; (3f) PDT memo to the Groundfish 

Committee, re FW 55, November 16, 2015; (3g) FW 55 Presentation; (4a) Recreational Catch Summary, 

NEFSC, November 2, 2015; (4b) FY 2016 Simulations, NEFSC, November 2, 2015; (4c) Recreational 

Measures Presentation, NEFSC, November 17, 2015; (4d) FY 2016 Gulf of Maine Recreational 

Management Measures Presentation; (5) Groundfish Advisory Panel meeting summary, September 2, 

2015; (6) FY 2014 Final Year-End Groundfish Catch Report, GARFO; (7a) Recreational Fisheries 

Regional Implementation Plan, Letter from GARFO soliciting input, October 1, 2015; (7b) Regional 

Recreational Fisheries Action Agenda 2014-2015, March, 2014; (8) Priorities Presentation: Discussion of 

Possible Council Priorities for 2016; (9) Recreational Advisory Panel meeting summary, January 22, 

2015; (10) Final GAP meeting motions, November 12, 2015; (11) Draft RAP meeting motions, 
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November 17, 2015; (12) SSC memo to the Council re: FY 2016 – FY 2018 Groundfish OFLs/ABCs; 

(13) Correspondence.   

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

 The Committee developed recommendations for preferred alternatives in FW55. 

 The Committed requests that the Council remand the witch flounder ABC back to the SSC for 

further consideration. 

 The Committee recommended FY2016 measures for the recreational fishery.  

 

The meeting began at 9:07 am. There were no changes to the agenda.  

 
Framework Adjustment 55 (Dr. Jamie Cournane):  

The meeting began with a presentation on Framework Adjustment (FW) 55. The goals of the 

Committee’s discussion were to discuss and potentially recommend alternatives to the Council. 

Framework 55 was initiated in June of 2015, and the Council is scheduled to take final action at its 

December meeting. The scope and objectives of the action include updates to the status and specifications 

for all groundfish stocks, modifications to fishery program administration, and adjustments to commercial 

and recreational management measures.  

 

There are several expected changes to the status of several stocks based on the 2015 update assessments, 

including Atlantic halibut, southern New England/Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA) yellowtail flounder, Georges 

Bank (GB) winter flounder, and Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank (GOM/GB) windowpane flounder, GB cod. 

There were no changes to the criteria for determining stock status. The annual catch limit (ACL) 

specifications in FW 55 incorporate US/CA quotas and are based on the NEFMC’s Science and Statistical 

Committee (SSC) recommends of OFLs and ABCs. As part of FW 55, the PDT evaluated the distribution 

of sub-component, state waters, and Canadian catches. After reviewing potential changes in the 

commercial and recreational sub-ACLs between fishing year (FY) 2015 and FY 2016, Council staff 

explained the likely range of alternatives in to fishery program administration (Section 4.2), and 

adjustments to commercial and recreational management measures (Section 4.3).  

 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation:  

Council staff clarified that the windowpane management measures adopted in FW 52 could not be applied 

to northern windowpane (and the subsequent AM) because the stock is still considered overfished. The 

Committee discussed the Council’s policy which allows the full Council to remand specifications back to 

the SSC. Council staff explained that there are four different scenarios in which ABCs can be remanded. 

Ms. Melanie Griffin explained that the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission is concerned about 

the status of SNE/MA winter flounder, and interested in coordinating more with NEFMC.  

 

Presentation of Groundfish Advisory Panel (GAP) motions (Ms. Jackie Odell, GAP vice chair): 

Jackie Odell, vice chair of the GAP, presented GAP motions that related to updated status determination 

criteria and specifications for groundfish stocks. These were GAP motions 1-4 (Document #10). The GAP 

is concerned with the wide swings in the outcomes of assessments (highs and lows), and would like to see 

the current assessment process modified to allow for GAP participation in the assessment process. The 

GAP would like to see improved stock assessments (vs. more frequent assessments), and would like to 

see further discussion on the witch flounder ABC.  

 

Presentation of Recreational Advisory Panel (RAP) motions (Mr. Frank Blount, Groundfish 

Committee chair): 

In the absence of the RAP chair and vice chair, Mr. Frank Blount presented motions from the RAP 

meeting held on November 17, 2015.  The RAP supported the revised GOM cod and GOM haddock 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/10_151112_Groundfish_Advisory_Panel_Meeting_motions_FINAL.pdf
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/11_151117_Recreational_Advisory_Panel_Meeting_motions_DRAFT.pdf
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/11_151117_Recreational_Advisory_Panel_Meeting_motions_DRAFT.pdf
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specifications for FY 2016 – FY 2018. The RAP is also concerned about how recreational sub-ACL was 

originally calculated, noting that only recreational landing were considered in the sub-ACL split between 

the commercial and recreational fisheries. The RAP also recommended holding GOM winter flounder 

ACL constant.  

 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation:  

The Committee sought clarification on the RAP’s motion regarding the sub-ACL split (GAP motion 11). 

Staff explained that recreational discards were not considered in the allocation of GOM cod and GOM 

haddock (Commercial sub-ACL share was calculated using landings and discards). Discard mortality 

estimates are being used in recreational catch projections to determine potential accountability measures 

(AMs). Multiple Committee members felt that the GOM winter flounder ACL could not be caught 

because of the low GOM yellowtail flounder quota, as well the encroachment of lobster gear into areas 

that were historically fished for GOM winter flounder. In light of the GAP motion on participation in the 

stock assessment process, Council staff walked the Committee through how the Mid-Atlantic Council 

prepares a fishery performance report for its SSC.  

