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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Observer Policy Committee 
Sheraton Four Points, Wakefield, MA 

April 16, 2015 
 
The Observer Policy Committee met on April 16, 2015 in Wakefield, MA to: review and discuss 
updated information and analyses for the draft Environmental Assessment for NMFS-led 
omnibus amendment to establish provisions for industry-funded monitoring (IFM) across all 
Council-managed fisheries; and to develop recommendations related to additional options for 
industry-funded portside sampling and electronic monitoring (EM) in the Atlantic herring 
fishery, to be implemented immediately in the IFM amendment (versus a framework 
adjustment). 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Terry Stockwell (Chairman), Pete Kendall, Mary Beth Tooley, Terry 
Alexander, Mike Sissenwine, Jeff Kaelin, Peter Christopher, Wendy Gabriel, Gerry O’Neill, 
Rick Usher, Bruce Lambert, Doug Brander (12 of 14 Committee members present; Peter Hughes 
on GoToMeeting; Paul Parker absent); Lori Steele, Lou Goodreau (NEFMC staff); Carrie 
Nordeen, Aja Szumylo (NMFS GARFO staff); Mitch MacDonald (NOAA General Counsel); 
several members of the public in the audience. 
In addition, several individuals listened to the meeting online via GoToMeeting. 
 
KEY OUTCOMES 

• The Observer Committee discussed the development of options for IFM in the Atlantic 
herring fishery, including new options for industry-funded at-sea monitoring (ASM) focused 
on collecting only discard data.  No specific motions were passed at this time regarding the 
details of the herring IFM/ASM options at this meeting.  The Committee expressed general 
support for the continued development of the at-sea monitoring options and agreed to revisit 
the details of these options at a future meeting. 

• The Committee passed a motion (10-1-0) to add an alternative (under the herring/mackerel 
options) that would require EM/portside monitoring to be developed consistent with the 
timetable in the draft Action Plan.  The Committee also voted unanimously to recommend 
that the midwater trawl fleet would be the priority for developing the EM/portside option.   

 
Detailed minutes of the April 16, 2015 Observer Committee meeting are provided below. 
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As the Observer Committee meeting began, Ms. Steele provided the Committee with an update 
regarding the development of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the omnibus IFM 
amendment.  She addressed each of the elements identified for further revision by the Council in 
the Draft EA and updated the Committee regarding the IFM Fishery Management Action Team’s 
(FMAT’s) progress towards addressing the Council’s concerns.  Mr. Kaelin requested that 
information about coverage levels be provided as part of the additional information about the 
costs of monitoring programs in other fisheries.  Dr. Sissenwine clarified that improving 
precision of catch/bycatch estimates does not directly relate to increasing coverage levels, and he 
further encouraged the Committee to be clear about why it is requesting certain 
information/analyses to be provided.  Ms. Tooley noted that some of the coverage options for the 
mackerel fishery are not reflected in the range of options for the herring fishery; she indicated 
that she may provide a motion to address this discrepancy later during the meeting. 
 
Options for Industry-Funded Monitoring in the Atlantic Herring Fishery 
The Observer Committee reviewed and discussed the development of options for IFM in the 
Atlantic herring fishery, including new options for industry-funded at-sea monitoring focused on 
collecting only discard data (added at the January 2015 Council meeting).  Ms. Steele presented 
the Observer Committee with an overview of the Draft Discussion Document Options Under 
Consideration to Establish IFM in the Atlantic Herring Fishery.  The Committee discussed the 
details of each section of the discussion document and provided some general feedback. 

• Several Committee members offered their perspective regarding insurance requirements for 
vessels carrying observers.  There may be some overlapping requirements for insurance, 
which could be streamlined and could potentially reduce costs for vessels that would be 
required to pay for IFM.  Ms. Steele agreed to explore this issue further with the IFM FMAT. 

• Ms. Tooley reminded the Committee and Council staff that she had previously made a 
suggestion to “grandfather” in service providers from other regions as service providers 
approved for herring at-sea monitoring.  She requested that the FMAT follow-up on this 
request.  She also expressed concerns about the costs associated with observer debriefing.  
Ms. Martens (NEFOP) expressed concern about this provision because providers from 
different regions have different requirements for emergency plans, background checks, etc.  
Ms. Steele agreed to follow-up on this issue with the FMAT. 

• Dr. Sissenwine suggested that the Council maximize flexibility for the industry in the IFM 
amendment to allow the industry the best opportunity to negotiate lower sea day costs with 
service providers.  He felt that the Council should be focused on setting standards for data 
quality, etc. in the omnibus amendment, while allowing the industry to work out costs with 
the service providers. 

