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SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan 
Amendment 23 
March 22, 2017 
Hilton Garden Inn 

4 Home Depot Drive 
Plymouth, MA 02360 

 
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, 10 members of the public attended. 
 
The meeting began at 6:03 pm. 
 
Hearing Chairman Terry Stockwell began the meeting with a brief introduction, explaining the 
procedure for public scoping. Ms. Robin Frede 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: 
 
Those who commented were generally not in favor of Amendment 23. Comments generally 
reflected a concern over the cost of monitoring, particularly for the small boat fleet, and a strong 
opposition to electronic monitoring. 
 
Mr. Ed Barrett began by referencing a line from the presentation outlining the purpose of the 
amendment, “necessary to manage the fishery efficiently,” and said his concern is that efficiency 
in fishery management means having a big boat fleet with a small number of boats operating, 
where costs aren’t as important to them, and that many small boats will go out of business. He 
thought that efficiency in monitoring would be to take all the information that has been gathered 
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for the past 20 years, collate it and analyze it, and said that there has been enough data collected 
and there is no need for monitors because this knowledge already exists, and that there are 
specific percentages that industry could agree on. He said this would be efficient, if the data 
already collected were used, so that he would not have to install expensive electronic monitoring 
on his boat or pay for a monitor, and would not have to pay for data that’s not really used. He 
explained that the monitoring coverage rate is 15%, but said they have been getting monitored at 
higher rates, and said at times being the only member of his sector fishing he has been getting 
closer to 30% or 40% coverage. He said this is a problem that some boats are monitored a lot and 
others not at all, and he should not pay for this many observers. 
 
Mr. Barrett said that monitoring became the big issue when catch shares failed, that groups like 
the Moore Foundation, Pew, Environmental Defense Fund, and Oceania got involved and 
debated monitoring instead of the failure of catch shares, and he pointed to Gulf of Maine cod 
crashing following a rebuilding period as an example where catch shares failed but problems 
with monitoring were blamed, which he said was a falsehood. He stated that monitoring has 
become a money-making grab for the private [observer] companies, including one that the ex-
Regional Administrator used to own, and said he gets marine mammal observers (from MRAG) 
for state fishery trips in a fishery that doesn’t catch marine mammals. He also pointed out that at 
this public hearing for all of the South Shore, Cape, and New Bedford, only three boats were 
present, and said that if the Council wants a small boat fleet they will have to manage so they can 
economically survive, which means not having to pay for observers on five out of six trips and 
not putting a $60,000 electronic monitoring system on their boats that can’t tell the difference 
between a blackback, a yellowtail, a grey sole, and a dab, and is not efficient. 
 
Ms. Maya Barrett, wife of Ed Barrett who sometimes fishes with him, pointed out that at these 
meetings there are more people in the front of the room than in the back [attending the meeting], 
and said this doesn’t make sense. 
 
Mr. Steve Welch, commercial fisherman, said he is okay with taking monitors but just cannot 
pay for them. He was strongly against having cameras on boats, and said it would take too long 
to stop the fishing process to hold the fish in front of the camera. He said he cannot afford to take 
a monitor out for $750 a day, and said he is at 25% monitoring coverage. He said as a fisherman 
he has to constantly pay for more and more, and that the government should pay to put someone 
on his boat or he will be put out of business. 
 
Mr. Ron Burgerson, a commercial fisherman from Plymouth for 46 years, said he agrees with 
everything the previous speakers have said, and said this amendment is a disgrace, particularly 
with regard to observers because they cannot afford to pay for them. He said because of the 
expense of monitoring the vessels left in the industry are not getting the necessary maintenance 
as they become aged and are becoming dangerous, and this is all due to lack of income, which he 
said is due to catch shares. He thought dockside monitors would just be another expense and 
another set of eyes that take hardworking people and portray them as public enemy #1. He said 
he already has to pay for VMS ($70-120 a month depending on the time of year), which he sees 
as another useless piece of equipment he is mandated to have. Mr. Burgerson said that the 
Council is not looking at the state of the fleet or seeing how people are being put out of business, 
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and there is no attention paid to what fishermen need just to get by with the bare minimum. He 
said next year he may not break even, although the increase in grey sole and dabs will help, but 
that the Council needs to take this into consideration. He stated that everything in Amendment 23 
is more fleecing and harassment of fishermen, and he does not want to see this go further. He 
thought there should be no at-sea monitoring, no electronic monitoring, no dockside monitoring, 
and no VMS, because he cannot afford it. 
 
Mr. Tim Barrett, F/V Odessa and president of Northeast Fishing Sector X, said he agrees with 
what everyone else has said, and said electronic monitoring is not going to help the fleet because 
it will be an expensive system between the costs for installation, costs for data processing, and 
the resources for the electrical systems needed on the boats, and they cannot pay for it. He 
thought there already are enough layers of monitoring between having to call in 48 hours in 
advance of fishing, dealing with the assigned observer, calling out the intention to go fishing, 
calling when coming back in, filing VTRs, having environmental enforcement at the dock, and 
filling out dealer reports, and said he has never seen any of this data used. Mr. Barrett said there 
has been talk of having full retention of discards with electronic monitoring, but explained this 
will not work for small boats because they do not have the capacity to hold these additional fish 
that they do not make money on, and that it will require more work. He pointed to cod as a 
species that is break even at best for him, and said he has to sell leased cod usually at a loss, and 
that this is similar for other species as well. He explained that this means the lease that he has to 
buy in order to fish is already taxed at 35% off the top, adding another expense to his business. 
 
Mr. Barrett emphasized what everyone else said about the small boat fleet barely surviving, and 
said they have a very thin margin of profit. He said they spend all their time running from choke 
species, especially cod, and spending so much time dealing with fish he can’t make any money 
on has caused him to become disenchanted with the system. He thought the monitoring level is 
more than sufficient and said that this particular group of small boat fishermen cannot afford to 
pay for monitoring, and that any increase in costs will put them in the red. 
 
Mr. Ed Barrett spoke about the failure of monitoring in the bigger boat fleet, to consider what 
one of the big operators did to get around the law, and that the costs of monitoring can only be 
borne by the big operators. He said that between the VTRs, environmental police, and monitors, 
that should be enough to monitor the catch, and said he is frustrated by the waste and 
inefficiencies in a system that puts honest people out of business and empowers those who are 
not honest. 
 
Mr. Ron Burgerson pointed out that there are only five people left in the fleet and they are all at 
this hearing. He asked how the Council will weigh the comments, as he doesn’t think they take 
what fishermen say into account. 
 
The scoping hearing adjourned at approximately 6:45 pm. 
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