 

Motion #1 - Alexander/Pappalardo:  

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council a preliminary ABC for witch flounder of 394 

mt (with associated ACL and sub-ACLs) described in Table 10, Option 2 (Revised ACLs in Draft 

FW55 Alternatives, November 10, 2015). The Committee further recommends that the Council 

requests that the SSC reconsider the ABC taking into consideration the incidental, non-target catch of 

witch flounder under the current prevailing operating conditions of the fishery. 
 

Rationale: The witch flounder ACL is allocated to "groundfish" and to "other" and state water fisheries. 

Of the total ACL, 271 mt is allocated to sectors. This allocation is not sufficient to cover the non-target 

bycatch of witch flounder by sectors operating across all broad stock areas. It is not possible for sector 

vessels to avoid witch flounder in the same way that they can avoid a stock found in only one stock area 

(e.g. GOM cod, SNE yellowtail, etc.) 

 

Of the total ACL, 103 mt is allocated to others and state waters, which highlights the wide range of the 

witch flounder population, and the inability of other fisheries to avoid witch flounder. Those fisheries, 

which are allocated one-third of the total ACL, are not directly accountable to their bycatch, while sectors 

are accountable. 

 

The Committee reviewed the Council’s policy on remanding back to the SSC and felt that their 

recommendation was based on these criteria: (b) an error, if fact or omission, in the materials provided to 

the committee and (d) failure of the committee to following its standard operating procedures.
1
 

 

Discussion on the Motion:  

The Committee discussed the criteria for remanding ABC/OFL recommendations back to the SSC.  
 

Public Comment Included:  

 

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine. I would not consider this a remand. This 

motion is asking the SSC to reconsider the ABC in the way that they did for GOM cod when they 

took into consideration the unavoidable, non-directed bycatch of GOM cod. That took place prior 

to the Council adopting the ABC for GOM cod. It would be impossible to stay within a 277mt 

sector quota across 80,000 square miles of the ocean. This is not a stock that you can run away 

                                                           
1
 See Council’s Operations Handbook for the policy on Council Remand to the SSC.  

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/finpmf5.2015_Operations-Handbook.pdf
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from. It will be impossible for the sectors to operate under an ACL this low. I do believe that we 

can provide information to the SSC in the same way that we did for GOM cod. For Sustainable 

Harvest Sector vessels, the bycatch of witch flounder is important to targeting of plaice and 

monkfish. The plaice ACL is also low, but it is a healthy stock. The plaice ACL is four times 

larger than the proposed witch flounder ACL. There is quite a bit of information that the industry 

could provide to the SSC on the bycatch of witch flounder.  

 

Several members of the Committee spoke in favor of the motion, expressing interest in remanding the 

recommendation back to the SCC with the caveat of moving FW 55 forward for a Council vote in 

December. The Committee discussed how the current ABC was generated (using the 75%FMSY control 

rule, following NS1 guidelines), with one member noting that the SSC could provide the same ABC if the 

recommendation is remanded. Several members of the Committee felt that it would be important to bring 

additional industry information forward to the SSC. There was no public comment or committee input 

against the motion. 

 

Motion #1 carried on a show of hands 11/0/0. 

 

Continued discussion on FW55: 

Mr. Jeff Kaelin felt that the use of fishery performance reports by the Mid-Atlantic Council and its SSC 

have worked very well for their (Mid-Atlantic’s) process. In response to a Committee question on the 

breakout of specifications and fishery specific sub-ACLs, Council staff explained how each ACL is 

developed.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine: I think it is important to point out that the sub-

ACL that goes to ‘other’ fisheries is not tracked in season. When you give 100 mt of witch 

flounder to other fisheries, that quota is not tracked. In fact, other fisheries could catch 200 mt, 

or 300 mt, and there is no accountability. There is no way to get any of the allocation to other 

sub-components back in season if it is not caught. I sat through a lot of the PDT discussion on 

how they came up with these numbers, and it makes sense, but the point is that the directed 

groundfish fishery gets whatever is left over after accounting for catch in other fisheries and we 

are the only ones who are accountable. Look at northern windowpane. We are going to give 60% 

of the quota to the scallopers, and there is no accountability, and we’ll have that gear restricted 

area for the rest of our lives.      

 

Some Committee members felt that the Council should revisit how the sub-ACLs are calculated, and 

expressed interest creating accountability for other fisheries. Following the line of this discussion, Ms. 

Jackie Odell presented two GAP motions on sub-ACLs. The GAP would like to sub-ACLs and AMs 

developed for the scallop fishery for SNE/MA winter flounder and northern windowpane flounder. The 

GAP also recommended that the scallop allocation of SNE/MA yellowtail flounder be set at 90% or less 

of the scallop fishery’s estimated catch.  

 

Motion #2a - Goethel/Etrie: 

 

The Groundfish Committee votes to express no confidence (i.e., volatility in highs and lows, lack of 

stability) in the latest round of groundfish stock assessments. 

 

Rationale: The results of the latest round of stock assessments are not only divorced from the reality of 

what fishermen are seeing on the water, they are now increasingly at odds with prior assessments and 
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show decreasing predictive ability. The Committee raised concerns about the retrospective issues in the 

assessments as well. 

 

Discussion on the motion: Speaking against the motion, a Committee member felt that the NEFSC is 

working on improving assessments and that while the results of the assessments are frustrating, rejecting 

assessments would not help the current situation. Other Committee members spoke against the motion 

because they did not feel as through expressing no confidence would move the fishery management 

process forward.  

