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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Groundfish Committee 
Webinar 

January 26, 2021 
 
The Groundfish Committee (Committee) met on January 26, 2021 via webinar to discuss and make 
recommendations on: 1) the last component of Framework Adjustment 61 (FW61)/Specifications and 
Management Measures – a proposed universal sector exemption to allow fishing for redfish; 2) Fishing 
Year (FY) 2021 Recreational Measures; 3) Recreational groundfish party/charter limited entry 
“strawman”; 4) Groundfish Control Rules project; 5) Atlantic Cod Stock Structure next steps; and 6) 
other business as necessary. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE: Terry Alexander (Chair), Rick Bellavance (Vice Chair), Vincent Balzano, Pete 
Christopher (Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO)), Tony DiLernia (MAFMC), Libby 
Etrie, Matt Gates (proxy for Peter Aarrestad), Mark Godfroy, Melanie Griffin, Matt McKenzie, Scott 
Olszewski, John Pappalardo, Cheri Patterson, John Quinn, Eric Reid, Dan Salerno, Mike Sissenwine, 
Alan Tracy, and Megan Ware (proxy for Patrick Keliher); Dr. Jamie Cournane, Melissa Errend, and 
Robin Frede (New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) staff); Ben Martens (Groundfish 
Advisory Panel (GAP) Chair); Frank Blount (Recreational Advisory Panel (RAP) Chair); Scott Steinback 
(Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC)); Jessica Joyce (Tidal Bay Consulting); Dr. Lisa Kerr, Dr. 
Mackenzie Mazur (Gulf of Maine Research Institute (GMRI)); and Dr. Steve Cadrin (UMass Dartmouth 
School for Marine Science and Technology (SMAST)). In addition, 107 members of the public attended, 
including Sarah Bland, Maria Fenton, Claire Fitz-Gerald, Mark Grant, Moira Kelly, Kyle Molton, 
Michael Pentony, Liz Sullivan, and Spencer Talmage (GARFO); Dr. Jon Hare (NEFSC); Andy 
Applegate, Sam Asci, Michelle Bachman, Margaret Bernier, Deirdre Boelke, Woneta Cloutier, Jenny 
Couture, Dr. Rachel Feeney, Lou Goodreau, Chris Kellogg, Tom Nies, Joan O’Leary, Jonathon Peros, 
Janice Plante, and Naresh Pradhan (NEFMC staff). 
 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION:  Discussions were aided by the following documents and presentations: 
(1) Meeting memorandum and agenda dated January 21, 2021; (2) Presentation: Council staff; (3a) 
Framework Adjustment 61/Specifications and Management Measures - Draft alternatives, January 2021; 
(3b) Memo from Groundfish PDT to Committee re FW61 draft environmental impacts analysis for a 
universal sector exemption for redfish; (3c) Memo from Groundfish PDT to Committee re follow-up on 
FW61 universal sector exemption for redfish; (3d) Council Decision Document for Framework 
Adjustment 61; (3e) Memo from Groundfish PDT to Committee re draft EFH impacts analysis for FW61 
universal sector exemption for redfish; (4a) Recreational measures for fishing year 2021 - Preliminary 
data summary and information, NEFSC; (4b) Groundfish PDT to Groundfish Committee memo re 
possible recreational measures for FY2021 for Gulf of Maine cod and Gulf of Maine haddock; (5a) 
Limited Entry Strawman for Party/Charter Recreational Groundfish - Presentation; (5b) Summary Report 



 
 
Groundfish Committee 2 January 26, 2021 
Meeting 

 

with Appendices; (6) Presentation: Update on work to revise ABC control rules for groundfish stocks; 
(7a) Atlantic Cod Stock Structure – Presentation; (7b) Summary of proposed working groups/workshops; 
(8a) Meeting Summaries - Recreational Advisory Panel, meeting motions, Jan. 20, 2021; (8b) Groundfish 
Advisory Panel, meeting motions, Jan. 20, 2021; and (9) Correspondence.  
 
The meeting began at approximately 9:02 a.m.  
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 

• The Committee recommends modifications to the draft alternatives for FW61 Action 4 – 
Universal sector exemption for redfish, as described below in Motions 1-4. 

• The Committee recommends that the Council 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 modified today as the preferred alternative. 

