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MEETING SUMMARY 

 

Joint meeting of the Groundfish Advisory Panel and 

Groundfish Committee 

Holiday Inn, Portsmouth, NH 

October 30, 2019 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel (GAP) and Groundfish Committee (Committee) met on October 30th in 

Portsmouth, NH to discuss and make recommendations on: (1) Framework Adjustment 59: 

Specifications, (2) Amendment 23: Groundfish Monitoring, and (3) other business as necessary. 

 

MEETING ATTENDANCE:   
 

GAP:  Ben Martens (Chair), Jackie Odell (Vice Chair), Bonnie Brady, David Goethel, Maggie Raymond, 

Geoff Smith, and Hank Soule. 

 

COMMITTEE: Terry Alexander (Vice Chair), Rick Bellavance (Vice Chair), Libby Etrie, Meredith 

Mendelsohn, Peter Kendall, Matt McKenzie, John Pappalardo, Melanie Griffin, Mitch MacDonald, and 

Peter Christopher. 

 

OTHER: Jamie Cournane, Robin Frede, Melissa Errend, Tom Nies, Deirdre Boelke (Council Staff), 

Emily Keiley, Mark Grant (GARFO), George Lapointe (Fisheries Survival Fund), Lisa Kerr, Ashley 

Weston (GMRI), and Chris McGuire (TNC).  

 

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

(1) Meeting memorandum and agenda dated October 1, 2019; (2) Presentation, Council Staff , (3a) Memo 

from Groundfish PDT to SSC re candidate Groundfish OFLs and ABCs for fishing years 2020 to 2022 

(3b) Memo from Groundfish PDT to Groundfish Committee re analysis for the priority to address 

allocation issues if raised by new MRIP data; (3c) Memo from Groundfish PDT to Groundfish Committee 

re a review of the Georges Bank haddock sub-annual catch limit in the directed midwater trawl Atlantic 

herring fishery, with Herring PDT attachment; (4a) Amendment 23 Draft alternatives; (4b) Memo from 

the Groundfish PDT to the Groundfish Committee re follow-up on draft impacts analysis for Amendment 

23; (4c) Presentation from GMRI on Evaluating the Impact of Inaccurate Catch Information on 

Groundfish Management; (4d) NEFMC letter to NEFSC re observer deployment data for A23, dated July 

3, 2019.  

 

The meeting began at approximately 9:08 am.  
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KEY OUTCOMES: 

 

Framework 59: 

 The GAP recommended to the Committee to make no changes to the recreational catch target 

for GB cod or the recreational sub-ACLs for GOM cod and GOM haddock based on the 

recalibrated MRIP estimates. The Committee voted to direct staff to keep working on and 

include alternatives in FW 59 to update both the GOM cod and GOM haddock commercial and 

recreational allocations raised by new MRIP data, but recommended that the Council retain 

the recreational management catch target at 138 mt for GB cod for the FY2020-FY20222 

period.  

 The GAP recommended the Recreational Advisory Panel and the Committee review the 

recreational management measures on pollock and consider a possession limit and catch 

target. The Committee did not make this recommendation to the Council.  

 The GAP recommended no change in the GB haddock sub-ACL for the Atlantic herring 

fishery, currently set at 1.5% of the sub-ABC. The Committee voted to recommend raising the 

GB haddock sub-ACL to 2% of the sub-ABC for the Atlantic herring fishery. 

 The GAP recommended that the Committee ask the Council to ask Enforcement to investigate 

allegations of misreporting of recreational pollock catch. The Committee did not make this 

recommendation to the Council.  

 The GAP recommended the Committee ask the PDT to explore alternative options to determine 

the sub-ABC for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder for the scallop fishery and the Committee voted 

to make this recommendation to the Council.  

 The GAP recommended the Committee extend the temporary measure for the scallop fishery’s 

AM trigger for GB yellowtail flounder, such that when the AM is triggered when the scallop 

fishery sub-ACL and total ACL are exceeded. The Committee voted to make this 

recommendation to the Council.  