 

Speaking in favor of the motion, a Committee member felt that the problem with the assessments is the 

Albatross/Bigelow conversion factors. There was Committee consensus around frustration with the 

results of the stock assessments. Ms. Odell clarified for the Committee that the RAP’s intent with Motion 

#2a was to acknowledge that there seems to be no stability in the stock assessment, and that assessment 

results do not match what is being seen on the water.  

 

Motion #2b as friendly amended - Goethel/Etrie: 

 

The Groundfish Committee votes to express no confidence (i.e., volatility in highs and lows, lack of 

stability) in the latest round of groundfish stock assessments. 

 

1) The Groundfish Committee recommends that the current assessment process be modified to 

enhance the AP’s role in the assessment process. 

2) The Groundfish Committee strongly emphasizes the need for improved assessments rather than 

more assessments, which is being followed under the Operational Assessment (“turning of the 

crank”) process. 

 

Rationale: The Committee is not rejecting the recommendations from the SSC by the motion. Rather, the 

results of the latest round of stock assessments are not only divorced from the reality of what fishermen 

are seeing on the water, they are now increasingly at odds with prior assessments and show decreasing 

predictive ability. The Committee raised concerns about the retrospective issues in the assessments as 

well. The Advisory Panels would convene prior to the SSC meeting to provide information for the SSC to 

consider when recommending OFLs/ABCs. The example of the SSC’s discussion in 2014 of the GOM 

cod ABC was identified as a time when the GAP was asked for additional input. Another example was 

the MAFMC fishery performance report and AP vetting process. The Committee provided examples of 

what improved assessments means to them: better model diagnostics, improved model residuals, less 

retrospective concerns, using improved data such as industry-based information (CPUE, surveys, industry 

observations and experience), and incorporating ecosystem dynamics. For many stocks, their last 

benchmark was years ago. 

 

Comments on the motion as friendly amended: Speaking in favor of the motion as friendly amended, the 

maker of the motion felt that the motion captures the fishing industry’s lack of confidence with the 

assessment process and numbers that are coming out of the assessment process. In response, multiple 

Committee member felt that the problem is not with the process itself. Rather, they suggested, the 

problem is with the frequency of when data is fed into the process. They felt that different tools are 

needed to feed information into the process.  

 

Speaking against the motion, a Committee member recalled that the Committee and Council has been 

asking for more frequent assessment over the past few year, and felt as though the 2015 Operational 

Assessments are a case of the Council not liking the answers it asked for. Several Committee members 

expressed concern about using the phrase “no confidence” in the motion.  
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Motion #2c as further friendly amended - Goethel/Etrie: 

 

The Groundfish Committee expressed continued and growing concerns (i.e., volatility in highs and 

lows, lack of stability) in the latest round of groundfish stock assessments.  

 

1) The Groundfish Committee recommends that the current assessment process be modified to 

enhance the AP’s role in the assessment process.  

 

2) The Groundfish Committee strongly emphasizes the need for improved assessments rather than 

more assessments, which is being followed under the Operational Assessment (“turning of the 

crank”) process.  

 

Rationale: The Committee is not rejecting the recommendations from the SSC by the motion. Rather, the 

results of the latest round of stock assessments are not only divorced from the reality of what fishermen 

are seeing on the water, they are now increasingly at odds with prior assessments and show decreasing 

predictive ability. The Committee raised concerns about the retrospective issues in the assessments as 

well. The Advisory Panels would convene prior to the SSC meeting to provide information for the SSC to 

consider when recommending OFLs/ABCs. The example of the SSC’s discussion in 2014 of the GOM 

cod ABC was identified as a time when the GAP was asked for additional input. Another example was 

the MAFMC fishery performance report and AP vetting process. The Committee provided examples of 

what improved assessments means to them: better model diagnostics, improved model residuals, less 

retrospective concerns, using improved data such as industry-based information (CPUE, surveys, industry 

observations and experience), and incorporating ecosystem dynamics. For many stocks, their last 

benchmark was years ago. 

 

Discussion on the motion:  

A Committee member felt that the motion, as drafted, did not offer any solutions to the concerns that it 

raised. 

 

Motion #2c carried on a show of hands 8/1/2. 

  

Motion #3 - Alexander/Goethel: 

 

Move that the Groundfish Committee recommend that the Council accept the OFLs and ABCs for FY 

2016- FY 2018 recommended by the SSC for all groundfish stocks. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: As the Committee had discussed and debated ABCs and ACLs extensively 

while considering motions #1 and #2, there was no discussion on the motion 

 

Motion #3 carried on a show of hands 10/0/1.  

 

Continued discussion on Framework Adjustment 55:  
Ms. Jackie Odell introduced some of the GAP’s preferred alternatives for measures relating to fishery 

program administration (Section 4.2) and management measures (4.3). The GAP supported ‘Option 2’ in 

alternatives 4.2.1 (Implementation of an Additional Sector), 4.2.2 (Sector Approval Process), and 4.2.3 

(Modification to the definition of a haddock separator trawl), and 4.3.2 (Management Measures for 

US/CA TACs).   

 

 

 

 



 

7 
Groundfish Committee Meeting Summary 

Motion #4a - Alexander/Etrie:  

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council Option 2 in each of these sections: 4.2.1 

(Implementation of an Additional Sector), 4.2.2 (Sector Approval Process), 4.2.3 (Modification to the 

definition of a haddock separator trawl), and 4.3.2 (Management Measures for US/CA TACs) be 

selected as preferred. 

