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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Groundfish Committee 
Hilton Garden Inn, Boston, MA 

April 2, 2019 
 
The Groundfish Committee (Committee) met on April 2, 2019 in Boston, MA to discuss and make 
recommendations on: 1) the draft alternatives for Amendment 23/Groundfish Monitoring; 2) the gear 
standards policy; 3) priorities for 2019; and 4) other business as necessary. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE: Terry Stockwell (Committee Chair), Terry Alexander (Vice Chair), Rick 
Bellavance, Libby Etrie, Mark Godfroy, Meredith Mendelson (proxy for Patrick Keliher), Peter Kendall, 
John Pappalardo, Melanie Griffin (proxy for David Pierce), Sarah Heil (NMFS), and Steve Heins 
(MAFMC); Dr. Jamie Cournane and Robin Frede (NEFMC staff); and Ben Martens (Groundfish 
Advisory Panel (GAP) Chair). In addition, approximately nine members of the public attended, including 
Mark Grant, Liz Sullivan (GARFO), and Tom Nies (NEFMC staff). 
 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION:  Discussions were aided by the following documents and presentations: 
(1) Meeting memorandum and agenda dated March 26, 2019; (2) Presentation: Council staff; (3a) 
Amendment 23/Groundfish Monitoring - Memo from Committee Chair to PDT re A23; (3b) Memo from 
PDT to Committee re updated A23 draft alternatives); (4) Gear Standards Policy – background 
documents: current policy and past correspondence; (5a) Groundfish Plan Development Team meeting 
summary, Feb. 13, 2019; (5b) Groundfish Plan Development Team meeting summary, Mar. 19, 2019; 
(5c) Groundfish Advisory Panel draft meeting motions (to be provided to Committee); and (6) 
Correspondence.  
 
The meeting began at approximately 9:03 a.m.  
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 

• The Committee recommended revising Section 4.1.1.2 (Knowing the Total Monitoring Coverage 
Level at a Time Certain) under Section 4.1.1.2.2/Option 2 (Administrative Measure for Knowing 
Total Monitoring Coverage Level at a Time Certain) such that the time certain would be three 
weeks prior to the annual sector enrollment deadline by NMFS. 

• The Committee recommended revising Section 4.2.1 (Groundfish Sector and Common Pool 
Monitoring Program Revisions) in Section 4.2.1.1.2/Option 2 (Dockside Monitoring Program) to 
only include 100 percent coverage of all trips, and to include in the rationale in Section 
4.2.1.1.2/Option 2 (Dockside Monitoring Program) to improve the fair market value for landed 
fish and adds unique value to current enforcement activities. 

• The Committee recommended revising Section 4.1.1.3 (revisions below in red). 
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• The Committee tasked the Plan Development Team (PDT) to develop an explanatory document 
that explains the pros/cons of decoupling Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (NEFOP) and at-
sea monitoring (ASM) coverage from coverage target rate satisfaction and includes 
considerations in ways flexibility could be achieved if decoupling NEFOP and ASM enabled 
sectors to develop vessel selection criteria with their provider in their operations/monitoring plan. 

• The Committee recommended adding and revising Section 4.2.2.1.3/Option 3 as “Coverage Level 
Based on a Percentage of Catch” and include for analysis the development of a coverage level for 
the sector fishery based on at least 50 percent of total catch that looks at strata such as stock, gear, 
area fished and fishery wide catch. 

• The Committee recommended adding to Amendment 23 sub-options to exempt vessels fishing 
exclusively west of 72 degrees 30 minutes west longitude on a trip from at-sea monitoring and/or 
dockside monitoring (if implemented), and tasked the PDT to review any existing exemptions 
from ASM to verify if the intent of the exemptions is still being met, i.e., the catch composition 
had little to no groundfish. 