• The Committee recommends the Council recommend “status quo” measures for Fishing Year 
2021 recreational measures, as: 

Gulf of Maine cod 
 Private mode: Open Season: September 15-30 and April 1-14  
 Party/Charter: Open Season: September 8-October 7 and April 1-14  
 Bag Limit: 1 fish  
 Minimum Size: 21 inches  
Gulf of Maine haddock 
 Open Season: May 1 – February 28 and April 1-30 
 Bag Limit: 15 fish  
 Minimum Size: 17 inches  

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

Mr. Christopher said GARFO would provide an announcement regarding the at-sea monitoring (ASM) 
coverage level for FY2021. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #1: FRAMEWORK 61/SPECIFICATIONS AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
 
GROUNDFISH ADVISORY PANEL (GAP) REPORT, MR. MARTENS 
 
Mr. Martens provided an overview of the GAP’s discussion and motions.  
 
Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 
 
One Committee member asked about the nature of the friendly amendment to GAP motion #4. Mr. 
Martens explained that the amendment added language clarifying that the Groundfish Plan Development 
Team (PDT) would conduct the review, and that there was discussion around what the trigger for the 
review should be, whether it would occur every couple of years or another trigger such as years when the 
redfish stock is assessed. 
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PRESENTATION: FW61, MS. FREDE AND MS. ERREND 

Staff provided an overview of development of the last remaining action item in FW61, Action 4 – 
Universal sector exemption for redfish, including an overview of draft alternatives, draft impacts analysis 
with a focus on biological, economic, and some essential fish habitat (EFH) impacts, and PDT 
considerations and recommendations for additions to the alternatives summarized from the PDT memo. 
The goal for the Committee was to consider the draft alternatives and draft impacts analysis, including 
PDT recommendations and considerations, and make recommendations to the Council for final action. 

Summary of Staff Presentation: 

• 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 for consideration of adjustments to the alternatives: 
1. 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).  

2. That it be made clear that GARFO is responsible for monitoring and enforcing thresholds 
(by notifying sectors). Sectors would be responsible for complying with the exemption 
(as with all sector provisions). 

3. 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. The review process could include 
evaluation of the monthly and annual thresholds performance, vessel-level performance, 
bycatch of other groundfish stocks including consideration of changes in conditions of 
other groundfish stocks caught on redfish exemption trips, any observed changes in 
selectivity, but is not limited to these criteria. 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

One Committee member asked for clarification on the figure presented on the sector monthly threshold 
performance analysis. Staff explained that while the analysis examined cumulative sector monthly 
threshold performance by fishing year, the figure was organized by calendar year to highlight the trend of 
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sectors having difficult achieving the monthly threshold in the fall months from September through 
December. Several Committee members asked for further explanation of EFH impacts with regards to 
mesh size. Staff responded that the impacts analysis is based on what potential changes in fishing effort 
could occur under the exemption beyond general groundfishing activity, and that this is partly based on 
how the impacts analysis was done in comparing the status quo FY2020 area to the exemption area under 
Alternative 2, which includes additional areas beyond the FY2020 area where corals are located. Ms. 
Bachman (PDT chair for the Habitat Committee) explained that the impacts to EFH are not about mesh 
size as there is no evidence of different habitat impacts with the use of smaller mesh size, but rather that 
it’s based on whether the universal exemption incentivizes or increases effort in an area that is not 
currently fished under the FY2020 exemption. One Committee member said he thought that the use of 
smaller mesh could reduce impacts on habitat, since vessels would be using proper mesh for redfish 
targeting and so they would reduce their bottom time. Ms. Bachman responded that the issues of mesh 
size and efficiency is something that is often discussed in EFH impacts, but she hadn’t yet considered it 
for impacts of the redfish exemption and will consider adding this as additional EFH impacts. Another 
Committee member asked whether there is still evidence of negative habitat impacts in coral areas within 
the exemption area. Ms. Bachman responded that there is documentation of scarring of corals and habitat 
especially in the Lindenkohl area, which is included in the Alternative 2 exemption area.  
 
 
Motion #1: Etrie/Salerno  
 

That the Committee adopt 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 

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion echoed the rationale provided by the GAP, that 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 GAP Motion #2. 
 
Motion #1 carried on a roll call vote (17/0/1).  
 
 
Motion #2: Etrie/Salerno 
 

That the Committee include 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. 
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  
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Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion echoed the GAP’s rationale, which is that while not 
required for a universal exemption, the Committee thinks specifying goals and objectives will be helpful 
for the Council to be clear on what is intended for the universal exemption. 

