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The Small-Mesh Multispecies (Whiting) Committee met jointly with the Whiting Advisory 
Panel on August 29, 2017 in Warwick, RI.  
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:   
 
Mark Gibson (Chairman), Vincent Balzano, Justin Davis, Peter Kendall, Eric Reid, Laurie 
Nolan, and Mike Ruccio (committee members); Andrew Applegate and Naresh Pradhan 
(NEFMC staff); Peter Burns (NMFS GARFO staff); John Almeida (NOAA General Counsel), 
and Tom Testeverde, Dan Farnham, David Goethel, and Katie Almeida (Whiting advisors).  Dan 
Farnham, Jr. also attended the meeting.  
 
Meeting documents were posted at the following location: http://www.nefmc.org/calendar/mar.-
13-2017-joint-whiting-committee-and-advisory-panel-meeting . 
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 
 

• The committee and advisors received a SAFE Report by the Whiting Plan Development 
Team (PDT) and accepted its recommendations for 2018-2020 specifications.  The 
committee did not recommend consideration of more conservative P* values for setting 
southern red hake specifications.  The committee recommended evaluating a restoration 
of the previous northern red hake TAL trigger in a future action, probably rolled into an 
amendment to address southern red hake rebuilding and habitat amendment related 
adjustments to the exemption areas.  The committee briefly talked about adjusting the 
southern red hake possession limit to 3,000 lbs. in the specifications document, but did 
not support reducing the southern red hake possession limit because 70% of the catch is 
discards and lowering the possession limit would not be likely to alter fishing behavior. 
 
Other than 2018-2020 specifications, no other adjustments to measures were recommend 
for the specifications package.  The SSC is scheduled to meet on October 12 to (among 
other things) review the SAFE Report (containing the assessment updates) and 
potentially approve the PDT’s specification recommendations. 
 

http://www.nefmc.org/calendar/mar.-13-2017-joint-whiting-committee-and-advisory-panel-meeting
http://www.nefmc.org/calendar/mar.-13-2017-joint-whiting-committee-and-advisory-panel-meeting
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• The advisors and committee reemphasized the need for a red hake benchmark assessment 
for many of the reasons discussed in the PDT report: changes in distribution and 
productivity that potentially could change the MSY-proxy baseline, and a potential to 
conduct an analytical age- or growth-based assessment with a split survey time series, or 
with one only using the RV Bigelow data (omitting the older calibrated RV Albatross 
data). 
 

• After presentation of the Amendment 22 impact analyses, there was a two- or three-way 
split amongst the advisors about a preferred alternative for Action 1 (limited access 
qualification).  They debated and tried to work it out, but there was no majority or 
consensus on the matter.  In the end, the advisors voted 3-2 to support Alternative 1 as 
the preferred alternative, but the committee voted to recommend that there be no 
preferred alternative for Action 1. 
 

• For Action 2, the Advisors recommended that Alternative 1 for Category I, Alternative 2 
for Category II, and Alternative 2 for incidental permits should be the preferred 
alternatives, but the committee voted to recommend Alternative 1’s for Category I, 
Category II, and Incidental permit possession limits to be preferred.  The committee 
recommendation would mean that at the start of a fishing year, all whiting permits would 
have equal whiting and red hake possession limits.   
 

• For the preferred Action 2 alternative 1s, the committee added an in-season trigger that 
would reduce the possession limits for the Incidental and Category II permits as needed.  
The advisors and the committee had no guidance or recommendations on what level 
those triggers would be, or on what basis we would determine them.  They did however 
recognize that we could not leave those values as unspecified in the draft document. 
 

• For Action 3, the Advisors recommended and the Committee voted to designate 
Alternative 1 (large-mesh permit characteristics) Alternative 4 (only one vessel may 
qualify based on a single history) for permit allowances, and Alternative 3 (squid and 
herring vessels may exceed the limit) for incidental permits.as preferred alternatives. 
 