• The Committee forwarded to the Council the draft alternatives as modified today. 
• The Committee recommended adding the underlined sentence to the end of the current gear 

standards policy statement: In the case of a gear required for an accountability measure (AM), the 
gear need only meet this standard for the stock that triggers the AM. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM #1: AMENDMENT 23/GROUNDFISH MONITORING 
 
PRESENTATION: A23, MS. FREDE 

Staff provided an overview of progress on Amendment 23 (A23), including an updated timeline and 
revisions to the draft alternatives. Additionally, staff provided an overview of a PDT memo to the 
Committee, which summarizes updates to the draft alternatives, provides requests from the PDT on 
clarifications and questions for the Committee/GAP on development of the alternatives, and outlines 
additional considerations for developing the draft alternatives. The goal for the Committee was to 
consider the draft alternatives revised by the PDT and make recommendations to the Council. 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

One Committee member said she is concerned about the timeline and how to incorporate the PDT 
analyses into the alternatives development. The Chair noted that this is not a final range of alternatives 
and that the Council needs feedback now to continue development. Another Committee member asked 
which in the list of uncertainties in the fishery identified by the PDT will be reviewed and if the focus is 
on bias issues. Staff answered that the focus of the analyses and Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC) review is observer bias and incentives. One Committee member thought they should be more 
specific in how the alternatives will address identified problems and that it will be helpful if Committee 
members explain how each alternative will address certain problems as they need to communicate to 
industry members what they are trying to achieve. Another Committee member said they should get value 
out of the adjustments to the monitoring program and need a discussion of costs, and another Committee 
member pointed to the DEIS for cost information. 
 
One Committee member felt there is enough evidence of observer bias to warrant higher coverage levels, 
and they should develop a program focused on total catch (not just landings and not just discards) and not 
argue the purpose of the amendment. Another Committee member said she disagreed on the magnitude of 
the problem, saying that they need to know how much more accurate catch data is needed, and for 
observer bias they need metrics to measure against for accuracy of data. A Committee member pointed 
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out that they can’t quantify the problem because catch accounting currently isn’t good enough to allow 
that, and he sees this amendment as way to get at questions of the magnitude of the bias problem. He 
acknowledged they will have to wrestle with costs and what industry will get out of this, and is hoping it 
will be more quota, better catch, and more money from improvements in monitoring. A Committee 
member thought it would be helpful to have a discussion on what the Committee hopes to get out of the 
amendment, and that she personally thinks it should focus on discards at sea rather than landings, as she 
thinks monitoring of landings is best achieved through law enforcement activities. She also asked if the 
PDT has considered whether exemptions like the extra-large mesh gillnet exemption from ASM coverage 
still make sense. Staff answered that the PDT has not reviewed these exemptions, adding that these trips 
are removed from the observer bias analysis. 
 
One Committee member pointed to the unanimous Council motion to reaffirm the main goal of the action 
being to improve catch accounting, saying they shouldn’t question the purpose and need, and should 
focus on zeroing in on the uncertainties in the fishery. She noted that the basic issue is that observed trips 
are not representative of the fleet and the Committee will need to be comfortable with a level of coverage 
to remove bias and improve catch accounting, adding that the SSC review may not give a magic number 
of coverage needed or a magnitude of the bias. Staff also explained that the draft Terms of Reference 
(TORs) for the SSC review have been developed and will be reviewed by the Executive Committee, and 
TOR 3 informs how the PDT analyses will be considered in the draft alternatives. A member of the 
audience asked when they can provide input on the PDT analyses, as she is concerned about the need for 
industry perspective on revising the analyses. Staff explained that there will be a discussion of the 
recommendations from the peer review at the upcoming joint PDT/GAP/Committee meeting, in which 
they will filter through the recommendations to discuss which apply to management action. Staff added 
that the expected outcomes of the peer review are to determine whether the analytical methods are sound 
and whether the conclusions are supported by methods, and that perhaps most relevant to the GAP and 
Committee is to consider whether the conclusions are valid based on the analyses. A Committee member 
expressed concern about timing of the review process and is concerned that the public doesn’t have an 
opportunity to discuss specific metrics in the methods that could be better understood or improved, 
though she understands the SSC will review these methods. Another Committee member suggested 
providing an updated version of the risk policy matrix as background information for the SSC review and 
the joint meeting. 
 
