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MEETING SUMMARY  
 

Meeting of the Groundfish Advisory Panel 
Webinar 

January 20, 2020 
 
The Groundfish Advisory Panel (GAP) met on January 20th by webinar to discuss and make 
recommendations on: (1) Framework Adjustment 61/Specifications and Management Measures, (2) 
Control rules, and (3) other business as necessary. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Ben Martens (chair), Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair), Gib Brogan, Cassie Canastra, 
David Goethel, Maggie Raymond, Geoffrey Smith, and Hank Soule; Jamie Cournane, Robin Frede, and 
Melissa Errend (Council Staff); Lisa Kerr, and Mackenzie Mazur (GMRI).  In addition, approximately 23 
members of the public attended, including: Dan Caless, Maria Fenton, Claire Fitz-Gerald, Mark Grant, 
Kyle Molton, Liz Sullivan (GARFO), Terry Alexander (Chair Groundfish Committee), Rick Bellavance 
(Vice Chair Groundfish Committee), Pete Christopher (GARFO/Groundfish Committee), Libby Etrie, 
Matthew Gates, Melanie Griffin, Cheri Patterson, Dan Salerno, and Megan Ware (Groundfish 
Committee); Michelle Bachman, Tom Nies, and Janice Plante (Council staff).  
 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION:  Discussions were aided by the following documents and presentations: 
1. Meeting memo and agenda dated January 14th, 2021; 2a. Framework Adjustment 61-- Draft 
alternatives, January 2021; 2b. Memo from Groundfish PDT to Committee re FW61 draft environmental 
impacts analysis for a universal sector exemption for redfish; 2c. Memo from Groundfish PDT to 
Committee re follow-up on FW61 universal sector exemption for redfish; 2d. FW 61 Presentation; 3. 
Presentation: Update on work to revise ABC control rules for groundfish stocks; 4. Correspondence. 
 
The meeting began at approximately 1:30 p.m.  
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 

• The GAP recommends to the Committee to add clarification to the redfish exemption alternative, 
specifically by adding a justification for the annual and monthly thresholds. 

• The GAP recommends the Committee add goals and objectives to the redfish alternative. 
• The GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee that NMFS/GARFO be tasked with 

monitoring and enforcement of any thresholds. 
• The GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee to include in the alternative a review process 

to occur in years when the redfish stock is assessed. 
• The Groundfish Advisory Panel recommends that the Committee select 4.4.2 – Alternative 2 

(Universal Sector Exemption for Redfish) and 4.4.2.1 Performance Standards/Accountability 
Measures 4.4.2.1.1 Option A (Performance Standards for Monthly Redfish Landings Threshold 
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and Groundfish Discards) and 4.4.2.1.2 Option B (Annual Redfish Landings Threshold and 
Performance Standards) as the preferred alternative. 
 
 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM #1: Framework Adjustment 61/Specifications and Management Measures 
 
Ms. Frede and Ms. Errend presented to the GAP an overview of the last remaining action item in 
Framework 61, an alternative to set a universal sector exemption for redfish. The presentation included an 
update of the PDT’s work on analyzing the draft alternative, specifically draft biological and economic 
impacts.  In addition, the PDT produced a memo outlining outstanding questions or concerns with the 
alternative as well as potential solutions for consideration. 
 
The PDT’s analyses found that overall, the change from an annual sector exemption process to a universal 
sector exemption, including a larger exemption area and new accountability measures for sectors, would 
have potentially low negative biological impacts and positive economic impacts.  
Low negative biological impacts are expected as a result of potential future changes in selectivity on 
redfish and non-redfish stocks if removals using smaller mesh increase pressure on smaller fish, and if 
management flexibility is reduced and cannot respond to potential concerns. Some positive biological 
impacts may result from having increased accountability measures, compared to No Action.  
 
Positive economic impacts stem from observed higher revenues and effort in the action alternative area as 
compared to the status quo area, which is smaller and further offshore. In addition, predicted total sector 
revenue is higher in the action area compared to the status quo area, suggesting net benefits to the fishery 
overall. Some negative economic impacts may result from increased accountability measures, since 
sectors may need to adjust their fishing activity or risk having the exemption revoked if performance does 
not improve relative to recent fishing years.  
 
