
   
 

 
Amendment 23 Public Hearing  
Webinar 

1 April 15, 2020 

 

 
New England Fishery Management Council 
50 WATER STREET  |  NEWBURYPORT, MASSACHUSETTS 01950  |  PHONE 978 465 0492  |  FAX 978 465 3116 
John F. Quinn, J.D., Ph.D., Chairman  |  Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY 

 
Amendment 23 to the Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan  

April 15, 2020, 4-6pm 
Webinar Hearing 

 
The Council held public hearings to solicit comments on the alternatives under consideration in 
the Draft Amendment 23 to the Northeast Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan. 
The amendment will adjust the groundfish monitoring program to improve the accuracy and 
accountability of catch reporting in the commercial groundfish fishery. 
 
Hearing chairman: Terry Stockwell (Groundfish Committee Chair) 
Council staff: Jamie Cournane, Robin Frede, Melissa Errend, Michelle Bachman, Chris 
Kellogg, Janice Plante, Andrew Applegate, Deirdre Boelke, Jonathon Peros, Jenny Couture, Lou 
Goodreau, and Tom Nies 
Attendance: 82 audience members (including 15 Council members); five commenters 

 
The hearing began promptly at 4:00 pm. 
 
Mr. Stockwell opened the hearing, introduced Council staff in attendance, and commented on the 
Amendment 23 process. This included updates to the Amendment 23 timeline as a result of 
recent Council decisions to postpone final action and scheduling additional public hearings due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Ms. Frede and Ms. Errend briefed the audience on the purpose of the 
amendment, alternatives under consideration, draft impacts analysis, and amendment timeline 
and next steps. After an opportunity to ask questions for clarification, public comments were 
taken on the measures proposed in the amendment.  
 
Questions: 

Jackie Odell (Northeast Seafood Coalition) asked about the information in the presentation that 
says the public comment period goes through May 22nd and why that has not been extended yet, 
when the Council yesterday voted to postpone final action and public hearings until these can be 
held in-person. Ms. Odell also referenced a letter NSC sent to the Council requesting an 
additional 30 days onto the current 63-day comment period, to extend to a total of around 90 
days. Staff explained that the Council does plan to extend the comment period to accommodate 
the changes to the timeline the Council voted on and for extra time for public hearings, and staff 
will discuss planning these next steps following today’s hearing. May 22nd is the current deadline 
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published at the time of this hearing, and a request for extension will be submitted to extend the 
comment period. Staff will share more information on updates to the comment period once 
available. 

Eben Nieuwkerk (small boat fisherman) asked when the amendment might go into effect and 
what the goal is for the timeline. Staff answered that tentatively implementation could occur in 
May 2021 and explained that depending on what alternatives the Council selects as final, there 
could be a phased in approach to implementation (not all requirements implemented right away). 
Staff also explained that the target implementation of May 2021 had been based on the Council 
taking final action in June 2020, and it is not clear yet how the postponement of final action 
might impact whether implementation can stay on track for May 2021. 
 
Vito Giacalone (Northeast Seafood Coalition) referring to the conclusions slide in the 
presentation asked if there is any consideration of the definition of ‘efficient’ operations when 
discussing the shift to more efficient operations as an impact from the Council’s preferred 
alternatives, as he felt this was vague. He thought it would be helpful to define what was meant 
by ‘efficient’ since he could not think of a single dayboat, even efficient ones, that could take on 
the burden of $700+ daily ASM costs. Staff answered that they agreed that as it was used the 
definition was vague, as it refers to the underlying theory of the dynamic model used in the 
economic impacts analysis, and could work to refine that in future presentations. 
 
Dan Salerno (sector manager) asked to confirm that for the option for removing monitoring 
requirements west of either 71 30 or 72 30 west longitude, that these vessels fishing under the 
exemption conditions would only be subject to NEFOP coverage. Staff answered that there are 
two sub-options under each of each of the options for removing monitoring requirements – to 
exempt from at-sea monitoring and/or dockside monitoring) - and the Council selected as 
preferred both sub-options, so that yes, these vessels would only be subject to NEFOP coverage. 
Staff also explained that these exemptions would apply when a vessel is fishing on a trip that 
occurs exclusively west of either of the geographic lines under consideration.  
 
Reinier Nieuwkerk (small boat fisherman, monkfish fishery participant) asked whether the 
amendment includes a large-mesh exemption from observer coverage in the northeast fishery for 
monkfish. Staff explained that the exemption alternatives would maintain the current extra-large 
mesh (ELM) gillnet exemption from ASM coverage for vessels fishing exclusively in the 
Southern New England or Inshore Georges Bank broad stock areas, but does not contain any 
current proposals for exempting large mesh from ASM coverage beyond the current ELM 
exemption.  
 
Comments: 

Eben Nieuwkerk (small boat fisherman): To look at the picture as a whole for the groundfish 
industry, I really do think 100% observer or camera coverage would benefit the whole industry, 
in terms of eliminating any flawed judgement (fish being discarded or observers sleeping). I am a 
big advocate of 100% coverage and really think it would benefit the fishery a lot. All of the 
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booming fisheries right now have 100% coverage with observers or cameras, for example in 
Alaska they are doing well up there, and I think this would really benefit our fishery.  