Discussion: 
 
The Chair said the Committee should have a discussion under each section of the alternatives. Mr. 
Martens provided a summary of the GAP’s discussion for the sections of alternatives. Staff explained that 
the PDT had taken discussions from the GAP and Committee to work towards development of the 
alternatives, and that the PDT needs further guidance and feedback today. 
 
Sector Reporting 
 
No discussion. 
 
Knowing the Total Monitoring Coverage Level at a Time Certain 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP recommended a date of three weeks before the sector enrollment 
deadline. He added that the GAP also had some discussion of whether this date is feasible for the 
providers and that they hope there could be a discussion with providers to get their input. One Committee 
member asked NMFS if this is doable. Ms. Heil answered that this would be set as a target date as is done 
currently with the coefficient of variance (CV) analysis to determine coverage. Staff clarified that this 
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only applies if the coverage level method is variable like the current CV method and that a fixed rate of 
coverage would not require this deadline. A Committee member asked if the advisors discussed using 
older data to get knowledge of the coverage level sooner if using the CV method or percentage of catch 
coverage method, and Mr. Martens answered that the GAP did not. 
 
Funding for Groundfish Monitoring 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP recommended moving this section to considered and rejected and 
discussed how monitoring funds are used with concerns about how this is outside the process for 
determining coverage. One Committee member said the intent of monitoring funds is to be used to reach 
an assigned target coverage and not to go above. Another Committee member did not support removing 
this alternative as she felt this is a vehicle to allow higher coverage when NMFS has money while still 
maintaining an underlying mechanism for industry funding for monitoring coverage. She also asked if 
there is a way to allow for outside funding aside from appropriations for monitoring costs. Ms. Heil 
agreed with leaving this section in for development. A Committee member said they should be mindful 
that it will be challenging to go from 30 percent coverage currently to 100 percent. A member of the 
audience also agreed that they should consider this idea without rejecting it right away, especially given 
that this alternative takes into consideration the importance of costs. One Committee member said it 
would be helpful to know where in the alternative were PDT changes vs. changes from the GAP and 
Committee guidance and suggested noting these in footnotes. Another Committee member said they 
should change the rationale to talk about a short-term strategy to transition to higher monitoring coverage 
levels. Mr. Macdonald said the Committee should be careful that revising the rationale doesn’t change the 
intent of the motions, and suggested making motions to include or delete sections of the alternative or the 
rationale. 
 
Dockside Monitoring 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP recommended analyzing 100 percent coverage only as they think 
dockside monitoring (DSM) is difficult to implement if less than 100 percent coverage. Ms. Maggie 
Raymond added that the GAP is not necessarily supporting dockside monitoring but that it wants to only 
analyze a 100 percent coverage option, and pointed out that this would address uncertainty around 
landings verification. One Committee member said he thinks DSM has utility for catch accounting when 
paired with other options like the audit model electronic monitoring (EM) for sectors, but thinks dealer 
verification is more of an enforcement problem, noting that the Council doesn’t deal with dealer 
requirements. Staff clarified that there are cases where dealer permitting and reporting requirements have 
been changed, and pointed out that this is the only place in the alternatives where the Committee has 
wanted a sector and common pool option. Another Committee member agreed with seeing dockside 
verification as a law enforcement activity but reminded the Committee that they had learned from NOAA 
Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) that they are lacking resources for DSM for sector verification 
purposes. A Committee member supported a 100 percent coverage option for analysis but also questioned 
the purpose of DSM. Another Committee member supported the idea of DSM and supported removing 
the 50% coverage option, and asked if the PDT would analyze DSM separately for sectors, the common 
pool, and hand gear vessels, as these are very different parts of fishery. Staff answered the PDT would 
work through the data available, and that the Committee could consider recommending exempting 
handgear vessels from DSM requirements. 
 