 

Amendment 23: 

 The Committee voted to ask the Groundfish Committee and the PDT Chair to coordinate and 

allow time for the GAP and Committee to review the draft GMRI work on impacts of 

inaccurate catch information on stock assessments before the SSC reviews it.  

 The GAP recommended to the Committee to support an option to be developed to look at 

vessel-specific coverage levels, the Committee voted to direct the groundfish PDT to develop 

and analyze an option to develop vessel-specific coverage levels. 

 The GAP recommended to the Committee to retain previous language in the purpose and need 

statement, the Committee voted to recommend to retain “accurate representation of catch” in 

paragraph 1 and “accuracy of collected catch data” in paragraph 2. 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #1: FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENT  59/SPECIFICATIONS 

 

 

1A. ALLOCATION ISSUES RAISED BY NEW MRIP DATA (COURNANE) 

 

Dr. Cournane provided presentation on the draft alternatives for FW 59, which included: 

 updates to annual catch limits for 15 groundfish stocks,  

 total allowable catches for transboundary stocks, 

 sub-annual catch limits to other fisheries,  
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 revisions to commercial and recreational allocations,  

 and removal of the CAI Haddock Special Access Program (SAP).  

Specifically, Dr. Cournane’s presentation reviewed potential decision points for reallocation between the 

commercial and recreational fishery posed by the recalibrated MRIP data. If updated, allocations between 

the commercial and recreational fisheries could be changed. These decision points included: 

1. Recreational allocations/catch targets: 

1a. Whether or not to recommend adding an alternative to update the commercial and recreational 

allocations for GOM cod and GOM haddock. 

1b. What approach the PDT should use to develop a recreational catch target for GB cod and how 

management measures should be treated. 

2. Based on the PDT’s memo, should an alternative be added to increase the GB haddock sub-ACL 

for the Atlantic herring midwater trawl fishery from 1.5% to 2% of the sub-ABC of the US ABC. 

3. Should the PDT continue (as in pervious actions) to develop an alternative for the SNE/MA 

yellowtail flounder sub-ACL in the sea scallop fishery at 90% (for the sub-ABC) of the scallop 

PDT’s estimate? Should other options be explored?  

4. The temporary change to the scallop fishery’s GB yellowtail flounder AM trigger is set to expire 

after this fishing year. Should the PDT develop an alternative to modify the GB yellowtail 

flounder AM trigger in the scallop fishery such that, the AM would be triggered only if the 

scallop fishery sub-ACL and the total ACL were exceeded? Should the same change also be 

applied to SNE/MA yellowtail flounder where the temporary measure already expired? 

Questions on the Presentation: 

 

The GAP and Committee discussed MRIP changes for a variety of stocks. One GAP member asked about 

the recalibrated of MRIP catches of pollock and a possible recreational allocation. Recalibrated pollock 

catches increased significantly in recent years—almost a doubling of total removals estimated in 2016 

from 27% to 49%. It was also noted that the segment of the recreational fishery responsible for catching 

pollock (i.e, private or for-hire) was not specifically looked at, but this may be of interest to the RAP as 

well. Another GAP member clarified that private and shorebased angling is the only catch source that has 

been updated so changes would only reflect their effort.  

 

A Committee member asked about the various initiatives that are underway, such as the cod stock 

structure working group, and if they might address issues in MRIP data. Council staff answered that the 

timing of cod stock structure working group results were unlikely to inform MRIP issues, since it likely 

would come out next year.  