 
Motion #2 carried on a roll call vote (17/0/1). 
 
 
Motion #3: Etrie/Salerno 
 

That the Committee recommends that NMFS/GARFO be tasked with monitoring and 
enforcement of any thresholds and recommends this be clarified in the alternative. Sectors would 
be responsible for complying with the exemption (as with all sector provisions). 

 
Discussion on the Motion: Staff pointed out the additional PDT language in the presentation about the 
sectors’ roles in monitoring the thresholds. Mr. Christopher said he supported the motion and supported 
including the language about sectors’ role, and that he also wanted to point out that GARFO expects this 
will take some time to work through developing this process in rule making. One Committee member 
noted that sectors monitor their members’ exemption activity and expect to continue to do so, while the 
ultimate responsibility of monitoring and enforcing thresholds lies with GARFO. 
 
Motion #3 carried on a roll call vote (17/0/1). 
 
 
Motion #4: Etrie/Salerno 
 

That the Committee include in the alternative a review to occur the next time the redfish stock is 
assessed. The review 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. The Groundfish PDT 
would prepare a report to the Groundfish Committee.  

 
Discussion on the Motion: Mr. Nies (NEFMC executive director) said he was unclear about the rationale 
for a review, asking whether the Council has a similar provision for other universal exemptions. The 
maker of the motion explained that she recommended this because while not all universal exemptions 
have a review process, she thinks this one would benefit from having a review that is tied to redfish stock 
assessment because it gives the Council the ability to look at the fishery and status of the stocks to see if 
any adjustments are needed. Staff pointed out there are other places in the Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP) with a review process – for example, a review process for the herring fishery Georges Bank (GB) 
haddock sub-ACL every time there is a full GB haddock assessment, in which the PDT recommends 
whether to change the percentage between 1 and 2%. Staff added that the PDT’s recommendation is in 
part based on outcomes of the 2020 redfish assessment. Mr. Nies expressed concerns about workload, 
saying that while he thinks reviews are a good idea, the Council needs to remember that these review 
process commitments can affect the ability to address other things. Mr. Nies noted that many of the 
possible items for the review are things collected by GARFO and sectors, and while he sees this as the 
PDT compiling data collected by others, it still requires effort. He said he would like to see some 
flexibility built into the review to maybe skip a year occasionally so the Council and PDT are not 
committed to the review. Mr. Nies also noted that the basis for some of these concerns about the 
exemption would seem to fit more with the effort control days in the past and would expect to not be 
much of an issue with the current sector management system. 
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Staff suggested that to address Mr. Nies’ point, the Committee could modify the motion to say the review 
will occur the next time the redfish stock assessed, and then at that time the Council can decide whether to 
continue reviewing the exemption and what action would be taken. One Committee member asked when 
the next assessment is scheduled and how often they occur. Mr. Nies answered that it is somewhat 
uncertain when the next assessment will occur, and that this is being discussed now with Northeast 
Region Coordinating Council (NRCC) but will be in either two or three years in 2022 or 2023. He 
explained that the Council is arguing for two years because of the issues and uncertainty with the last 
assessment, but there could be delays related to the pandemic. 
 
Motion #4 carried on a roll call vote (16/0/12). 
 

Motion #5: Etrie/Salerno 
 

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 modified today as 
the preferred alternative. 

 
Discussion on the Motion: Mr. Christopher raised the concerns noted in the PDT memo, including issues 
with the thresholds, overlap of the Georges Bank (GB) and Gulf of Maine (GOM) stock areas, and 
bycatch in the seasonal areas, and said he thought it would help GARFO to hear discussion from the 
Committee on whether to consider an additional 65% annual redfish threshold option, any discussion on 
enforcement concerns with the seasonal areas, low redfish catches in the seasonal areas, and any 
discussion about the overlap of GOM and GB areas. The Chair said there was a lot of discussion at the 
GAP and industry participating in the PDT meetings surrounding the intent of encouraging new 
participation in the exemption and how there is already a steep learning curve for redfish fishing. Another 
Committee member agreed and supported staying at 55%, since this is already higher that what is 
currently in place with no annual threshold. One Committee member thought more data on the seasonal 
areas would be needed to determine threshold performance, which could be considered in the review. 
 