Sector Monitoring Coverage 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP recommended continuing to combine NEFOP and ASM coverage to 
achieve a total coverage rate and recommended considering recent hindcast analysis in how Standardized 
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Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM) will be implemented differently. He added that the GAP is 
interested in how sector managers can help to more evenly distribute coverage across the fleet to make 
coverage more equitable. He explained that the GAP also recommended a section in the document be 
included that would differentiate between NEFOP and ASM duties. One Committee member said that 
NEFOP and ASM coverage can be combined now because selection of SBRM and ASM coverage is the 
same process, but she questioned what would happen if it changes, and recommended asking the PDT to 
have an in depth discussion on the pros and cons of decoupling NEFOP and ASM coverage. Another 
Committee member said she was not sure why there would need to be a discussion on the differences 
between NEFOP and ASM duties as this should be clear, and Mr. Martens explained this seemed to be a 
concern from the GAP that at-sea monitors are collecting more information beyond catch accounting and 
perhaps this needs to be clarified. Staff pointed out that there is publicly available information describing 
NEFOP and ASM duties on the Fisheries Sampling Branch website which they will share with the GAP. 
Another Committee member suggested this is something to discuss with sectors on their individual 
concerns. 
 
Mr. Martens also explained the GAP’s recommendation to only use NEFOP coverage for determining 
ASM coverage rates. Several Committee members recognized this would not address the purpose and 
need to improve catch accounting. The GAP had also supported a fixed coverage rate approach over the 
CV method.  One Committee member asked about the percentage of catch coverage option and what the 
strata would look at and whether coverage would apply at the fleet level or strata level, to help understand 
if this approach would work. Staff explained that the PDT plans to add to the preamble of the alternative 
an explanation of how sectors will outline how will they achieve the standard at the sector level (e.g. 50 
percent of sector catch), and that the PDT hasn’t discussed this option in depth yet and needs feedback 
today on whether to keep the option in the document. A Committee member said she is interested in the 
option but thinks it won’t work if sectors have to figure it out themselves, and wondered if they could use 
total sector-wide catch to come up with a percentage of catch for sectors to achieve. An advisor said she is 
concerned about how to achieve this and wondered if they should focus on certain stocks or strata. 
Several Committee members suggested considering a tiered approach like the FW55 filters used in the 
CV method for the percentage of catch approach to exclude certain stocks. Staff cautioned that they could 
end up with a variable rate of coverage, which they are not sure is the intent. Another Committee member 
felt this option might be overcomplicating the fixed rate idea and is concerned with development of this 
option. Staff explained that the Committee needs to decide today whether this option goes into the 
document or not. 
 
Mr. Martens also explained that the GAP is interested in exploring vessel level monitoring standards, and 
that they discussed the idea of having a minimum coverage level for each vessel, but also recognized the 
challenge of trying to have an even coverage level across the sector. A Committee member said that in the 
past they have explored vessel level coverage rates but found these to have diminishing returns, though 
this could be revisited in the May joint meeting. 
 
Sector Monitoring Tools 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP recommended that the choice of monitoring tool should be by the 
vessel and not the sector, and recommended requiring the choice of EM for the fishing year but allowing 
a vessel to switch once. He also explained that the GAP recognized that sector boards could choose to 
require all participants in a sector to use EM. One Committee member agreed with the idea of being able 
to switch back and forth from EM once a year, but thought clarification is needed to make sure this 
wouldn’t change the current system to maintain flexibility for sectors to develop monitoring tools to 
meet monitoring standards. Another Committee member noted a sector participant who is worried about 
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being the only trawl vessel in a fixed gear sector and the possibility of being forced to move to EM, and 
recognized these concerns. 
   