The PDT made three recommendations. First, that the redfish thresholds (monthly and annual) may be 
improved by stating clear goals and also may have higher biological benefits if the annual threshold is 
increased from 55% to 65%. The PDT’s analysis found that 65% was attainable by sectors in past years 
and would ensure overall high redfish targeting, especially for sectors that participate in fewer than 3 or 4 
months (and would not trigger monthly accountability measures). Secondly, the PDT recommended that it 
be made clear that GARFO is responsible for monitoring and enforcing thresholds (by notifying sectors). 
Thirdly, the PDT recommended that a review process be added to the alternative, that would be conducted 
by the PDT and occur in years when the redfish stock is assessed. 
 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

 
GAP members had several questions on the presentation. One GAP member asked if there were any 
impacts on sea pens or on essential fish habitat (EFH) in general. Council staff answered that the priority 
for the PDT was to complete the biological and impacts analysis but will provide EFH impacts later, 
potentially sooner if it would be helpful to have at the Council meeting next week, especially if there are 
recommendations for what additional information to bring. Another advisor stated that the exemption 
only changes mesh size, which doesn’t directly affect habitat impacts, since trawl gear is allowed in all 
areas of the exemption by other sector vessels as well. 
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Another advisor asked for clarification on one of the points in the biological impacts, specifically how the 
proposal, a universal exemption, would reduce NMFS’ authority to protect groundfish stocks. Council 
staff clarified that an annual exemption is reviewed and potentially changed every year, whereas a 
universal exemption would only be changed if and when the Council decides to address it. The advisor 
also asked if changes to the universal exemption could be made in a framework action, to which Council 
staff clarified that it could, or even in a SIR. 
 
One advisor asked about the economic impacts analysis and how the impacts analysis took into account 
impacts on the exemption vessels themselves, versus the impacts that looked at total economic impacts to 
all sector vessels, or if revenue/effort was compared between large mesh and medium mesh. Council staff 
clarified that a direct comparison of effort/revenue between large mesh and medium mesh was not 
directly compared for exemption vessels alone—but this could be done, but this is inherent to the quota 
change model simulations, and impacts specific to exemption vessels were investigated by looking and 
effort and revenue coming from exemption trips, combined with the total proportion of redfish landed 
coming from exemption trips.  
 
 
Motion 1: Soule/Odell 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel recommends to the Groundfish Committee the following 
clarification:  annual and monthly thresholds are intended to provide more defined performance 
standards, accountability, and transparency to achieve the goals and objectives of 4.4.2 
Alternative 2 – Universal Sector Exemption for Redfish.  
 

Rationale: The thresholds are simply tools to measure and manage sectors’ performance in achieving the 
purpose and second objective of the universal exemption, as approved by the GAP in Motion #2. 
 
 Roll-Call Vote: Motion 1 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair) X   
Gib Brogan   X 
Cassie Canastra X   
David Goethel X   
Maggie Raymond X   
Geoffrey Smith X   
Hank Soule X   

 
Motion 1 carried 6/0/1. 
 

Motion 2: Odell/Raymond 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel recommends to the Groundfish Committee the following be included in 
4.4.2 Alternative 2 – Universal Sector Exemption for Redfish:  

The purpose is to establish a universal exemption, rather than an annual exemption, to increase 
stability and certainty for current and potential participants and improve Council control and 
oversight of the fishery. 
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The goal of the redfish universal sector exemption is to achieve optimum yield of the redfish 
resource.  
Objectives include: 
1. Allow use of an efficient mesh size codend to facilitate harvest of redfish.  
2. Increase the harvest of redfish while reducing to the extent practicable bycatch of other 

groundfish stocks.  
3. Restore flexibility lost with 2020 contraction of the redfish exemption area.  
4. Remove areas from the exemption which provide little opportunity to effectively target 

redfish, or little ability to achieve exemption performance thresholds.  

Rationale: While not a requirement of universal exemptions, as established under Amendment 16, it 
seems appropriate to include purpose, goals and objectives under Framework 61 in order to facilitate a 
clearer understanding of what the Council is trying to achieve through the establishment of this universal 
exemption. This language should facilitate a clearer understanding of the purpose behind this universal 
exemption and the mechanisms used to achieve the goals and objectives.  
 
Roll-Call Vote: Motion 2 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair) X   
Gib Brogan X   
Cassie Canastra X   
David Goethel X   
Maggie Raymond X   
Geoffrey Smith X   
Hank Soule X   

 
Motion 2 carried 7/0/0. 
 
 
 
Motion 3: Soule/Odell 
 

The GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee that NMFS/GARFO be tasked with 
monitoring and enforcement of any thresholds and recommends this be clarified in the alternative. 

 
Rationale: This GAP recommendation mirrors that of the Groundfish PDT. 
 
Roll-Call Vote: Motion 3 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair) X   
Gib Brogan  X  
Cassie Canastra X   
David Goethel X   
Maggie Raymond X   
Geoffrey Smith   X 
Hank Soule X   
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Motion 3 carried 5/1/1. 
 
Motion 4: Odell/Raymond 
 

The GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee to include in the alternative a review process 
to occur in years when the redfish stock is assessed. The review process could include evaluation 
of the monthly and annual thresholds performance, vessel-level performance, bycatch of other 
groundfish stocks, any observed changes in selectivity, as well as purpose, goals, and objectives 
but is not limited to these criteria. 