 

A Committee member asked about using VTR data for additional information on the for-hire fleet, since 

the PDT memo notes that this information might be informative, but they were not sure about what the 

VTR requirements are for reporting catch and how this is used currently in management. Council staff 

clarified that while catch is reported on VTRs, it is not used to inform the catch estimate. The same 

Committee member also asked about GB cod and the current recreational measures. Emily Keiley 

(GARFO) answered that the current regulation is 10 fish per angler (private and for-hire) and minimum 

size of 21 inches. The Committee member further asked whether since the catch target was implemented 

if there have been changes to the recreational measures as a response and if current measures are 

constraining. Emily answered that several changes have occurred, going from no bag limit for for-hire, to 

a 10 fish limit, then the minimum size also changed in FY 2018 to 23 inches, and in FY 2019 the 

minimum size was reduced to 21 inches. Catches have been low on average, around 2 fish, so it is not 

thought that the measures are constraining. 
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A GAP member asked about the trends on catches and releases of GOM cod, specifically, whether or not 

the increase is due to the ability for the recreational fishery to keep fishing after limits have been reached, 

unlike the commercial fishery where catch accounting is more real-time. Council staff clarified that the 

recalibrated data show the change from a mail survey to a phone survey and that PDT members have not 

looked at the impact of management changes—there’s not really a way to look at the interaction of the 

recalibrated data and management changes. The GAP member emphasized that it is important to look at 

how management measures are affecting fishing effort in the recreational fishery. The same GAP member 

also asked about how herring Amendment 8 closed areas off Cape Cod affect haddock interactions.  

Council staff answered that the amendment does acknowledge that effort shifts could occur, the herring 

PDT did not specifically look at this for this meeting, but given current rates of utilization it does not 

seem likely that limits will be even close to being reached.  

 

A Committee member asked why AMs are different between the herring and scallop fisheries. Council 

staff referred back to Framework 56 and clarified that the Council sought to balance multiple goals when 

selecting an appropriate AM such as economics, differences in stock status, etc., all play in to provide 

incentives to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable. There was a rationale that these measures would 

also help support goals and objectives in the herring plan. Council staff added that in the past the Council 

has also been sensitive to the fact that there has been an evolution of this over time—trying to provide a 

quick reactive measurement that the Council could respond to based on the stock assessment. There was 

also clarification that there will be new information in 2021 for FY 2022 and at that time this could be 

looked at again during the next research TRAC assessment.  

 

A GAP member asked about potential impacts resulting from either keeping the GB haddock sub-ACL at 

1.5% or increasing to 2%, given potential changes to the overall ACL. Council staff answered that they do 

not see an argument for increasing or decreasing based on utilization and current sub-ACLs and added 

that the SSC’s 2020 recommendation for the GB haddock ABC should not have an impact.  

 

A Committee member asked whether the PDT discussed the CV around the 2018 utilization by the 

herring fleet, which appeared large. Council staff clarified that in the past the PDT has noted potential 

impacts of high CVs, but not at this time, but acknowledged that large CVs indicate some uncertainty in 

the estimate.   

 

A GAP member asked about possible ABC reductions in FW 59 and what might be constraining for the 

fleet. Council staff answered that the PDT has not yet discussed this, the subcomponent analysis still 

needs to be completed— Council staff showed a preview of this analysis, highlighting that GOM cod and 

GB cod both could decrease between FY 2019 and FY 2020, among other stocks. Other GAP and 

Committee members discussed the ACL setting process.  

 

 

GAP Discussion: 

 

GAP Motion 1: Goethel/Soule 

 

The Advisors recommend to the Committee no changes to the commercial and recreational 

allocation percentages for GOM cod and GOM haddock.   

 

Rationale: GOM cod and GOM haddock are the current stocks with recreational allocation. Too much 

uncertainty in these numbers from MRIP, reallocation is a food fight and could detract from too many 

other problems – Maker rather work at shared problems.  