Additional Considerations for Developing Alternatives 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP discussed that clarification is needed on which alternatives would 
address accuracy and overfishing, and recommended the range of alternatives be considered following 
completion and full discussion of the PDT analyses related to the problems identified with the current 
monitoring system. An advisor added that the GAP is concerned they won’t have an opportunity to 
modify alternatives with information from the PDT analyses. The Chair pointed out that the Council 
routinely adds alternatives up until final action and said there will be a chance to evaluate the alternatives 
after the peer review and joint meeting. Mr. Martens also explained that the GAP recommended meeting 
with observer program staff to help minimize issues with observers. One Committee member suggested 
the next in-person sector managers meeting could be a good opportunity. 
 
Regarding additional considerations for the alternatives provided by the PDT, one Committee member 
felt they need to be careful to not incentivize groundfish vessels to leave for other fisheries, including 
costs or measures to address broad stock area misreporting. 
 
 
Consensus Statement #1:  
 

To revise Section 4.1.1.2 (Knowing the Total Monitoring Coverage Level at a Time Certain) 
under Section 4.1.1.2.2/Option 2 (Administrative Measure for Knowing Total Monitoring 
Coverage Level at a Time Certain) such that the time certain would be three weeks prior to the 
annual sector enrollment deadline by NMFS. 
 

By consensus and without objection. 
 
 
Motion #1: Alexander/Etrie 
 

To revise Section 4.2.1 (Groundfish Sector and Common Pool Monitoring Program Revisions) in 
Section 4.2.1.1.2/Option 2 (Dockside Monitoring Program) to only include 100 percent coverage 
of all trips.  

 
Discussion on the Motion: One Committee member agreed that 100 percent DSM coverage is a better 
option and that 50 percent coverage is not worth it, but thought it may be better to instead spend money 
on 100 percent ASM coverage. Another Committee member said that for this option for a DSM program 
for the entire fishery, she would like to see options for either vessel-funded or dealer-funded DSM 
analyzed to see if there might be cost savings with dealers paying, though she acknowledged dealers may 
pass on costs to the fishery. Ms. Heil said NMFS will need to explore the dealer funded option further as 
there may be potential legal issues if dealers weren’t notified that may have to pay for DSM. Mr. Nies 
pointed out that in the past dealers have offered to pay for DSM, and that the scoping document was very 
broad. Several Committee members said that the past system didn’t always achieve an independent 
landings data stream, and that it would be helpful to understand how to use the DSM report in place of 
dealer reports in a new DSM program as this could add value. 
 
Motion #1 carried on a show of hands (9/0/1). 
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Motion #2 as friendly amended: Alexander/Etrie 
 

To include in the rationale in Section 4.2.1.1.2/Option 2 (Dockside Monitoring Program) to 
improve the fair market value for landed fish and adds unique value to current enforcement 
activities. 

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion said he thinks DSM will help with “black market 
fish” and that this should be included in the rationale. An advisor asked whether there is any analysis on 
how a DSM program might increase market value of fish. 
 
Motion #2 passed by consensus and without objection. 
 
 
Motion #3: Mendelson/Etrie 
 
 To revise Section 4.1.1.3 such that in reads as (revisions in red): 
  

Option 2:  Additional Funding for Increased Monitoring  

This alternative, if chosen, would allow for at-sea monitoring at higher coverage levels 
than the minimum target coverage required, up to 100 percent, provided that NMFS has 
determined funding is available to cover the additional cost to industry in a given year. 
The No Action for industry-funded at-sea monitoring costs at the selected minimum 
target coverage level would remain in place in years in which additional funds to cover 
industry costs are not available. 

Rationale: Monitoring coverage at 100% or as close to 100%, increases the accuracy of 
catch estimates and reduces the potential for bias.  Higher coverage levels, even on a 
limited basis, may inform understanding of the magnitude of bias if present, and inform 
future actions on the value of higher monitoring coverage levels.  Higher levels of 
coverage require substantial increase in costs, and given that industry is responsible for 
monitoring costs, pursuing funding from NMFS or other entities to support increased 
monitoring on a limited term basis could improve cost-effectiveness of the current and 
future monitoring system over the long term. 