Allison Lorenc (Conservation Law Foundation): CLF plans to send more detailed written 
comments. We appreciate all the work that has been done on the amendment to date. The 
proposed measures included in Amendment 23 are necessary for proper management of the 
groundfish fishery, including the most basic mandate of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, to prevent 
overfishing. Our fisheries are a public resource, yet New England has more overfished stocks 
than any other region, including many groundfish stocks. Our most iconic stock, Atlantic cod, 
has been overfished and subject to overfishing for decades. There is major illegal discarding and 
misreporting problems in the groundfish fishery, and under the current program data for 
observed trips does not reflect unobserved trips because of bias. With these issues in mind, we 
support the Council’s preferred alternative for a sector monitoring standard that sets fixed 
monitoring coverage of 100% of sector trips. In our view 100% monitoring is the only option 
that can provide the data necessary to properly manage our region’s fish stocks by removing bias 
and improving accuracy of catch data including discards, as well as improving accountability at 
sea. We also support the use of electronic monitoring, especially the Council’s preferred 
alternatives of Sector Monitoring Tool Option 2 – the audit model, and Option 3 - maximized 
retention. As specified in the DEIS, adding electronic monitoring as additional sector monitoring 
tools can help improve data quality, reduce uncertainty, and overall help improve catch 
accounting as long as cameras are running 100% of the time. Also, EM offers more flexibility 
and can be a more cost-effective option in the long term. Overall right now, the legal 
requirements under the MSA to prevent overfishing of all stocks, end overfishing and rebuild 
overfished stocks, accurately set and enforce catch limits, and ensure accountability in the 
fishery are simply not being met under the current monitoring program. Amendment 23 is the 
opportunity to greatly improve the groundfish monitoring program, and we hope it does not get 
stuck in a half measure. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
George Lapointe (representing Blue Harvest Fisheries, a company that catches and processes 
groundfish and scallops, both from their own vessels as well as buying catch from other vessels; 
based in New Bedford, MA and Newport News, VA): We appreciate the chance to give 
comments and will submit written comments, and may adjust some of our comments based on 
what we hear and learn over the coming months. Overall Blue Harvest supports the basis for 
Amendment 23, that is, supporting monitoring that we need for sustainable long-term 
management of the groundfish fishery. Blue Harvest supports Sector Monitoring Standard 
Option 2 [Fixed coverage based on percentage of trips]. We do, however, question the need for 
100% coverage for a couple of reasons. One, we need to better understand the costs associated 
with 100% coverage compared to 75% and how much statistical strength you lose for that 
reduction in coverage. Second, we are concerned about the difficulty of putting at-sea monitoring 
on all trips, particularly for smaller vessels, and are concerned about having enough observers 
available to allow the fleet to operate under 100% at-sea coverage, and subsequent impacts on 
fishery operations and fleet monitoring, in particular for smaller and distant ports. We believe 
strongly in Sector Monitoring Tool Option 2 – allowing sectors to use the audit model, and 
Option 3 - maximized retention. We think EM is critical for the fleet moving forward, both in 
terms of cost control and operational flexibility. Under the Review Process for Sector Monitoring 
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Coverage, we support Option 2 – Establish a Review Process for Monitoring Coverage Rates. 
We think that moving forward there needs to be a balance between the costs of various 
monitoring coverage levels and the statistical strength of the data you get out of those various 
monitoring programs, and that those should be adjusted through adaptive management to make 
them both efficient and cost effective. We know that the Council did not select dockside 
monitoring as a preferred alternative, but we do support dockside monitoring. I believe you heard 
this from some Council members, but we believe that without a dockside monitoring program 
there is still an opportunity for cheating, and we believe dockside monitoring is an important part 
of the groundfish monitoring program moving forward. With respect to sector monitoring, we 
think the RA should have authority to streamline sector reporting requirements. This is an 
adaptive management requirement that will make the program more efficient over time. Under 
the Funding and Operational Provisions, we support Option 2 to increase or decrease coverage 
with available funding. Last, we support Management Uncertainty Buffer Option 2 because it 
gives the industry an opportunity to get benefits back from reduced uncertainty that will come 
with 100% monitoring coverage.  
 
Reinier Nieuwkerk (small boat fishermen, monkfish fishery participant): I just want to say I 
support the Council’s preferred alternatives for all observer programs. 
 
Chris McGuire (The Nature Conservancy; Massachusetts): I want to thank you, Terry, and 
Council staff for the presentation. It looks like around 90 people tuned in today to listen, even 
though there haven’t been that many commenters, people are still getting information. The 
Nature Conservancy will submit written comments. Overall, we support the Council’s preferred 
alternatives. We have been working since 2013 with our fishing partners in Maine, New 
Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island to develop EM into a viable tool for collecting 
important catch information, hopefully at a lower cost than people. We note that costs are 
difficult to forecast. We put together a report that describes our actual costs of running the 
program, and I encourage people to look at that. On the forecasting side, we’re pretty sure the 
costs of using humans are unlikely to go down, and based on the costs of every other piece of 
technology, it seems likely that the costs of EM will continue to go down – the real question 
being how much and how fast. Lastly, while we of course hope that COVID-19 and social 
distancing don’t continue for a long time, it is interesting to note that right now the only at-sea 
data being collected in the groundfish fleet is by the 10% of boats that are currently running EM 
systems. This could be another benefit of EM that could be filed under safety, both safety of the 
crew and captain and the fisheries observers. Thank you for everybody’s work on this. We look 
forward to participating in future meetings. 
 

The public hearing closed at 5:15 pm. 
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