 

Motion 1 carried 5/0/1. 
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Discussion on the motion:  

 

Some GAP members expressed concern over not updating the allocations, especially given the stock 

status of GOM cod. The maker of the motion expressed concerns over the MRIP data, wanting to dig into 

the numbers more, and that reallocation could turn into a fish fight and preoccupy the Council. Others 

expressed concern that not updating the allocation means a disconnect with the numbers that are the 

assessment, since the recalibrated MRIP numbers are already going into the assessment. It was suggested 

that reallocation might be addressed in an amendment rather than in a framework action. A GAP member 

asked what the consequences might be if the allocation is not updated. Council staff clarified that 

management measures would need to be developed to constrain effort based on the old sub-ACL.  

 

GAP Motion 2: Odell/Raymond: 

The Advisors recommend to the Committee for GB cod in the recreational fishery to retain the 

management catch target at 138mt for FY2020-FY2022 and to extend the temporary NMFS 

authority to adjust management measures for FY2020 and FY2021.  

 

Motion 2 carried 6/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

 

Makers of the motion suggested that management measures seem to be keeping catch within the catch 

target, on top of the rationale for the GOM stocks under the last motion. Similar to the first motion, GAP 

members discussed possible consequences of not updating the catch target. GARFO staff clarified that if 

an overage occurs consequences would be realized usually two years following the overage in the form of 

payback from the commercial fishery. One GAP member expressed concern that the difference between 

the old catch target and the updated catch target was too big— changing the catch target carries the risk of 

the commercial fishery losing some access to the stock.  

 

 

GAP Motion 3: Martens/Soule 

The Advisors ask the Committee to have the Recreational Advisory Panel and Committee review 

the recreational management measures on pollock and propose and consider a possession limit 

and catch target.   

 

Rationale: Concern by some in industry that the increase of the recreational landings could be 

bait. 

 

Motion 3 carried 5/1/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

 

The GAP discussed concerns over potentially increasing utilization of pollock by boats using 

pollock for bait in other fisheries. Some GAP members expressed that they did not see a rationale 

for a trip limit or some other limit on recreational pollock catch because the stock is in good 

status and is not fully utilized. Others thought a discussion at the Council level on allocations 

could be useful, even if the stock is underutilized. 
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GAP Motion 4: Odell/Raymond 

The GAP recommends to the Committee no change in the GB haddock sub-ACL for the Atlantic 

herring MWT fishery from the current 1.5% for the sub-ABC of the US ABC. 

 

  Motion 4 carried 5/1/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: The GAP discussed probably low utilization by the herring fishery, as 

well as increased monitoring in the herring fishery under the IFM amendment which may be 

implemented in 2021.  

 

 

GAP Motion 5: Raymond/Goethel 

 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel recommends the Committee ask the Council to ask Enforcement 

to investigate the allegation made at this meeting of misreporting of recreational pollock catch. 

 

Motion 5 carried 6/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: The maker of the motion discussed how fish caught as bait should be 

reported as such, if it is not being reported then this should be investigated. Another GAP 

member discussed how only they were only aware of one allegation of this. Others noted that 

catch of groundfish stocks in other fisheries is likely to be used as bait.  

 

 

GAP Motion 6: Raymond/Odell 

 

The GAP recommends to the Committee to ask the PDT to explore alternative options to 

determining the sub-ABC for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder for the scallop fishery. 

 

 Motion 6 carried 6/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

The GAP discussed challenges associated with not having a precise estimate of what the scallop 

fishery’s need might be and what might be leftover for the groundfish fishery, or if the needs 

from the scallop fishery exceed the overall ACL. The maker of the motion expressed concern that 

closure of the SNE areas to groundfishing would be undesirable and inequitable and so other 

alternatives should be considered 

 

GAP Motion 7: Raymond/Soule 

 

The GAP recommends to the Committee to extend the temporary measure for FY2020 for scallop 

fishery’s AM trigger for GB yellowtail flounder, such that when the AM is triggered when the 

scallop fishery sub-ACL and total ACL are exceeded.  