Motion #3 carried on a show of hands (8/0/1). 
 

Motion #4: Etrie/Alexander 
 

To task the PDT to develop an explanatory document that explains the pros/cons of decoupling 
NEFOP and ASM from coverage target rate satisfaction. This analysis should also include 
considerations in ways flexibility could be achieved if decoupling NEFOP and ASM enabled 
sectors to develop vessel selection criteria with their provider in their operations/monitoring plan. 

 
Discussion on the Motion: Staff clarified that timing of this request and analysis would be for the joint 
meeting in May or would be provided in the DEIS. Ms. Heil said NMFS can provide documents from the 
revised SBRM/PTNS as background information. 



 
 
Groundfish Committee 8 April 2, 2019 
Meeting 

 

 
Motion #4 carried on a show of hands (8/0/2). 
 
 
Motion #5 as friendly amended: Etrie/Alexander 
 

To add and revise Section 4.2.2.1.3/Option 3 as “Coverage Level Based on a Percentage of 
Catch” and include for analysis the development of a coverage level for the sector fishery based 
on at least 50 percent of total catch that looks at strata such as stock, gear, area fished and fishery 
wide catch. The PDT should take into consideration of how catch of healthy stocks influencing 
any option and ways it may be considered differently. 

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion explained that her goal is to keep Option 3 in the 
document and is offering this as one way of looking at the percentage of catch option. One Committee 
member asked if the idea is that analyzing different metrics would allow determination of a fixed rate one 
time, or if this is evaluating a rate every year. The maker of the motion said she thinks this could become 
a variable rate, depending on how percentage of catch monitored is determined, but that this still supports 
a fixed at-sea monitoring rate over the CV method. 
 
Motion #5 carried on a show of hands (7/0/3). 
 
 
Motion #6: Alexander/Kendall 
 

To add to the alternatives, that if the vessel selects the electronic monitoring (EM) option, 
selection be made by the vessel, not by the sector, and that selection is made for the entire year, 
but may be changed once during the fishing year. 

 
Motion #6 was withdrawn without objection.  
 
Motion #7: Etrie/Kendall 
 

To add to Amendment 23 sub-options to exempt vessels fishing exclusively west of 72 degrees 
30 minutes west longitude on a trip from at-sea monitoring and/or dockside monitoring (if 
implemented). 

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion wondered whether this is early PDT tasking for 
analysis or if this needs to be put in the document now. A couple of advisors thought they should see all 
available options and then evaluate exemptions as they are uncomfortable with creating a monitoring 
program for all and then creating exemptions right away.  
 
Motion #7 carried on a show of hands (6/2/2). 
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Motion #8: Etrie/Kendall 
 

To task the PDT to review any existing exemptions from ASM to verify if the intent of the 
exemptions is still being met, i.e., the catch composition had little to no groundfish. 

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion explained that the extra-large mesh gillnet exemption 
from ASM coverage was done in a Council action, and that the Council should revisit this.  
 
Motion #8 carried on a show of hands (10/0/0).  
 
 
Motion #9: Mendelson/Alexander 
 
 To forward to the Council these draft alternatives as modified today. 
 
Motion #9 passed by consensus and without objection. 
 

