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SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan 
Amendment 23 
March 21, 2017 
Portsmouth Library 
175 Parrott Avenue 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 
 
The Council held a scoping hearing to accept public comments on the intended scope of 
Amendment 23 to the Northeast Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan. The 
purpose of Amendment 23 is “to adjust the groundfish monitoring program to improve reliability 
and accountability.” Copies of the scoping document were available at the meeting and the 
Council website. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Terry Stockwell (Groundfish Committee Chair); and Jamie Cournane 
and Robin Frede (Council Staff). In addition, 6 members of the public attended. 
 
The meeting began at 2:15 pm. 
 
Hearing Chairman Terry Stockwell began the meeting with a brief introduction, explaining the 
procedure for public scoping. Dr. Jamie Cournane gave a brief presentation, detailing the public 
scoping process, explaining the purpose and need of Amendment 23, and highlighting some 
relevant questions from the public scoping document. After addressing clarifying questions, Mr. 
Stockwell opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
Comments: 
 
Mr. David Goethel, F/V Ellen Diane, Hampton, NH, clarified that these comments are his own 
and do not represent either the Northeast Seafood Coalition or Cause of Action. He began with a 
general comment regarding the current political situation. He said the Council and National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will need to change how they do business in light of what will 
be the largest dissolution of government in years and will need to plan for large funding cuts and 
elimination of entire programs. He said he has heard of many fishermen writing letters to 
President Trump complaining about NMFS, and particularly at-sea monitors. 
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Mr. Goethel thought that the primary need of the amendment should be changed to “promote 
cost effectiveness” and the secondary need changed to “promote compliance,” and not “enhance 
compliance” as it is written in the scoping document. He said he does not think there will be 
enough money to enhance compliance, and said the way to promote compliance is through 
programs that people want to comply with. He said that some of the statements about the goals of 
monitoring in the scoping document should be reexamined, specifically that “the at-sea 
monitoring program provides the highest quality data,” as he pointed to high error rates in 
observer data and said this data can be skewed in either direction (observers sympathetic to the 
crew or recording very high, untrue discard numbers). He also pointed to the statement that 
“there is evidence of fishing behavior differences when an observer is onboard” as being untrue, 
and said there has been extensive analysis that has proved otherwise, and that this statement is 
problematic because it infuriates and alienates fishermen.  
 
Mr. Goethel said the current data stream is inefficient and employs too many people, and there is 
a need to simplify it. He said reporting should start with the dealer, as the dealer is the most 
accurate source of data since they actually weigh the catch, and this should be the only data 
stream; there should be no logbooks, the fisherman should fill out his information on the dealer 
report, and if the trip is observed then the observer should enter the data on the same dealer 
report. This practice, he said, will allow everyone to certify the accuracy of the data and simplify 
it into one data stream. Mr. Goethel was opposed to a dockside monitoring program, and said 
there were problems with the previous program as it was another place for data errors due in 
large part to catch being weighed in partial amounts, and said he had issues with fish spoiling in 
the hold while waiting for a monitor. He explained that joint enforcement compliance is the 
current dockside monitoring system, the difference being they don’t keep a separate tally of the 
catch. He said he would also like to see changes with the Pre-Trip Notification System (PTNS) 
call-in system since weather forecasts are not accurate enough to predict conditions 48 hours in 
advance, and he thought it should be 12 hours or even 24 hours. 
 
Mr. Goethel said that civil liberties will have to be considered with this amendment, and that the 
current treatment of fishermen is that they are considered guilty until proven innocent, when it 
should be the opposite. He stated that putting cameras on boats would be a violation of civil 
liberties and he would challenge this in court. He said if someone is proven guilty, then they 
should pay the cost in the form of 100% observer and dockside monitoring coverage. He said 
other fishermen should not pay the price, and instead increased monitoring should apply only to 
those who are guilty. He was opposed to dockside monitoring unless it is for someone who is 
guilty, and they should have to pay for it. Mr. Goethel thought this system would promote 
compliance. He also emphasized that anything done should prove that it enhances information 
for management, unlike the intensive monitoring the groundfish fishery has experienced since 
2010, which has not met the stated goal in Amendment 16 of improving stock assessments. 
 
Mr. Daniel Salerno, sector manager for Northeast Fisheries Sector 11 and 5, New Hampshire 
and Rhode Island based, opened with a general comment that industry is trying to do the right 
thing, and that the bulk of the industry should not pay for what a few do. He emphasized the fact 
that no two sectors are the same, and that any changes to monitoring should provide flexibility 
for sectors operating differently, as the current system does not allow for that. He pointed to 
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issues with observers, not only the costs but also problems with data quality because this varies 
by observer, and explained some internal analysis he has done to compare observer and dealer 
data which found observers tend to overestimate weight. With respect to landings data, Mr. 
Salerno said the Council cannot develop another reporting system as there are already problems 
with reconciling data, and explained as a sector manager he has to reconcile 3-4 datasets every 
day, but said that a change to this system would be a good idea. He also talked about 
management and biological uncertainty buffers, and suggested perhaps developing a monitoring 
program that is less robust but with a tradeoff of higher uncertainty buffers. 
 
Mr. Goethel spoke again saying he was in favor of annual landing limits. He explained the 
problem with sector monitoring is that it is adversarial because crew see any fish recorded as a 
discard as costing them money, and that an annual landings limit would remove this adversarial 
relationship between the observer and crew. He thought that discards could disappear with how 
many uncertainty buffers there are in place, pointing out that there are no discard rates of 
groundfish with an assumed discard rate over 4%, and that both scientific and management 
uncertainty are greater than this and should cover for it. 
 
Mr. Salerno spoke against having a dockside monitoring program, at least one that is mandatory 
across the board. He said it could be a choice for a sector to use, but thought that it was a 
worthless data stream that resulted in more conflict. He explained the problem with the previous 
dockside monitoring program, and the reason it was suspended, was the lack of confirmation that 
all fish had been offloaded because the dockside monitors were not authorized to thoroughly 
inspect the fish holds, which resulted in inaccurate counts.  
 
Mr. Goethel again emphasized the need for a single stream of data, and said along with that, he 
would like to see more samples taken at the co-op, and to have a port sampler enter that data into 
the single stream. He also spoke of the differences he has seen in how Europe handles fisheries 
science, where there are no third party observer providers and instead scientists collect the data. 
He thought scientists and managers here should spend more time at sea to understand the 
difficulty in collecting this data so they would not accept inaccuracies in weight measurements, 
and to see what is going on out on the water.  
 
The scoping hearing adjourned at approximately 2:52 pm. 
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