 
Rationale: Following PDT recommendations as included on slide 17 of the Council presentation for the 
meeting. Goals and objectives were added to the PDT recommendation to be consistent with prior 
motions made by the GAP. 
 
 
Motion 4a: Smith/Brogan 
 

Motion to amend such that the GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee to include in the 
alternative a review process to occur every two years. The review process could include 
evaluation of the monthly and annual thresholds performance, vessel-level performance, bycatch 
of other groundfish stocks, any observed changes in selectivity, as well as purpose, goals, and 
objectives but is not limited to these criteria. 

 
Roll-Call Vote: Motion 4a 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair)  X  
Gib Brogan X   
Cassie Canastra  X  
David Goethel  X  
Maggie Raymond  X  
Geoffrey Smith X   
Hank Soule  X  

 
Motion 4a failed 2/5/0. 
 
 
Motion 4: Odell/Raymond, as friendly amended.  
 

The GAP recommends to the Groundfish Committee to include in the alternative a review process 
to occur in years when the redfish stock is assessed. The review process could include evaluation 
of the monthly and annual thresholds performance, vessel-level performance, bycatch of other 
groundfish stocks, any observed changes in selectivity, as well as purpose, goals, and objectives 
but is not limited to these criteria. Council Staff clarified that the Groundfish PDT would prepare 
a report to the Groundfish Committee.  

 
Roll-Call Vote: Motion 4 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
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Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair) X   
Gib Brogan X   
Cassie Canastra X   
David Goethel X   
Maggie Raymond X   
Geoffrey Smith X   
Hank Soule X   

Motion 4 carried 7/0/0. 
 
 
Motion 5: Raymond/Odell 
 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel recommends that the Committee select 4.4.2 – Alternative 2 
(Universal Sector Exemption for Redfish) and 4.4.2.1 Performance Standards/Accountability 
Measures 4.4.2.1.1 Option A (Performance Standards for Monthly Redfish Landings Threshold 
and Groundfish Discards) and 4.4.2.1.2 Option B (Annual Redfish Landings Threshold and 
Performance Standards) as the preferred alternative. 

 
Rationale:  This alternative provides for sustainable fishing of an underharvested groundfish resource 
(redfish).  When compared to Alternative 1 the expanded geographic area offers flexibility needed to 
spread fishing effort, and the performance standards provide greater accountability and transparency.  The 
performance standards assure that redfish is the target while reducing, to the extent practicable, bycatch of 
other groundfish stocks, and preserving the 5% discard standard. The more vessels target redfish, the less 
targeting of other less healthy stocks.  This alternative is consistent with the self-governance objective 
inherent in groundfish sector management.   
 
Roll-Call Vote: Motion 5 

Member Yes No Abstain 
Ben Martens (Chair)    
Jackie Odell (Vice-Chair) X   
Gib Brogan  X  
Cassie Canastra X   
David Goethel X   
Maggie Raymond X   
Geoffrey Smith   X 
Hank Soule X   

 
Motion 5 carried 5/1/1. 
 
 
Consensus Statement #1 

The Groundfish Advisory Panel requests that the Committee pay special attention to the biological 
impact analysis of the use of 5.5” mesh to target redfish for past five years showing: 

 
• no shifts toward smaller fish for any species including redfish and  
• proportional removals have remained consistently low for stocks of concern like cod, white hake, 

and witch flounder.  
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AGENDA ITEM #2: Update on work to revise ABC control rules for groundfish stocks 
 
The GAP received a presentation from Dr. Mackenzie Mazur on progress on the acceptable biological 
catch (ABC) control rules project being conducted by leads at GMRI and at UMass Dartmouth. The 
presentation focused on the approach and next steps of the project which will evaluate the performance of 
different harvest control rules for two stocks, Gulf of Maine cod and Georges Bank Haddock. The project 
includes several steps for engaging with management bodies (such as the PDT, groundfish advisors, and 
groundfish committee) and for a peer review by a sub-panel of the SSC, to occur over the next several 
months, with the initial presentation of results to the Council occurring sometime in the spring.  
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: OTHER BUSINESS 
 
One GAP member wanted to address the Limited Entry Strawman, a topic that was addressed earlier in 
the day by the RAP, and wanted to see if the GAP could offer a recommendation on whether the Council 
should move forward with a limited entry program for the recreational portion of the groundfish fishery. 
Council staff clarified that the RAP did not weigh in on whether or not to move forward on LE, just 
discussed the LE strawman document.  
 
Another topic was raised that the GAP should call attention to CLF lawsuit response from the Council. 
Council staff stated that during the Council meeting there would be an update on stage 2 of the Atlantic 
cod stock structure working group (ACSSWG) science and management working groups. 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:17 p.m. 
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