Public Comment: Ms. Allison Lorenc (Conservation Law Foundation) said that while CLF appreciates 
the intent of a universal exemption to achieve optimum yield of redfish, they cannot support the motion. 
She explained that CLF recognizes that GARFO reduced the exemption area to the FY2020 area because 
of groundfish bycatch, particularly cod, and concerns about overlap with the haddock separator 
exemption. Ms. Lorenc referred to the PDT analysis which notes overall low cod catches but how these 
simple proportions are difficult to fully understand, and since GB cod is overfished, CLF cannot support a 
universal exemption until these issues are addressed. She also said 100% coverage of all exemption trips 
is needed. Mr. Hank Soule (sector manager) agreed with the comments about opportunities for new 
entrants to the exemption, and said he thinks many of the PDT questions could be addressed in the first 
review, including examining the overlap with the haddock separator exemption and possibly changing the 
annual threshold, adding that starting with a 55% annual threshold is a good start since there is currently 
no annual exemption. George Lapointe (Blue Harvest Fisheries) said he agrees that these PDT concerns 
can be addressed in the review, and also thinks this was a great example of industry and sectors working 
together with the PDT and Council to develop this exemption. Ben Martens (Maine Coast Fishermen’s 
Association) supported the motion, saying he thinks this was the result of a lot of good work between 
industry and the PDT/Council. He also spoke to Ms. Lorenc’ point that in the future we will have 100% 
coverage with Amendment 23 and sees the exemption as one of the things to give back to industry for the 
increased accountability. Jackie Odell (Northeast Seafood Coalition) stressed that the Committee read the 
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industry feedback provided on the annual threshold, also noting that this is more than what is currently in 
place and is deliberately set on the lower end to not preclude new entrants to the exemption. 
 
Motion #5 carried on a roll call vote (14/0/4). 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2: FISHING YEAR 2021 RECREATIONAL MEASURES 

RECREATIONAL ADVISORY PANEL (RAP) REPORT, MR. BLOUNT 
 
Mr. Blount provided an overview of the RAP’s discussion and motions.  
 
Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 
 
One Committee member asked about the RAP’S discussion on reducing the minimum fish size of 
haddock to 15 inches, understanding that there could be biological impacts. Mr. Blount said the RAP 
discussed how there are interactions with 15-inch fish, and it is their understanding that people would 
catch theses fish and keep them and be off the water sooner. Staff explained they will address biological 
impacts in the presentation. 
 

PRESENTATION: RECREATIONAL MEASURES FOR FY2021, DR. COURNANE AND MR. 
STEINBACK 

Staff provided an overview of development of recreational fishing measures for GOM cod and GOM 
haddock for FY2021, including background on the Council’s original proposal for FY2020 recreational 
measures, and the adjusted measures to address COVID-19 impacts to the recreational fleet, particularly 
the for-hire fleet, which were recommended by the Council in June and approved by GARFO as adjusted 
FY2021 measures. Staff explained that unlike in the past, this year there are no bioeconomic model runs 
to show given that no Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) data was collected last year due 
to the pandemic, but that staff put together data available to show patterns from last year (summarized 
below) to help the Committee with its recommendation. The goal for the Committee was to develop 
recommendations for FY2021 for GOM cod and GOM haddock. 
 
Summary of FY2020 data available (Mr. Steinback): 
 

• Since Wave 2 (March-April) 2020 no catch estimates have been published for Atlantic coast 
states, given varying state safety protocols which limited field interviewers’ ability to intercept 
anglers. 

• Incomplete catch data for FY2019 and no catch data for FY2020 so far 
• Wave by wave effort estimates continue to be published for all Atlantic coast states – Fishing 

Effort Survey and For-Hire Survey continued unabated 
• While state level effort estimates are available, unable to estimate effort by stock areas due to 

insufficient intercept sampling (intercept site locations are used to apportion MA effort/catch into 
stock areas) 

• Private boat effort in ME, NH, and MA – wave 2 effort in FY2020 was 50% of FY2019 effort, 
wave 3 effort was on par with FY2019 effort, wave 4 effort exceeded FY2019 effort, wave 5 was 
on par again with FY2019; overall slight effort increase in FY2020 