 

 Motion 7 carried 4/0/2. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

The maker of the motion discussed how the measure has been satisfactory so far and sees no 

reason for change. One GAP member expressed that since the AM has been changed from area 

closures to gear modifications this gear modification is beneficial to the scallop fishery.  
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Committee Discussion: 

 

GF CMTE Motion 1: Bellavance/McKenzie 

 

To direct staff to continue working on and include alternatives in FW59 to update GOM cod and 

GOM haddock commercial/recreational allocations raised by new MRIP data. 

 

Rationale: There are new data source from assessments this year, monitoring the quota, only 

developing the updated percentages following pp. 9 of the GF PDT memo (Table 3 and Table 5), 

dated October 23, 2019.  

        

GF CMTE Motion 1 carried 5/1/2. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

The maker of the motion disagreed with the GAP’s motion seeking to keep the allocations as-is, so 

offered this motion as an alternative for consideration. Another Committee member said they could 

not support the motion because of likely reductions to GOM cod in the framework action, in addition, 

they were concerned that the recreational fishery is not as accountable to their allocation as the 

commercial fishery. Other committee members expressed concern that updating the allocations could 

cause delays, and perhaps this might turn into an amendment. Another Committee member suggested 

that a long-term view on MRIP data is needed, but in the short term a refresh on the data is doable in 

the framework, or that status quo could be workable too, but thought there should be a larger 

discussion at the Council. Jackie Odell, Northeast Seafood Coalition, commented as a member of the 

public that she had concerns that inaccurate data was being used to drive providing a higher allocation 

to the recreational fishery.   

 

GF CMTE Motion 2: Kendall/Etrie 

 

Committee recommends to the Council for GB cod in the recreational fishery to retain the 

management catch target at 138mt for FY2020-FY2022 and to extend the temporary NMFS 

authority to adjust management measures for FY2020 and FY2021.  

 

 GF CMTE Motion 2 carried 8/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: The Committee discussed how a 400-500 mt target may not seem 

appropriate, but also acknowledged that status-quo (138 mt) is a now a number without basis 

since there’s no methodology to support it any longer as recalibrated MRIP data is used in the 

assessment. A question was posed to Council staff if no target was better than an arbitrary one, 

since it would provide flexibility and other management measures would remain in place. Council 

staff answered that there need to be an assumption of some level of catch moving forward, 

possibly using different years of data—the Committee would be looking at similar numbers in the 

form of a subcomponent analysis.  Committee members discussed that the original catch target is 

not random since it was based off of a 5-year average, the new MRIP data requires a longer term 

discussion, similar to other stocks with recalibrated MRIP data. Furthermore, the Committee 

discussed how it is not expected that the 138 mt limit would be constraining. 

 

GF CMTE Motion 3: Kendall/XX 

 

CMTE recommend to the Council to have the Recreational Advisory Panel and Committee 

review the recreational management measures on pollock and propose and consider a possession 

limit and catch target.   
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GF CMTE Motion 3 failed for lack of second. 

 

GF CMTE Motion 4: Kendall/Mendelsohn 

 

The Committee recommends to Council the GB haddock sub-ACL for the Atlantic herring MWT 

fishery be raised to 2% (from 1.5%) for the sub-ABC of the US ABC. 

GF CMTE Motion 4 carried 5/3/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

The Committee discussed how the GB haddock sub-ACL for the Atlantic herring MWT fishery is 

intended to provide flexibility, how the herring ACL has been low and will be cut more, that the 

PDT’s memo states that increasing to 2% does no biological harm, and that this increase will not 

constrain the groundfish fishery, so an argument was made that an increase would be helpful to 

the herring fleet so that they might reach their quota on Georges Bank. The Committee also 

discussed if that if 2% was determined to be too high it could be addressed in a later framework 

action.  

 

 

GF CMTE Motion 5: Kendall/XX 

 

The Committee recommend to the Council that the Council ask Enforcement to investigate the 

allegation made at this meeting of misreporting of recreational pollock catch. 