FY 2019 Coverage Rate 
 
Mr. Martens explained that the GAP had a discussion on NMFS’ determination of the FY2019 coverage 
level and thought NMFS should use the FW55 method for determining coverage, which would result in 
20 percent for Georges Bank (GB) yellowtail, rather than 30 percent. Ms. Heil clarified that it was not just 
the “approaching overfishing” status for GB winter flounder that was used as a criterion but is also 
because of the recent performance of GB winter flounder, since the FW55 filter criteria does not remove 
the criteria for each stock to achieve a CV30. She added that the intention of the FW55 filter is to remove 
healthy stocks as drivers, but GB winter is a driver this year because of low past performance and 
removing it would not ensure all groundfish stocks would meet the CV standard. Staff clarified that 
“approaching overfishing” is not a Council criteria, and Ms. Heil emphasized that the FW55 criteria alone 
are not enough, because they have to meet a CV 30 for all stocks which supersedes the filtering criteria. 
Mr. Macdonald added that achieving the CV30 requirement for all stocks is based on a lawsuit. An 
advisor suggested that they look at the CV tables and consider what stocks are driving coverage and noted 
that there are only a few specialized trips for GB winter and GB yellowtail with very spotty coverage, and 
the Committee should consider what stocks should be covered in changes to the monitoring system. 
 

AGENDA ITEM #2: GEAR STANDARDS POLICY 

PRESENTATION: COUNCIL GEAR STANDARDS POLICY, DR. COURNANE 

Staff provided a brief overview of the Council’s gear standards policy, explaining that the recently tested 
large mesh belly panel net is not approved for the southern windowpane accountability measure (AM), 
and the Council’s interest is revising the policy so it isn’t overly prescriptive so the large mesh belly panel 
net can be included. Staff described PDT discussions on how to revise the policy, discussing whether the 
Council could just add a sentence clarifying its interest in AM species, but even then the study didn’t 
meet the criteria for bycatch reduction. The PDT then discussed whether there could be a separate policy 
for AM species vs. groundfish stocks, but that this might go beyond the Council’s intent. The PDT also 
discussed whether this change would need to be Council action or could be a change in Council policy. 
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The goal of the Committee’s discussion was to consider the PDT’s revisions to the Council policy on gear 
standards to facilitate use of gear in accountability measures and make recommendations to the Council. 

Questions and Discussion: 

Staff explained they are looking for clarification from NOAA General Counsel on whether the gear 
standards policy can be changed in letter to NOAA or whether it has to be through a Council action. Mr. 
Macdonald said that the issue is that a provision to allow the Council to recommend new gears had fallen 
out of the regulatory text and that the Agency can make changes to add it back in. He also clarified that 
the Council can still recommend this gear for approval. One Committee member asked if the gear policy 
would cover the recreational fishery. Staff explained that it currently applies to the commercial fishery 
only, and that while there have been discussions on potential conservation gear use for the recreational 
fishery there is a need for more data. Staff asked the Committee if it wished to include the new language 
about only considering the gear for AM stocks. 
 
 
Consensus Statement #2:  
 
 To add the underlined sentence to the end of the current policy statement:  
 

“The standards require that new gear either reduce the catch of each regulated stock of 
species of concern or other non-groundfish stocks that are overfished or subject to 
overfishing, by at least 50% (by weight on a trip-by-trip basis);  or that its catch of each 
regulated stock of species of concern, or other non-groundfish stocks that are overfished 
or subject to overfishing, be less than 5% of the total catch of regulated groundfish (also 
by weight on a trip-by-trip basis).” In the case of a gear required for an accountability 
measure (AM), the gear need only meet this standard for the stock that triggers the AM. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: PRIORITIES FOR 2019 

PRESENTATION: 2019 COUNCIL PRIORITIES, DR. COURNANE  

Staff provided an overview of the list of 2019 Council priorities as an update, which include annual 
priorities such as setting ABCs/ACLs for all groundfish stocks for FY2020-2022 and US/CA stocks for 
FY2020, and multi-year priorities such as A23.  
 
Questions and Discussion:  
 
None 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #4: OTHER BUSINESS 
 
One Committee member asked NMFS for an update on realized coverage levels, to understand if these 
have been increasing since last fall when sectors were notified of low realized coverage levels. Ms. Heil 
answered that GARO will provide an update letter for the Council meeting, noting that all sectors have 
been working to look at issues facing low coverage levels. 
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The Groundfish Committee meeting adjourned at approximately 3:00 p.m. 
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