 

Rationale: Creating sectors through a Council action is cumbersome, and that GARFO approval of 

sectors after consultation with the Council would streamline the sector approval process. The ability to 

move EGB cod to the western fishery would afford fishermen greater flexibility to harvest and manage 

their quotas. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: NOAA GC expressed concern about changing process for approving sectors 

through a framework action, though GC did not specify that the motion was out of order. Motion #4a was 

friendly amended to remove recommending Option 2 in Section 4.2.2 until GC could provide further 

guidance on whether or not this item should be taken up in a framework action or an amendment process. 

 

Motion #4b as friendly amended: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council Option 2 in each of these sections: 4.2.1 

(Implementation of an Additional Sector), 4.2.3 (Modification to the definition of a haddock separator 

trawl), and 4.3.2 (Management Measures for US/CA TACs) be selected as preferred. 

 

Rationale: The Committee explained that implementation of an additional sector and changes to the 

management measures for US/CA TACs would provide sectors with greater flexibility, especially under 

low ACLs including GB cod. The Committee is deferring its judgement on section 4.2.2 (Sector Approval 

Process) until the Council meeting. It is hoped at that time that General Council can clarify if the 

alternative drafted would not be appropriate for a framework adjustment action. 

 

Discussion on the Motion as friendly amended: A committee member noted that the stock status of GB 

cod and GB haddock are very different, and felt that the Council should consider biological impacts of 

allowing a quota transfer from the eastern area to the western fishery. In particular, there was concern 

around how fishing effort is distributed on the GB cod stock. Speaking in favor of the motion, a 

Committee member felt that the spilt was a management measure, and that the US assessment for GB cod 

is based on the population in the eastern and western areas. Other comments in favor of the motion 

highlighted the declining GB cod quota, and the strain that this would put on the ability of the groundfish 

fleet prosecuting the fishery west of the eastern area.  

 

The Committee revisited some of the rationale for only pursuing this transfer provision for haddock in 

FW 51. Council staff noted that there had been some concern at the time about size differences across the 

stock area, particularly larger animals are found on Georges in the eastern area.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine: The US share of the eastern quota is about 100 

mt. We are talking about 100 mt that could potentially be transferred. No all of it will be - this 

would be a choice by the sectors. Everyone gets allocated eastern GB cod, whether or not they 

ever fished there or were capable of fishing there. By doing this, you end up taking away (cod) 

allocation that they historically fished in the western area.  
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Continued discussion on Motion #4b as friendly amended: Ms. Heil noted that NMFS recognizes that 

there would be a cost burden associated with modifying the definition of the haddock separator trawl, and 

would consider a delayed implementation if the Council selects Option 2 in section 4.2.3 as preferred.  

 

Motion #4b carried on a show of hands 11/0/0. 

 

Motion 5 - Kendall/Alexander: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council Option 2 (Change in authority to modify 

GOM recreational possession limits) in Section 4.3.3 (Modification to the GOM cod protection 

Page 4 of 8 measures) be selected as preferred and update the document so the section title reads as 

“modify GOM recreational possession limits.” 

 

Rationale: With an increasing GOM cod ACL, the flexibility and ability to adjust measures within the 

same year is important. The Committee recommended that this section should be revised to better reflect 

the RA’s authority. It continues to be the Committee’s desire that any adjustment to possession limits 

however, do not impact the overall purpose of the GOM Protection Measures. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: The Committee worked to prefect the language of the alternative.   

 

Motion 5 carried on a show of hands 11/0/0. 

 

Continued discussion on Framework Adjustment 55:  
Council staff provided an overview of scallop fishery sub-ACLs, noting the difference in how the sub-

ACLs are calculated for specific stocks. In general, sub-ACLs for GB yellowtail flounder and southern 

windowpane flounder are specified by a fixed percentage, while the sub-ACL for SNE/MA yellowtail 

flounder is based on yellowtail catch projections by the scallop PDT. The Council has based the scallop 

fishery allocation on 100% of the estimated catch, and 90% of the estimated catch.  

 

Discussion on scallop fishery sub-ACLs:  

After the Committee briefly discussed the process for setting a scallop fishery sub-ACL, Ms. Jackie Odell 

introduced a GAP motion that recommended that the scallop fishery sub-ACL be set at 90% or less of the 

fishery’s estimated catch. The GAP felt that a reduction in the projected catch is needed to incentivize the 

scallop fishery to reduce catches of SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, and is consistent with the Council’s 

approach in recent years.  

  

Motion #6a - Alexander/Goethel 

 

In Section 4.1.2 (Annual Catch Limits) under 4.1.2.2 (Option 2: Revised Annual Catch Limit 

Specifications – Scallop Fishery sub-ACL for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder), the Groundfish 

Committee recommends to the Council that the SNE/MA yellowtail flounder sub-ACL for the 

Scallop fishery be set at 90% of the scallop fishery’s estimated catch (as estimated by the Scallop 

PDT). 

 

Rationale: The Groundfish Committee feels that a reduction in the projected catch to specify the sub-

ACL is needed to incentivize the Scallop fishery to reduce catches of SNE/MA yellowtail flounder. An 

allocation of 90% of estimated catch is consistent with the Council’s approach in recent years. 
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Public Comment:  

 

Ron Smolowitcz, Fisheries Survival Fund. To recap this discussion which has been going on for 

multiple years - 90% is setting the scallop fishery up for failure. We’ve gone through this time 

and time again, and that is why we switched to fixed percentages. When you give us 90%, all we 

end up doing is following the allocation down to zero. Our actual historical catch is 100% of 

whatever the projection is. So at 90%, you are taking away from the scallop fishery and giving it 

to the groundfish fishery. You are reallocating when you choose 90%. What the scallop fishery 

did is we put in a proactive measure, and went to less than a seven ring apron as a proactive 

measure. What that means, is as time goes on, our projected catch will be lower, and if we 

keephaving to achieve 90%, we suffer further disincentive. So 90% is not an incentive thing.  