GF CMTE Motion 5 failed for lack of second. 

 

Discussion on the motion:  

While the motion failed, it was noted that it was the time of year for GARFO to discuss 

enforcement priorities and that this issue could be brought up as a potential concern. Others 

discussed how state enforcement agents in Maine are directed to look for fresh groundfish stocks 

in bait barrels and that is a state enforcement priority.  

 

 

GF CMTE Motion 6: Kendall/Etrie 

 

The Committee tasks the PDT to explore alternative options to determining the sub-ABC for 

SNE/MA yellowtail flounder for the scallop fishery. 

  

GF CMTE Motion 6 carried 8/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: 

The Committee discussed how SNE/MA yellowtail flounder is increasingly a bycatch only stock 

and there are concerns that declining quotas and pressure from the scallop and groundfish fishery 

might mean there are area closures for the groundfish fishery when the available quota is too 

small.  

 

GF CMTE Motion 7: Kendall/Pappalardo 

 

The Groundfish Committee recommends to the Council to extend the temporary measure for 

FY2020 for scallop fishery’s AM trigger for GB yellowtail flounder, such that when the AM is 

triggered when the scallop fishery sub-ACL and total ACL are exceeded.  

 



 

 

Joint GF Committee and AP meeting  9 October 30th, 2019 

 

 GF CMTE Motion 7 carried 6/0/2. 

 

Discussion on the motion:  

The Committee discussed how the gear modification under the current AM might not be 

sufficient to incentivize behavioral change over the long run by the scallop fleet to avoid GB 

yellowtail flounder, but the impact of continuing the AM in the short term is neutral. George 

Lapointe commented that while the gear modification catches larger scallops, it also reduces 

efficiency by 10% which is why the fishery does not use the modified gear primarily.  

 

 

2. AMENDMENT 23 

 

2A. Presentation: Evaluating the Impact of Inaccurate Catch Information on Groundfish 

Management (Dr. Lisa Kerr, GMRI) 

 

Dr. Lisa Kerr presented a Council-supported project to evaluate the impact of inaccurate catch 

information on groundfish stock assessment performance and management, focusing on GOM cod. The 

purpose of the presentation was to give the GAP and Committee an overview of the work which will be 

completed later, in parallel with Amendment 23 work, but not in time to be incorporated into the 

Amendment 23 DEIS. Dr. Kerr asked the GAP and the Committee what their thoughts on about the range 

of potential bias might be, as well as how bias might have changed under the sector program. 

 

Questions on the Presentation: 

 

The GAP and the Committee asked about the design and focus of the analysis, specifically whether the 

magnitude of bias being simulated was on estimates of total catch (i.e., landings and discards) or just 

discards alone—since reported discards are a relatively small proportion of catch. Dr. Kerr clarified that 

the magnitude of the bias multiplier was still in works and could be much higher than the range shown in 

the presentation (25% to 100% higher), but will be reflective of unreported discards (as opposed to 

unreported landings). Some members thought that a much higher range of the magnitude should be 

looked at (2-5 times) and wanted to make sure that it could evaluate discarding of legal sized fish as well 

as sub-legal sized fish. One GAP member asked about whether or not discards external to the groundfish 

fishery could be examined since they believe lobster traps, or other fisheries may account for more 

mortality than the groundfish fishery. Dr. Kerr explained that this work is derived from PDT analysis 

which focuses on unreported discards in the commercial sector groundfish fleet. Several GAP/Committee 

members discussed how they believe more discarding was occurring before sectors under trip limits. A 

Committee member asked if it might be possible to look at a magnitude that would make the assessments 

work. Members also asked about the possibility of modelling other stocks with a retrospective pattern 

other than GOM cod, such as GB haddock. Dr. Kerr said that it is a possibility that other stocks could be 

added, time permitting, since a GB haddock fish population model has already been built by GMRI. Dr. 