• For-Hire effort in ME, NH, and MA – almost no wave 2 effort in FY2020, wave 3 effort in 
FY2020 was 50% of FY2019 effort, wave 4 effort similar to FY2019, wave 5 effort lower than 
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FY2019 but less so; overall effort down about 40% from FY2019, big impacts compared to 
private mode as expected 

• Total FY2020 private angler and for-hire effort combined in ME, NH, and MA – declined in 
wave 2, jumped back up in wave 3-5 because of the increase in private boat effort which 
dominates total effort 

• FY2019 total effort across all species - 3.29 mil, FY2020 – 3.49 mil, not much difference in total 
effort between FY2019 and FY2020 

• FY2002 removals ~156mt - made assumptions to generate these estimates since there is no catch 
data for 2020, assume mortality similar to FY2019 except in March and April when expect an 
increase because of season opening and maybe less COVID impacts, assume catch declined in 
first two months of FY2020 

• FY2019 recreational sub-ACL - 220mt, FY2020 and FY2021 -193mt, there does not appear to be 
an overage 

• Considering the RAP’s proposal for a 20 fish haddock bag limit and 15-inch minimum fish size 
for haddock - not many vessels are hitting the current 15 fish possession limit, encountering 15-
inch fish so these might be converted discards to landings, but don’t know if people will keep 15-
inch fish; wouldn’t think there would be much change in behavior and effort as a result of 
decreasing the minimum fish size and increasing bag limit 
 

Staff also provided additional information from the GOM haddock assessment biologist as it relates 
to the RAP’s proposal: 

• Most haddock mature at 16-17 inches, some fish at 15 inches would be immature 
• 15-inch haddock are 2-5 years old 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

One Committee member asked if there is any idea what percentage of anglers would highgrade if the 
minimum fish size for haddock decreased to 15 inches. Mr. Steinback said they don’t have much 
information on highgrading but he expects some of that does occur. Another Committee member asked 
how effort was determined, whether that was still from the logbooks. Mr. Steinback answered that the 
effort data comes from logbooks as previously and still does not incorporate catch data from logbooks. 
The Committee member also asked if the size structure of haddock has changed recently, noting that if no 
small fish are coming up in subsequent years anglers might continue to fish longer to reach the bag limit 
if it were raised from 15 to 20 fish as the RAP proposes. Mr. Steinback responded that he didn’t have this 
information available today but could ask the assessment scientist. Another Committee member asked 
what the assumed discard mortality rate is for haddock. Mr. Steinback said there are four rates that vary 
by season and size of fish but would need to look these up and provide this information later.  
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Motion #6: Godfroy/Bellavance 
 

That the Committee recommend “status quo” measures for Fishing Year 2021, as: 
Gulf of Maine cod 

 Private mode: Open Season: September 15-30 and April 1-14  
 Party/Charter: Open Season: September 8-October 7 and April 1-14  
 Bag Limit: 1 fish  
 Minimum Size: 21 inches  

Gulf of Maine haddock 
 Open Season: May 1 – February 28 and April 1-30 
 Bag Limit: 15 fish  
 Minimum Size: 17 inches  

 
Discussion on the Motion: The maker of the motion provided the rationale that given the lack of data for 
FY2002 that status quo is a safer bet. Mr. Christopher said GARFO is asking for rationale for the 
additional two weeks for the party/charter season, since the original basis was COVID impacts, and said it 
would be helpful to have a clear rationale for this give that it is not clear if the same COVID-related 
restrictions for the party/charter fleet would be in place this year. The maker of the motion said his 
understanding was that the COVID-adjusted measures could continue since it does not appear that the 
fishery will go over its sub-ACLs. Staff added that they heard from recreational advisors qualitatively that 
while the party/charter passenger capacity might not be as limited, six pack vessels are still reduced in 
capacity, and the advisors have heard reluctance from people to sign up for charters because of 
uncertainty with the pandemic. Advisors had said that January is a barometer for what to expect for the 
year and that they are seeing less bookings, and advisors who represent the party/charter fishery as well as 
private anglers both feel COVID impacts on the for-hire fleet will continue this year. One Committee 
member noted the increase last year in private boat effort and asked if there are any concerns about this 
increase continuing this year. Mr. Blount clarified this is total effort, and that they are not able to parse 
out to groundfish trips because there were no angler intercepts. The Committee member said she would 
abstain, given inconsistencies in how the Committee is addressing GOM cod. Another Committee 
member asked if GARFO could elaborate on their concerns with any proposed measures besides status 
quo. Mr. Christopher explained the concern is that all the measures together would have too much 
uncertainty. One Committee member said he didn’t think there is enough data and supported staying at 
status quo, and another Committee member agreed, saying she can’t support the decrease to a 15-inch 
minimum size for haddock because of the biological concerns as well as increased concerns for GOM cod 
mortality with the higher haddock bag limit. 
 