 

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine. At some point, we need to have a discussion 

about how the potential change in the scallop fishing year is going to impact the transfer of 

yellowtail from the scallop fleet to the groundfish fleet.  

 

Discussion on the Motion: Speaking against the motion, a Committee member felt that the 90% approach 

does not create an incentive for the scallop fishery to reduce catches of yellowtail flounder. The 

Committee discussed the potential difference in scallop fishery allocation between using the 90% 

approach and the 100% approach (7 mt). Ms. Deirdre Boelke, Scallop Plan Coordinator, described the 

scallop fishery’s catch performance of yellowtail in recent years.  

 

Other Public Comment included:  

 

Drew Minkiewicz, Fisheries Survival Fund. We just had a massive change in the SNE/MA 

yellowtail flounder stock assessment. We had a stock that was not overfished and overfishing was 

not occurring, and then we have a new assessment that comes out and says that overfishing is 

occurring at extreme rates, and that the stock is overfished. That assessment somehow passed the 

peer review, and then the SSC rejected it. The Fisheries Survival Fund played a big role to 

getting to this decision. We wrote letters questioning the decision, we were at the SSC questioning 

what was going on and advocating for a change. The sub-ACL that you are considering for 

scallops – that was going to be the sub-ACL for the entire fishery. We fought hard to get an 

overall number that would for everyone. And now all we are asking for is what we are projected 

to catch through our fishing activity.  

 

Motion #6b to amend - Kaelin/Pappalardo: 

  

In Section 4.1.2 (Annual Catch Limits) under 4.1.2.2 (Option 2: Revised Annual Catch Limit 

Specifications – Scallop Fishery sub-ACL for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder), the Groundfish 

Committee recommends to the Council that the SNE/MA yellowtail flounder sub-ACL for the 

Scallop fishery be set at 100% of the scallop fishery’s estimated catch (as estimated by the Scallop 

PDT). 

 

Rationale: This is a difficult position for the scallop fishery. We are arguing over a few metric tons. Given 

the cuts in the projection of the ABC, the setting an allocation based on 90% of estimated catch should 

not be carried forward this year. Basing the allocation on 100% of the estimated catch is a rationale 

request based on the value of the fishery. 

 

 

 

 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/3e-PDT-Memo-to-GF-PDT_bycatch-projections.FINAL_1.pdf
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Other Public Comment included:  

 

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine. It may seem silly to be arguing over 7 mt, but 

the fishermen who fish in SNE for groundfish basically have two species that they can catch 

yellowtail flounder and winter flounder. The groundfish industry also participated in the process 

by hiring a scientist to participate in the process.  

 

Ron Smolowitcz, Fisheries Survival Fund. The 7 mt is not the issue here. I like this motion 

because it suggests that we are trying to work together to solve the problem, and we are not 

screwing the scallop fishery. What the scallop fishery wants to do is reduce its bycatch to zero. 

The fishery has done a lot between the seasonal closure on Georges Bank, the gear modifications 

that are in place, and the gear modifications that are coming online. We’ve reduced our flatfish 

bycatch by about 95% compared to 15 years ago. My fear is that if we trigger a SNE/MA 

yellowtail flounder AM, the way that we currently have that AM, we might shift the effort onto 

Georges Bank, and create a bigger bycatch problem.  

 

Discussion on the motion: A Committee member speaking in favor of the motion to amend felt that if the 

stock has in fact taken a turn for the worse, perhaps there are other sources of mortality that are not being 

accounted for and that catches by the scallop fishery and groundfish fishery are not the problem. They 

also felt that 7 mt of allocation would not make or break the groundfish fishery in SNE.  

 

Speaking against the motion to amend, a Committee member argued that 7 mt of yellowtail quota is 

important to groundfish vessels working in SNE, and that setting the sub-ACLs for SNE/MA yellowtail is 

a balancing act when quotas are set at very low levels.  

 

The Committee discussed scallop fishery accountability measures for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, 

focusing on the catch trigger.  

 

Motion to amend failed on a show of hands 3/5/3.  

 

Motion #6c as the main motion #6a - Alexander/Goethel:  

 

In Section 4.1.2 (Annual Catch Limits) under 4.1.2.2 (Option 2: Revised Annual Catch Limit 

Specifications – Scallop Fishery sub-ACL for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder), the Groundfish 

Committee recommends to the Council that the SNE/MA yellowtail flounder sub-ACL for the 

Scallop fishery be set at 90% of the scallop fishery’s estimated catch (as estimated by the Scallop 

PDT). 

 

Rationale: The Groundfish Committee feels that a reduction in the projected catch to specify the sub-

ACL is needed to incentivize the Scallop fishery to reduce catches of SNE/MA yellowtail flounder. An 

allocation of 90% of estimated catch is consistent with the Council’s approach in recent years. 

 

Motion #6c carried on a show of hands 8/0/3. 

 

Continued discussion on Framework Adjustment 55:  
Ms. Jackie Odell introduced a GAP motion that recommended that the Groundfish Committee develop 

scallop fishery sub-ACLs for SNE/MA winter flounder, and northern windowpane flounder in 

Framework 55. The current PDT recommendation is that 60% of the Northern windowpane flounder 

ABC would go to the other-component catch, which is mostly scallop fishery catches. The GAP also felt 

that recent SNE/MA winter flounder catches by the Scallop fishery are also high.  
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Public Comment Included:  

 

Ron Smolowitcz, Fisheries Survival Fund. The scallop fleet has no interest in catching flatfish. In 

fairness, we should get our historic catch, and then reduce it. For SNE winter flounder, you’d 

need to look at historic catch. Northern windowpane is different because the population is totally 

underestimated because the survey misses it. It is premature to solve this problem.  