Kerr also clarified that the model does not look at fishing behavior explicitly (such as at the vessel or fleet 

level). Some members were interested in what stock assessment model would be used in their 

simulations, since several specifications (using different natural mortality rate assumptions) have been 

used or are run in any given year. Dr. Kerr explained that the operating model is different than what is 

used in the assessments, but they are using parameters that are also used in the assessments (M=.2). Dr. 

Kerr explained that their ability to run multiple simulations based on different natural mortality rates is 

time-dependent.  

 

GAP/Committee members were also interested how this would be applied to Amendment 23, or could be 

used in other ways. Council staff clarified that at a minimum the work would be incorporated into the 

bigger document (the FEIS) as an appendix, and depending on the results, might be referenced in the 



 

 

Joint GF Committee and AP meeting  10 October 30th, 2019 

 

biological impacts section, maybe in economics – as part of the discussion of the magnitude of the 

problem being addressed by Amendment 23. Council staff clarified that the intent is that this would be a 

standalone document. In addition, the work might also be a working paper that could feed into the 

research TRAC assessments, or have other applications.  

 

In addition, Dr. Kerr clarified that while the approach is referred to as an MSE, it varies from other MSEs, 

in that it is not intended to be like others where stakeholders are involved or include multiple models—

but is still referred to as an MSE since it involves a management feedback loop. Some thought that it 

should not be referred to as an MSE, to avoid confusion. GAP/Committee members also suggested it may 

be important for them to get another opportunity to review findings before it is incorporated, as well as 

offer suggestions for increasing the levels of possible bias.  

 

Some members were curious whether or not there would be another opportunity to look at results and 

provide feedback. Council staff answered that they are looking for opportunities for another meeting is 

possible, depending on progress and other agenda items—possibly early in 2020. One Committee 

member wanted to know what the motivation of the work was, where it came from. Tom Nies (Executive 

Director of the Council) answered that the motivation came from a discussion between Mr. Nies and Dr. 

Kerr about concerns about a lack of understanding of the magnitude of the bias problem, and Dr. Kerr 

believed a pre-existing model of GOM cod could be helpful, which then became this work, now 

contracted by the Council.  

 

Discussion:  

 

 

GF CMTE Motion 8: Etrie/Griffin 

 

To ask the Groundfish Committee and PDT Chair to coordinate to allow for time at a scheduled 

meeting of the GAP and Committee to review the draft GMRI work prior to the SSC review. 

GF CMTE Motion 8 carried 5/1/1 (Note: One member out of room for vote). 

 

Discussion on the motion: The Committee discussed how it is important to the GAP and the 

Committee to dig into the output of the GMRI work on bias on assessments, and inform the 

analysis, to the extent possible. Some Committee members expressed that review prior to SSC 

peer review might help inform the analysis and improve the utility of the product, others believed 

that compelling the GMRI team to present and solicit feedback might take away time spent 

working on the analysis. Council staff clarified that the GMRI work is not intended to inform the 

DEIS, rather would be incorporated into the FEIS, therefore, the next review by the GAP and 

Committee may not need to be before January. 

 

 

2B. Update on the Draft Amendment 23 Environmental Impact Statement (Frede) 

 

Council staff provided a presentation going over the changes and updates to the DEIS following the 

September Council meeting, as outlined in the PDT’s memo (Attachment 4B). Changes included changes 

to the wording of the purpose and need, clarified language in the alternatives, and two alternatives moved 

to considered but rejected. In addition, the GAP and the Committee were provided an opportunity to 

provide feedback on a motion from the September Council meeting on vessel-specific coverage levels and 

sub-options for dockside monitoring coverage.  