Public Comment: Mike Pierdinock (Stellwagen Bank Charter Boat Association) said he is disappointed 
that RAP motion 1b was not put forward, as he thinks there is enough room in the haddock sub-ACL to 
allow an increase in the haddock bag limit and decrease in minimum fish size, especially given that this 
has been shown in model runs before. He also noted that the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 
has been providing maps to anglers to show where to avoid cod, and emphasized he is not getting 
bookings for the year because of uncertainty with COVID. Ms. Lorenc said CLF opposes these measures 
because they ignore cod rebuilding. Patrick Paquette (Recreational Advisor) said that the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts has built a cod avoidance program and the recreational fishery is invested in avoiding 
cod. 
 
Motion #6 carried on a roll call vote (14/1/3). 
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AGENDA ITEM #3: RECREATIONAL GROUNDFISH PARTY/CHARTER LIMITED ENTRY “STRAWMAN” 

PRESENTATION: LIMITED ENTRY FOR PARTY/CHARTER FISHERY STRAWMAN 
PROPOSAL, MS. JOYCE 

Ms. Joyce provided a summary of the stakeholder feedback received on the limited entry for party/charter 
fishery strawman proposal, which had been developed this past fall to help the Council to decide how to 
proceed with its priority to evaluate a possible limited entry program. Stakeholder feedback had been 
solicited through a public meeting and an online feedback tool, through which respondents who indicated 
they supported limited entry provided feedback on the program elements and options (i.e., goals and 
objectives of the program, eligibility, permits, etc.). Ms. Joyce and staff explained that the next steps 
would be for the Council to receive the strawman proposal and decide whether to initiate an amendment 
for a limited entry program, a decision expected to occur at the April 2021 Council meeting. The goal for 
the Committee today was to receive and discuss the strawman proposal along with possible next steps. 
 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

One Committee member asked how many for-hire permits are currently issued. Staff answered that the 
2019 total number of for-hire groundfish permits was 348. In response to a question about respondents on 
the strawman proposal, Ms. Joyce explained that there were 74 respondents to the online feedback tool, 
all participants in the recreational fishery, and 30 respondents at the public meeting, which included both 
recreational fishery participants and non-industry participants, and so with some overlap there were 80 
total respondents representing the recreational fishery, and about 95 respondents overall. The Committee 
member asked if there was any idea of the number of respondents from the Mid-Atlantic region. Ms. 
Joyce answered that they did not have that demographic information as they did not ask about home port 
or region but did ask about target species which might provide some idea, and that this information could 
be found in Appendix 1 of the report. The Committee member said that while he personally supported 
limited entry, he is not hearing support from Mid-Atlantic members, and thinks that despite the best 
efforts that many in the Mid-Atlantic region were unaware of this opportunity to provide input. Another 
Committee member asked to clarify the existing control date. Staff explained that given some interest in a 
limited entry program the Council chose to update the control date a couple of years ago, and that it could 
refresh this date again. Staff also noted that more important than the control date is the criteria for what 
happens before or after this date. The Chair added that the control date was refreshed because it was very 
stale, and the Council wanted to signal to the fishery of possible changes.  
 
One Committee member asked why limited entry is being considered and what concerns it is expected to 
address, and whether there is a perception of too many groundfish for-hire permits. Mr. Blount clarified 
that the RAP focused its discussion on the strawman proposal and feedback on the proposal, not on 
whether or not they support limited entry, but explained that past discussions on limited entry are less a 
question of whether there are too many entrants, and more that those in the industry would like to see 
some stability in the fishery, given the restrictions on GOM cod measures. Mr. Pierdinock (Stellwagen 
Bank Charter Boat Association) explained that his organization is opposed to limited entry, in part 
because of concerns about the potential complexity of such a program. He also observed that the fishery 
that existed when limited entry was first debated was very different than it is today, with changes in the 
condition of the fishery over time including the exit of many early proponents of limited entry. Mr. 
Paquette (Recreational Advisor) echoed that limited entry has been discussed for many years but those 
who are interested in having the Council consider it have never been given the opportunity until now, and 
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said he initially opposed limited entry but now could see ways he could support it and thinks that it is 
important to consider the input from those who would like to see limited entry.  
 