• The committee discussed the list of 2018 priorities and recommended adding a northern 
red hake AM adjustment and exemption area adjustments to respond to changes in the 
Omnibus Habitat Amendment (part of priority #7) to priority #51. 
 

• The advisors and committee discussed whether there were ineffective or redundant small-
mesh multispecies fishery regulations that could be eliminated.  The advisors identified 
two regulations that should be evaluated, potentially in an upcoming action.  They 
suggested removal of the 500 lbs. transfer at sea limit, which forces vessels to land small-
mesh multispecies that would otherwise be used as bait.  They also recommended 
adjustment of the 600 lbs. squid/mackerel/butterfish possession limit, because catch is 
more frequently exceeding this limit. 
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AGENDA ITEM #1: TIMELINE OF 2017 WHITING ACTIONS 
 
Presentation: Mr. Applegate explained that this is a packed stretch to undertake two actions at 
the same time, but the Council wanted to postpone a decision on Amendment 22 alternatives 
until the 2018-2020 specifications were known.  It also allowed the use of complete 2016 data 
and catch estimates in the Amendment 22 document.  Mr. Applegate said that the Council would 
initiate the specification action at the September Council meeting and a final document would be 
drafted for approval at the December Council meeting.  Although significant work had been 
done on the Draft Amendment 22 document, there remained some additional work and clean up.  
The document would also be revised to be consistent with the decisions made by the Council at 
the September meeting.  A final draft document would be presented to the Council in December 
for approval for submission and public hearings.  Mr. Applegate thought that public hearings 
could be held in February, with recommendations for final action to come to the Council in 
April.  He thought that this schedule would allow limited access to become effective on May 1, 
2019, after a suitable period for qualification and appeals. 
 
Discussion: Mr. Applegate answered a question about the timing of preferred alternatives, which 
could also be made at the December Council meeting after all the impact analyses had been 
completed, but even if the Council approved of the draft document in December, it would cost a 
few weeks of additional work after the December Council meeting to revamp the document. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2: ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT FOR FISHING YEAR 2016 AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2018-2020 SPECIFICATIONS 

Presentation:. Mr. Applegate gave a summary of the SAFE Report, including assessment 
updates for red and silver hakes.  The stocks of northern red hake, northern silver hake, and 
southern silver hake are not overfished and overfishing was not occurring.  Biomass of southern 
red hake has declined to the point where the three-year average biomass is below the minimum 
biomass threshold, and is therefore overfished.  Catches on the other hand have not declined and 
in 2016 exceeded the overfishing level, thus overfishing is occurring. 
 
Mr. Applegate reported that the PDT had calculated new specifications using the same 
procedures that have been applied previously, including re-estimating scientific uncertainty and 
applying a re-estimated discard rate to calculate Total Allowable Landings (TALs) and AM 
trigger points.  He pointed out that the SSC has not yet seen the report or approved of the 
recommended specifications, something that is scheduled for October 12.  He said that the ABC 
specifications were based on previously approved levels of scientific uncertainty, P*=25% for 
silver hake and P*=40% for red hake.  The PDT was recommending consideration of less risky 
(i.e. more conservative) values for southern red hake, because of and partially in response to the 
newly overfished status.  The PDT recognized that reducing catch limits alone may not address 
rebuilding, because southern red hake are not usually the target species (which is whiting) and 
70% of the catch came from discards.  There was recognition that additional action may be 
needed, but that would need to be developed later. 
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Table 1.  Recommended specifications for 2018-2020 based on updated assessments and catch 
estimates.  Default P* values are shown above the line, with optional P* values 
associated with less scientific risk for southern red hake shown below the line. 