 

The Committee reviewed the sub-ACLs for northern windowpane in FW55, and noted that while there 

had been interest in exploring the windowpane flounder as an ecosystem component species, the stock 

would not qualify because of its current status (overfishing occurring).  

 

A committee member expressed interest regrouping the herring fishery GB haddock sub-ACL with the 

‘other’ sub-component. This would remove the sub-ACL for the herring fishery, and herring fishery catch 

would be monitored in concert with other fisheries such as squid and whiting. Concern was expressed 

about the impact that a haddock catch cap set at 1% can have on the herring fishery.  

 

The committee addressed the state waters and other sub-component ACLs for witch flounder. Interest was 

expressed in revisiting the PDT sub-component recommendations, which are estimates of catch for the 

coming fishing year in non-commercial groundfish fisheries and state waters. The discussion noted that 

the general distribution of witch flounder is across GB and the GOM, and that many of the fisheries that 

are part of the ‘other’ sub-component catch are prosecuted in southern New England. Council staff 

explained that the Committee could specify state and other sub-component sub-ACLs for witch flounder. 

Multiple committee members wondered how states would respond to the changes in federal catch limits. 

Council staff noted that the PDT has not conducted a comprehensive analysis of ASMFC or state specific 

responses to changes in federal quotas. Some interest was expressed in exploring a fixed percentage for 

state waters and other sub-components given the amount of data that has been collected over the last five 

fishing years which could inform a percentage approach.  

 

Motion #7 - Alexander/Balzano: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends that the witch flounder other sub-component be 15% 

(59 mt) and state waters would be 3% (12 mt), this would result in no change to these percentages 

in this action. 

 

Rationale: The status quo percentages for the other sub-component and state waters would be maintained 

for the witch flounder. This is 32 mt increase to the GF sub-ACL. The reduction in the groundfish sub-

ACL from FY 2015 to FY 2016 should not be further reduced. Contrary to the PDT’s recommendation, 

the Committee expects other sub-component and state waters catches to decline in FY 2016. 

 

Speaking against the motion, a Committee member felt that consistency in setting these sub-ACLs could 

lead to the negative consequences for the groundfish fishery. They argued that the best estimate of catch 

serves as a buffer for the groundfish industry, which is subject to a pound for pound payback in FY 2017 

if the ACL is exceeded in a FY 2016 (due to catches in other fisheries).   

 

Speaking in favor of the motion, a Committee member felt that consistency in the approach for setting 

sub-ACLs for these components is more appropriate than hoisting the burden of reducing catches solely 

on the back of the groundfish fishery. Another Committee member felt that effort in other fisheries is not 

likely to increase in 2016. A global comment about the process was offered in favor of the motion, in 

which a Committee member stated that they felt that the directed groundfish fishery was being sacrificed 

for bycatch in other fisheries.  
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Public Comment included: 

  

Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine. This is another example of where industry does 

not have input into the process. I understand why the PDT cannot take input from the industry – 

they have a lot of work to do in a short amount of time. Again, this is we are not including all 

component who have knowledge of the fishery into the decision making process. I hope that you 

support this motion.  

 

Motion #7 carried on a show of hands 7/2/2. 

 

Continued discussion on Framework Adjustment 55, Groundfish Monitoring:  
On the topic of groundfish monitoring, Council staff explained that under the status quo approach, 

coverage rates for sector vessels would be 41% in FY2016. Backing out the secondary NMFS standard 

that 80% of discards achieve a CV30 at the sector/stock/gear strata, coverage rates would be 37% in FY 

2016. The PDT examined several options for modifying the groundfish monitoring program, including 

using multiple years of data to determine appropriate coverage levels, exempting gear types that catch 

very little groundfish, and prioritizing coverage based on performance criteria.  

 

The Committee sought clarification from NOAA GC as to whether or not some of the proposed changes 

to the monitoring program are consistent with Magnuson-Stevens Act standards for accountability in 

catch accounting.  NOAA GC suggested that this considered throughout the process, and that this 

question is addressed fully after the action is submitted to NMFS.  

 

A Committee member reiterated their concern that a stand-alone cost/benefit analysis of the groundfish 

ASM program had not been completed before this Committee meeting.  

 

Motion #8a - Etrie/Alexander: 

 

The GF Committee requests the Council request the Agency to calculate the “total observer 

coverage rate” starting in FY 2016 utilizing a five year average as indicated in Appendix IV of 

the PDT memo dated November 16, 2015. The stock that has the highest realized CV as averaged 

across the last 5 fishing years (in which a completed data set is available and the realized CV has 

been calculated in accordance with the protocols currently used by the Agency - calculating 

realized CV at the stock basis) will serve as the basis for the upcoming fishing year total observer 

coverage rate. 

 

Rationale: Robust reporting requirement already in place. The current method of using the most recent 

year to set the following year coverage rates has resulted in a broad range of annual coverage rates that 

have been driven by different stocks each year. 