• Mr. Brander reminded the Observer Committee that when sea day costs are cut, the cuts 
usually fall to the observer’s salary, and the individual observers suffer the most. 

No specific motions were passed at this time regarding the details of the herring IFM/ASM 
options at this Committee meeting.  The Observer Committee expressed general support for the 
continued development of the at-sea monitoring options and agreed to revisit the details of these 
options at a future Committee meeting. 
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Additional Options for Industry-Funded Portside Sampling and Electronic Monitoring for the 
Atlantic Herring Fishery 
Ms. Szumylo provided the Observer Committee with an overview of recent developments 
regarding the potential to implement industry-funded portside sampling and electronic 
monitoring (EM) for the herring and mackerel fisheries more expeditiously in the IFM 
amendment (versus in the future through a framework adjustment).  Observer Committee 
members asked some general questions and entertained a motion to include the herring 
portside/EM options in the omnibus IFM document. 
 
 
1. MOTION: ALEXANDER/KENDALL 

To add an alternative that would require EM/portside monitoring for midwater trawl 
vessels only to be developed consistent with the timetable in the draft Action Plan 
(fallback). 

Discussion on the Motion:  Several Committee members expressed support for also 
considering/developing EM options for the herring purse seine fleet in this amendment.  Ms. 
Steele emphasized the Herring PDT’s continued support for developing a herring fishery-wide 
portside sampling program.  Ms. Szumylo explained that GARFO supports moving forward with 
portside sampling/EM first for the midwater trawl fleet only at this time to try to move forward 
more expeditiously by focusing on the primary gear type in the fishery that does not discard 
significant amounts of catch at-sea.  She emphasized that monitoring requirements for the fleet 
should match the concerns and issues identified by the Council. 
 
MOTION #1 PERFECTED: 

To add an alternative (under the herring/mackerel options) that would require 
EM/portside monitoring to be developed consistent with the timetable in the draft Action 
Plan (fallback). 

MOTION #1 carried 10-1-0. 
 
 
2. MOTION: ALEXANDER/KENDALL 

To recommend that the midwater trawl fleet would be the priority for developing the 
EM/portside option 

Discussion on the Motion:  N/A. 

MOTION #2 carried unanimously. 
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The Observer Committee further discussed some of the details of the portside/EM options for the 
herring fishery, which would need to be addressed before final decisions are made by the 
Councils for the omnibus IFM amendment. 

• Dr. Sissenwine noted that EM is going to be used primarily as a tool for monitoring 
compliance, at least at the outset of the monitoring program.  Several Committee members 
provided their perspective regarding potential requirements for monitoring film collected 
from EM. 

• Mr. O’Neill expressed concern about applying requirements for portside sampling and EM to 
only one sector of the herring fleet.  He noted that there may be differential economic 
impacts if some sectors are faced with higher operating costs that others (and other sectors 
can consequently offer a lower price for their fish). 

• Ms. Steele expressed concern about how all of the components of industry-funded 
monitoring that are under consideration in the IFM amendment may fit together to form a 
comprehensive monitoring program for the directed herring fishery that achieves the 
goals/objectives that the Council identified in Amendment 5.  Dr. Gabriel shared this 
concern.  She encouraged the Committee/Council to consider the long-term goals/objectives 
for the monitoring program.  Ms. Steele reminded the Observer Committee that there will be 
a joint meeting with the Herring Committee (scheduled for July 1, 2015) to address this issue 
in detail. 

 
3. MOTION: TOOLEY/O’NEILL 

Under the herring observer coverage options (HER OBS), to add coverage target options 
for Category A/B vessels that mirror the coverage target options for A/B vessels under 
the Herring ASM options. 

Discussion on the Motion:  Ms. Tooley reiterated that the intent of this motion is to include the 
same range of options for IFM in the herring and mackerel fisheries.  This motion expands the 
herring observer coverage options to mirror the herring at-sea monitoring options, which is more 
consistent with the range of options for IFM in the mackerel fishery. 

MOTION #3 carried unanimously. 
 
The Observer Committee also briefly discussed approaches for combining the elements of the 
industry-funded monitoring options for the Atlantic herring fishery into “packages,” i.e., 
complete alternatives that address specified monitoring objectives.  Ms. Tooley offered that one 
objective for the monitoring program would be to quantify discards across all gear types in the 
fishery, consistent with the goals and objectives of the Amendment 5 monitoring program.  In 
the future, the objectives could be more focused on retention and compliance issues, but Ms. 
Tooley did not feel that these issues should be the primary focus at the onset of the monitoring 
program.  She further clarified that the objective should be to try to understand discards for each 
gear type, perhaps not quantify discards across every gear type. 

The Observer Committee will meet jointly with the Herring Committee (July 1, 2015) to address 
this issue in more detail. 
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