 
 
Discussion: The assessment results were accepted but the advisors and committee thought that a 
benchmark assessment to re-evaluate the MSY-proxy reference points was needed, preferably 
before the Council is forced to take action and initiate rebuilding.  Mr. Ruccio told the meeting 
participants that GARFO would review the information after it had undergone peer review at the 
NEFSC, then send a letter to the Council to develop a rebuilding plan within two years.  Mr. 
Ruccio thought that this might occur by the December Council meeting and added that the 
Council could begin deliberations on a rebuilding amendment in 2018.  He thought that the 
amendment could take a tact like that for scup, which management alternatives were developed 
while awaiting the results from a benchmark assessment. 
 
1. MOTION: Mr. Goethel/Mr. Calomo (advisors)  

To support the PDT recommendations for 2018-2020 specifications in Table 1 (of 
Document 1).  
 

2. MOTION: Mrs. Nolan/Mr. Kendall (committee) 
To adopt the specifications listed in Table 1 of the PDT document (Document 1). 

 

3. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mr. Reid/Mr. Balzano (committee) 
To adopt the specifications at the existing P* values (Document 1). 

Rationale: This alternative would include historic fishery that might not qualify for activity in a 
short 2008-2012 qualification period, which have been recently active in the fishery 

Discussion on the Motions:  The committee weighed in on the alternative P* specification 
values for southern red hake, provided by the PDT.  Although the SSC will review the 
recommendations and approve a set of specifications, it would be helpful to have the 
committee’s input at the SSC meeting on this issue.  The committee felt that lower P* values 
would not significantly reduce risk or achieve rebuilding because of the amount of catch from 
discards, 70% mostly in the small mesh fisheries, including whiting and squid.  Reducing the 
catch limit and triggering in-season AMs would only increase discards and not change fishing 
behavior. 
 

Stock OFL (mt) P* ABC (mt) ACL (mt)
Change 

from 2017 Discard rate TAL (mt)
Change 

from 2017.
TAL trigger 

(mt)
Northern silver hake 58,350 0.25 31,030 29,475 27% 9% 26,604 33% 23,944
Northern red hake 840 0.40 721 685 45% 60% 274 128% 104
Southern whiting 31,180 0.25 19,395 18,425 -37% 18% 14,465 -59% 13,018
Southern red hake 1,150 0.40 1,060 1,007 -38% 70% 305 -59% 274
Southern red hake 1,150 0.30 1,000 950 -42% 70% 288 -61% 259
Southern red hake 1,150 0.25 970 921 -44% 70% 262 -65% 236
Southern red hake 1,150 0.20 930 883 -46% 70% 268 -64% 241
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ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #1 The motion carried 5-0. 
SUBSTITUTE COMMITTEE MOTION #3: The substitute motion carried 5-1 
COMMITTEE MOTION #2 The main motion carried 6-0. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: AMENDMENT 22 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 
ACTION 1 – LIMITED ACCESS QUALIFICATION 
Presentation: Mr. Applegate reported on discussions that the PDT had about the impact 
analyses and preferred alternatives.  He said that the PDT recognized that there is a tradeoff 
between the amount of latent effort (limited access permits that had not recently fished) and 
equity.  The PDT therefore had not made any specific recommendations for preferred 
alternatives.  In lieu of a specific recommendation, Mr. Applegate gave a summary of pros and 
cons for limited access, possession limit, and permit allowance alternatives, based on the 
document’s impact analyses on the target species, on bycatch, and on the economy. 
 
4. MOTION: Mr. Goethel/Mr. Farnham (advisors) 

To adopt (Action 1) Alternative 3 as preferred. 
5. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mrs. Almeida/Mr. Calomo (advisors) 

To have no preferred alternative for Action 1. 
6. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mr. Testeverde/Mr. Calomo (advisors) 

To adopt (Action 1) Alternative 1 as preferred. 

7. MOTION TO RECONSIDER: Mr. Farnham (prevailing side on Motion 4)/Mr. Calomo 
(advisors) 

To reconsider Motion 6. 