 

The intent of this request is improve the efficiency of the ASM program and to evolve the methodology 

used to set coverage rates by utilizing the significant depth of data that now exists to provide a more 

stable basis for inter-annual changes in coverage rates. Stability and efficiency are essential for the 

independent ASM providers and fishing interests to sustain the program going forward. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: The Committee discussed whether or not to make the request directly to the 

Agency, or to develop it as an alternative in the Framework 55, noting that alternatives in FW48 clarified 

the Council’s intent for groundfish monitoring.  
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Public Comment:  

 

Gib Brogan. Oceana. Going back 5 years, that brings us back to the beginning of the catch share 

fishery, and the fishery was arguably much different then. Regardless of how you measure it – the 

quotas or the size of the fleet – I question the value of including those years that are not 

representative of the fishery right now or the fishery going forward into future years. Should the 

foundation of our future projections be a fishery that no longer exists? Or should we do this on a 

closer time scale that is more closely related to the fishery that we have right now? Is it a mistake 

to reach back to 2010 when there was a big fishery. Regardless, going forward and getting back 

to the question of accountability, does the monitoring program do the job that it set out to do? 

Does it keep the fishery under the ACLs? Does it make the catch share program work? As we’ve 

seen with the projections for the quotas over the next couple of years, there is not a whole lot of 

wiggle room. We need to be thinking about something that works, that we have assessments that 

work. We need to get the catch information that is necessary to support the assessments. Better 

data may help the assessments. Before we grasp at this one because it is an attractive number, we 

need to ask whether it will do the job, and ensure the accountability this fishery so badly needs.   

 

One Committee member noted that all of the options in FW55 maintain the CV30 requirement that 

Amendment 16 implemented. Multiple Committee members sought advice on the appropriate time scale 

for calculating a multi-year approach, and hoped that further guidance could come forward for the 

Council meeting. Staff explained that the 3 and 2 year approaches have been evaluated, and that a five 

year approach requires the use of 6 years of data. Staff explained that the concept of this motion would 

redirect how the process for setting coverage rates currently works.  

  

Motion #8b as friendly amended - Etrie/Alexander: 

 

The GF Committee requests the Council request that the Agency and also have the PDT develop 

an additional option 4.3.1.4 for the “total observer coverage rate” starting in FY 2016 utilizing a 3 

year and 5 year multi-year approach as indicated in Appendix IV of the PDT memo dated 

November 16, 2015. The stock that has the highest realized CV as averaged across the last 3 or 5 

fishing years (in which a completed data set is available and the realized CV has been calculated 

in accordance with the protocols currently used by the Agency - calculating realized CV at the 

stock basis) will serve as the basis for the upcoming fishing year total observer coverage rate. 

 

Rationale: Robust reporting requirements for the sector program are already in place. 

The current method of using the most recent year to set the following year coverage rates has resulted in a 

broad range of annual coverage rates that have been driven by different stocks each year. The intent of 

this request is improve the efficiency of the ASM program and to evolve the methodology used to set 

coverage rates by utilizing the significant depth of data that now exists to provide a more stable basis for 

inter-annual changes in coverage rates. Stability and efficiency are essential for the independent ASM 

providers and fishing interests to sustain the program going forward. 

 

Motion #8b carried on a show of hands 8/1/0. 
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Motion #9 - Pappalardo/Alexander: 

 

GF committee recommends to the Council for inclusion in FW 55, exempt ELM 10”+ Sector Trips 

(GF catch counts against Sector ACE) and allow trips to fish 6.5”+ mesh to target dogfish within the 

footprint of the existing Dogfish exempted fishery. (Require retention of GF, universal to all sectors). 

 

Rationale: This approach would provide greater flexibility for those sector trips targeting non-groundfish 

stocks and with very low groundfish catch. 

 

Motion #9 carried on a show of hands 9/0/0. 

 

Motion #10 - Etrie/Alexander:  

 

To move in Section 4.3.1.3/Option 3 – fishery performance criteria to considered but rejected.  

 

Motion #10 was withdrawn without objection.  

 

Motion #11 - Etrie/Goethel: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council that FW 55 clarify that the primary goal of 

ASM is to verify area fished, catch, and discards by species, by gear type and in such a manner that 

would reduce the cost of monitoring. Other goals/objectives identified under FW 48, such as 

additional data for stock assessment purposes, are secondary benefits achieved through catch 

verification. 

 

Rationale: Purpose of this motion is to provide clarification on the current goals/objectives as it relates to 

the At-Sea Monitoring Program. This motion does not change overarching goals/objectives of monitoring 

programs in general, it simply clarifies what the primary goal/objectives of the Sector At-Sea Monitoring 

program should be designed to achieve in its current state and also in any future 

modifications/improvements. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: One committee member felt that deprioritizing data stock assessments would 

be a mistake given the current data problems with stock assessments that the Committee discussed before 

lunch. The majority of Committee members speaking to the motion felt that additional clarification of 

goals and objectives would be constructive.  

 

Motion #11 carried on a show of hands 8/1/0. 

 

Recreational Management Measures, FY2016:  

The Committee reviewed recommendations provided by the Recreational Advisory Panel. Council staff 

explained that the process for setting recreational management measures is outside of the framework 

action. The Council provides recommendations to the Regional Administrator, who has the authority to 

set both proactive and reactive accountability measures (seasons, bag limits, minimum fish sizes) which 

will achieve, but not exceed, the recreational sub-ACL. With this in mind, the Committee discussed 

potential recommendations for recreational measures for GOM cod and GOM haddock. 

 

Mr. Frank Blount presented motions from the RAP meeting in the absence of the RAP Chair and vice-

Chair, explaining the RAP’s rationale for each of these. Mr. Blount noted that there was some 

disagreement among RAP members on bag limits and seasons. The Committee had a protracted 

discussion on the range of model run options, and the potential impacts of each combination. The 

Committee noted that the Council specified recreational and commercial measures together in FW53 
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(GOM cod protection measures), and sought clarification on whether or not changing the GOM cod bag 

limit would necessitate additional changes to commercial management measures. There was discussion 

about how overages are dealt with in the recreational fishery – with NMFS explaining that measures are 

adjusted in the subsequent fishing year (there is no pound for pound payback).  