 

Questions on the Presentation: 
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GAP/Committee members asked about the removal of the optional dockside monitoring program option 

and whether or not the remaining alternative implies it is a mandatory program. Council staff clarified 

that the remaining option is 100% mandatory coverage, but several lower coverage rate sub-options exist 

under a couple of conditions. The GAP and Committee discussed the design of the lower-coverage rate 

sub-options, which exempt low-volume ports and vessels as directed by the Council based on criteria 

developed by the PDT. The Committee provided feedback on the criteria used to determine low-volume 

ports, recommending that the PDT expand the ports that would have 100% dockside monitoring coverage 

to include the #1-7 ports in total annual groundfish landings, citing concerns about southern New England 

ports like Point Judith and Chatham that have substantial landings of southern New England groundfish 

stocks that otherwise would not be fully covered. The Committee also provided feedback on the criteria 

used to determine low-volume vessels, saying that stability across years used to determine the low-

volume vessel criteria is important in order to have consistencies in vessels meeting the threshold. 

Members also discussed a pending letter from the science center about different levels of ASM and 

NEFOP coverage rates across sector vessels and possible cost inequities as a result—One Committee 

member asked if the A23 DEIS would consider these cost implications. Council staff clarified that the 

analyses do not attempt to parse out these differences and are using an average coverage rate of ASM 

over the catch share period for all sectors and vessels.  

 

Changes to the wording of purpose and need and goals and objectives were also discussed, since some 

GAP/Committee members were concerned that the wording changes altered the meaning of the purpose 

and need as well as the goals and objectives. Council staff clarified that wording changes were not 

intended to change the meaning, rather reduce the use of technical jargon and clarify the language, when 

possible.  

 

 

GAP Discussion: 

 

GAP Motion 8: Raymond/Odell 

 

The GAP recommends to the Committee to support an option be developed for vessel-specific 

coverage levels. 

 

GAP Motion 8 carried 4/1/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: There was no discussion since this topic has been addressed at 

previous meetings. 

 

GAP Motion 9: Goethel/Odell 

 

The GAP recommends to the Committee, in the revision of the purpose and need presented 

today, to retain the phrases “accurate representation of catch” in paragraph 1 and “accuracy of 

collected catch data” in paragraph 2.  

 

GAP motion 9 carried 3/1/1. 

 

Discussion on the motion: Some GAP members were concerned that wording changes implied 

that 100% ASM coverage would be the only alternative that met the purpose and need, other 

GAP members felt the wording changes were not significant.  

 

 

Committee Discussion: 
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GF CMTE Motion 9: Etrie/Kendall 

 

The Committee recommends to the Council to support an option to develop vessel-specific 

coverage levels. 

 

GF CMTE Motion 9a: Griffin/Bellavance 

 

To substitute to task the PDT to develop and analyze an option to develop vessel-specific 

coverage levels. 

 

GF CMTE Motion 9a to substitute carried 6/0/0. 

 

GF CMTE Motion 9a as the main motion carried 6/0/0. 

 

Discussion on the motion: The Committee discussed whether this meeting was an appropriate 

time to add alternatives into the document or if this should wait for its November meeting. 

Council staff answered that this meeting would be more appropriate. Others were concerned 

about workload for staff. Council staff answered that the PDT would need more time to discuss 

what this would look like. Committee members felt it was important to get more information on 

what vessel-specific coverage levels would look like and what equity and cost considerations 

would result, since that was not available in September when this was considered and was still 

not available at this meeting. Ultimately, the motion to substitute was selected since the 

Committee felt it was more appropriate to task the PDT to work on this first, based on the 

Council’s motion in September. 

 

 

GF CMTE Motion 10: Etrie/Mendelsohn 

 

The Committee recommends, in the revision of the purpose and need presented today, to retain 

“accurate representation of catch” in paragraph 1 and “accuracy of collected catch data” in 

paragraph 2. 

 

GF CMTE motion 10 carried 3/2/1 

 

Discussion on the motion: The maker of the motion agreed with the GAP was the wording 

changes affected the interpretation of the purpose and need as well as the goals and objectives.  

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:00 pm  

 

 

 

 

 