Rationale: This alternative would include historic fishery that might not qualify for activity in a 
short 2008-2012 qualification period, which have been recently active in the fishery 

Discussion on the Motions:  The advisors were split on which alternative should be considered 
as preferred.  Some favored alternatives that had less latent effort and qualified currently active 
vessels that were fishing before the control date.  Mr. Goethel pointed out that a third type of 
reaction by non-qualifying vessels could occur – purchasing a qualifying vessel or permit which 
would make the latent effort issue have a greater effect than anticipated.   Others favored 
alternatives which qualified historic participants or recent entrants, or both.  Preference for 
Alternative 1 was passed by a narrow 3-2 margin, mostly because some thought it would be 
helpful to focus debate at public hearings, although many recognized that there would be no 
perfect solution. 
 
Mr. Farnham asked if the Council could add a sixth alternative using a different qualification 
period, 2000-2012 for example.  Mrs. Nolan thought that this would not be difficult because the 
number of vessels would be a combination of two other alternatives.  Mr. Applegate pointed out 
that the sets of vessels would be different and that every analysis from qualification to impacts 
would have to be redone, plus every table and figure in the document would have to be revised.  
He said that doing this would set things back at least a Council meeting cycle and would not be 
an insignificant amount of work, taking away from other planned work. 
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8. MAIN MOTION  
To adopt (Action 1) Alternative 1 as preferred 

ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #5 The motion failed 2-3. 
ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #6 The motion failed 2-3. 
ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #7 The motion carried 3-2. 
MAIN ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #8 The motion carried 3-2. 
9. MOTION: Mr. Reid/Mr. Davis (committee) 

To recommend no preferred alternatives for Action 1. 

10. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mr. Ruccio/Mrs. Nolan (committee) 
That alternatives 4 and 5 are non-preferred alternatives. 

Rationale: Contentious development, split amongst advisors, compromises can be made after public 
hearing.  The substitute motions were made because Alternatives 4 and 5 would create a lot of latent 
effort and would not accommodate recent entrants in the fishery. 
Discussion on the Motions: The committee recognized that there were multiple interests and an 
even split.  The committee thought it would be better to have no preferred alternative for limited 
access qualification and make a final decision based on public input. 
 
COMMITTEE MOTION #10 The motion failed 2-2-1. 
COMMITTEE MOTION #9 The motion carried 4-0-1. 
 
 
ACTION 2 – POSSESSION LIMITS BY PERMIT CATEGORY 
 
11. MOTION: Mr. Goethel/Mr. Testeverde (advisors) 

To approve as preferred in Action 2: Alternatives 2 and 3 for Cat I, Alternative 2 for Cat II, and 
Alternative 2 for incidental permits. 

Rationale: This would make preferred a 30,000 lbs. Cat I whiting limit in the summer/fall, a 50,000 lbs. 
Cat I limit in the winter/spring, a 30,000 lbs. Cat II limit in the northern management area, a 15,000 lbs. 
Cat II limit in the southern management area, and a 2000 lbs. whiting and 400 lbs. red hake limit for 
vessels with incidental permits. 
 
12. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mrs. Testeverde/Mr. Farnham (advisors) 

To adopt the preferences in Motion 10, but with Alternative 1 for Cat I vessels. 

13. MAIN MOTION  
To approve as preferred in Action 2: Alternative 1 for Cat I, Alternative 2 for Cat II, and 
Alternative 2 for incidental permits. 

14. MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE: Mrs. Almeida (advisors) 
To Alternative 1 for Cat II and Alternative 1 for incidental permits. 
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Discussion on the Motions: The advisors thought that the preferred alternative should allow the 
maximum whiting possession limit for Category I, a lower possession limit in the southern 
management area for Category II due to the potential for latent effort entering the fishery, and an 
incidental limit for non-qualifiers. 

 

ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #12 The motion carried 4-1. 
ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #14 The motion failed, lacking a second. 
MAIN ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #13 The motion carried 5-0. 
 
15. MOTION: Mr. Reid/Mr. Kendal (committee) 

That for Action 2, Cat I, II, and incidental permits Alternative 1 would be preferred and 
that the Council develop in-season triggers to adjust possession limits for each permit. 