 

Motion #12 - Goethel/Alexander: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council that the FY 2016 GOM haddock bag limit be 

15 fish, with all seasons open (except in wave 2 – March and April- in which only April 15-30 would 

be open), and a 17 in minimize size. 

 

Motion #12 carried on a show of hands 8/0/1. 

 

Motion #13a - Goethel/Kendall: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council that the FY 2016 GOM cod bag limit be one 

cod, with a minimum size of 24 inches, and wave 5 (September-October) and 6 open (November – 

December) open. 

 

Rationale: Expanding the season for GOM cod would provide much needed fishing opportunities for 

recreational vessels fishing in the GOM. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: Mr. Blount and Council staff noted that the RAP’s discussion about GOM cod 

measures were contentious. The disagreement at the RAP is underscored by close votes, and staff 

explained that the full RAP would not support this concept. The Committee continued its earlier 

discussion about how the timing of the proposed recreational opening corresponds to closures in the 

commercial fishery designed to protect GOM cod.  

 

Motion #13b as friendly amended: 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council that the FY 2016 GOM cod bag limit be one 

cod, with a minimum size of 24 inches, and wave 5 (September – October) open. 

 

Motion #13b carried on a show of hands 3/2/4. 

 

Consensus Statement 

 

The Groundfish Committee requests that an analysis of the RAP’s recommendation for FY 2016 GOM 

cod and haddock be made available in time for the December Council meeting. 

 

The RAP recommended: 

a. GOM cod: 1 cod bag limit, minimum size 24 in fish, open in wave 4 (July-August) 

b. GOM haddock: 15 haddock bag limit, 17 in, minimum size 24 in fish, with all seasons 

open (except in wave 2 – March and April- in which only April 15-30 would be open) 
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Groundfish Priorities  

 

Public Comment: 

 

Mary Beth Tooley, I think as people are aware, the herring fishery in the GB haddock stock area 

will be closed until May 1. That is a seven month closure. That is pretty significant, given the 

haddock biomass and the harvest levels. I’ve had concerns about this for some time with the very 

steep decline in the observer coverage rates. In previous years on Georges Bank we’ve had 

coverage around 85%. I don’t know what our coverage rate was this year, but we had data from 

six observed trips that went into the calculations to close this fishery. Two of those observed trips 

belonged to us – and our trips had zero haddock catch. Another person in the fishery that was 

observed had a haddock catch of 1,600lbs. So, that leaves data from three trips that was used to 

calculate our percent take in that herring fishery. The CV around the number is 75%. That is not 

a good situation. This is not acceptable; however the agency does not have any other numbers to 

use. I don’t know what the estimated catch in the haddock fishery has been over time – but I don’t 

think it has been over 50% in recent years.  So, the haddock biomass is obviously growing. We 

need to do something so we are not closing the herring fishery for seven months out of the year. 

That is a particularly bad outcome that will also impact the mackerel fishery. We also need to be 

doing something so that groundfish fishermen are catching haddock. I bring this up under 

priorities for groundfish because the allocation for haddock is in the groundfish plan, and the AM 

is also in the groundfish plan. I realize that the groundfish priority list is already quite long. I 

think it could be possible to address some of this in the herring plan.  

 

Ms. Tooley’s comment led to a committee discussion about how unobserved discards are calculated, and 

the upcoming discard methodology review.  

 

Motion #14 - Kaelin/Alexander:  

 

Moved that for 2016 the Groundfish Committee recommend to the Council to add to the list of 

priorities a review of the biological implications and catch accounting methodologies of the Georges 

Bank haddock catch cap in the herring fishery, with the goals being the realization of Optimum Yield 

in the Atlantic Herring and Atlantic Mackerel fisheries, minimizing the mortality of Georges Bank 

haddock to the extent practicable, and establishing vessel-specific catch cap accountability.  

 

Rationale: As clarified by the Committee chair, this motion would be to add to the list of priorities for 

Groundfish for the purpose of discussion at the Council meeting.  

 

The maker of the motion explained that on October 22, 2015, NMFS closed the directed herring fishery in 

the Herring Georges Bank Haddock Accountability Measure Area based on a determination that the 

Georges Bank Haddock Catch Cap had been harvested. This area will be closed to the fishery until May 

1, 2016. This closure was based on 6 observed trips, out of a total 156, with a haddock catch cap CV of 

75.3 percent. More than 12,000 mt of herring will not be taken this year as a result of this closure and a 

mackerel fishery cannot be prosecuted in the consequence area given the 20-30% of herring often found 

in mackerel catches. The herring MWT sub-ACL has no significant impact on the biological status of the 

haddock resource or the directed haddock fishery - 12% of the groundfish GB haddock ACL had been 

harvested when the GB herring fishery was recently closed. This motion would have the Council address 

this inequity during 2016. This could be accomplished through modifications to the GB haddock sub–

ACL and/or associated AM allocated to the herring fishery under the Groundfish FMP or the AM may be 

addressed directly in the Herring FMP (as is done in the scallop plan for GB YT AMs). 

 

Motion #14 carried on a show of hands 6/1/2. 
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Mr. Blount and Ms. Jackie Odell introduced advisory panel motions on priorities. These motions will be 

forward to the Council for its priorities discussion.  

 

There was no other business.   

 

The meeting adjourned at 5:35pm.  