Rationale: Establishes a flexible framework for setting possession limits by permit category. 
Discussion on the Motion:  Recognizing that reducing participation and possession limits in a 
fishery that was catching a small fraction of the ABC seemed odd, the committee favored an 
approach that would allow qualifying and non-qualifying vessels to target whiting and red hake, 
unless certain conditions were met that fishing effort had to be limited or reduced to keep catch 
from exceeding thresholds.  These reductions would be applied to non-qualifying vessels with 
incidental permits and then to Category II vessels, to be applied as in-season adjustments when 
certain thresholds were met. 
 
Neither the committee or the advisors had ideas about the basis for or the amount that would 
trigger these actions, but recognized that those decisions would need to be made before the 
document is ready for public hearing.  Everyone agreed to put more thought on it before the 
September Council meeting and Mr. Applegate agreed to poll the PDT to see if they had any 
recommendations. 
 
COMMITTEE MOTION #14 The motion carried 5-0. 
 
ACTION 3 – PERMIT ALLOWANCES 
 
16. MOTION: Mr. Goethel /Mr. Farnham (advisors) 

For Action 3, Alternative 1 (large-mesh limited access permit characteristics) for limited 
access permits, Alternative 4 (only one vessel may qualify based on a single history) for 
permit allowances, and Alternative 3 (squid and herring vessels may exceed the limit) for 
incidental permits. 

Rationale: Silent on Alternative 1 as it would preclude incidental permits from fishing in 
exemption areas.  Alternative 2a requires the use of DAS (needed for skates and monkfish).  
Alternative 2b prohibits being DOF while being registered for groundfish trips.  These choices 
would simplify the regulatory burden as much as possible 
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17. MOTION: Mr. Reid /Mr. Kendall (committee) 
To adopt the AP recommendations for Action 3. 

 
Discussion on the Motions:  The advisors and the committee wanted to choose preferred 
alternatives that described the status quo, as much as possible. 
 
ADVISORY PANEL MOTION #15 The motion carried 5-0. 
COMMITTEE MOTION #17 The motion carried 5-0. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #4: PRIORITIES  
Presentation: Mr. Applegate summarized the list of priorities with respect to whiting, which 
would be discussed at the September Council meeting.  He said that the committees were being 
polled for their input, which would be folded into the document given to the Council.  He 
pointed out that there would still be some staff work and GARFO activity to submit and revise 
the specification package, including deeming in 2018, but that would not require any committee 
or Council agenda time. 

Discussion: The committee agreed to fold the whiting portion of priority #7 and consider 
adjusting the northern red hake AM into priority #51, as a single action.  The advisors and 
committee also agreed to voice their support for a benchmark red hake assessment in 2019, and 
also support a benchmark assessment for silver hake as a secondary need. 

AGENDA ITEM #5: REDUNDANT OR INEFFICIENT SMALL-MESH MULTISPECIES FISHERY 
REGULATIONS 
Presentation: Mr. Applegate reported that the committees were being polled to identify any 
regulations that were inefficient or no longer needed, in response to the President’s executive 
order.  He was not aware of any cross-FMP reviews and had not been charged with conducting a 
staff review of the small-mesh multispecies fishery regulations. 

Mr. Ruccio added that the agency had not yet received any specific guidance, other than the 
executive order was likely to apply to ‘significant’ actions as they are specified in EO 12866.  He 
said that in our region, this mainly applied to some scallop regulations and groundfish sector 
management. 

Discussion: Mr. Goethel suggested that there were two regulations that should be evaluated, 
potentially in an upcoming action.  One is a potential removal of the 500 lbs. transfer at sea limit, 
which forces vessels to land small-mesh multispecies that would otherwise be used as bait.  Also 
recommended was an adjustment of the 600 lbs. squid/mackerel/butterfish possession limit, 
because catch is more frequently exceeding this limit. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 3:16 p.m. 
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