One Committee member said that it does not seem like there is a problem that limited entry would solve, 
that it’s usually considered when there is unrestrained growth in a fishery which is not the case here. 
Another Committee member asked that with the RAP’s discussion of possible split measures, whether the 
Council could consider moving forward without limited entry. Staff noted that it has taken a long time to 
reach an agreement on split measures, and that was prompted by COVID impacts, and so it may be 
difficult to address issues in the for-hire fishery without limited entry. One Committee member offered 
his support for moving forward with a possible limited entry proposal, given the discussion the Council 
has had on this issue over several years and the input received from the for-hire fishery. The Chair asked 
whether one way to move forward would be to reopen the survey to get more input from those who do not 
support limited entry. Staff clarified that this was a feedback tool and not a survey, designed to seek input 
on the strawman proposal to help design a possible limited entry program, and that the program could 
move forward depending on what the Committee and Council decide to do with the feedback on the 
strawman proposal.  
 

AGENDA ITEM #4: UPDATE ON GROUNDFISH CONTROL RULES PROJECT 

PRESENTATION: EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES FOR NEW 
ENGLAND GROUNDFISH, DR. MAZUR 

Dr. Mazur provided an overview of an ongoing project conducted by leads at GMRI and SMAST to 
support the Council’s priority of reconsidering the groundfish Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) control 
rules. She explained that the approach uses a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) framework to 
simulation test how different alternative management procedures perform under a range of current 
groundfish conditions and stock assessment issues, focusing on GOM cod and GB haddock stocks. The 
presentation focused on the approach and some preliminary results provided as examples. Dr. Mazur 
explained the next steps for the project are to test additional scenarios, present results and engage with the 
PDT, Advisory Panels, and the Committee, and for a peer review of the work by the Scientific and 
Statistical Committee to occur. The goal for the Committee was to provide any feedback on the work so 
far, including recommendations for other performance metrics or other problems in the fishery to test.   

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

The Chair asked about the scenarios for GOM cod with constant natural mortality and with increased 
natural mortality and whether these had been run against the assessment models to see how they acted. 
Dr. Mazur answered that preliminary results from the scenario of cod with increased natural mortality 
produced retrospective patterns because of this misspecification, and the harvest control rules performed a 
little differently in this case, but noted that these are still preliminary results.  

One Committee member said he thought the presentation was very clear and that overall the work is 
addressing the right metrics and right factors surrounding stock assessment issues. He thought the 
visualizations and presentation of results were appropriate but offered that with later results the 
Committee/Council might want to focus on specific performance metrics, which might affect how the 
results should be visualized. The Committee member asked about the P star approach and how it is 
intended to apply that control rule to cases with retrospective adjustments, since in current practice 
variance associated with retrospective patterns in assessments is not estimated. Dr. Mazur answered that 
so far in the work the variance in the P star approach comes from the initial projection of catch at the 
overfishing limit, and initial variation in initial abundance, and that there is some variation applied from 
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the 2019 assessment, as well as a CV of 1 applied to the catch distribution of overfishing limit. The 
Committee member clarified his comment to say that if it is determined that a retrospective adjustment is 
needed and there is an unknown variance around that adjustment, whether this could be addressed. Dr. 
Cadrin added that this evaluation may be able to answer the question of whether the estimation error 
accounts for the uncertainty, and the answer may be no, and so then the next step could be to apply a 
variance inflation factor that accounts for this uncertainty, an approach the Mid-Atlantic Council uses, 
intended to account for sources of uncertainty in the estimation error that are not accounted for. He 
explained this framework will have an estimation error from each estimation model, and that they can 
apply the P star approach, but it may not account for a large source of the uncertainty.  

The Committee member also asked if there had been any consideration of testing management procedures 
that are based on stock assessment inputs (indices or catch rates) rather than outputs, since this is a widely 
applied approach in many areas and has some advantages if it performs well. Dr. Mazur responded that so 
far, the procedures tested are based on assessment outputs but that they could consider inputs. Dr. Kerr 
added that the framework has that capacity, and that they initially focused on management procedures 
with analytical models because of the concurrent work of the Index Based Methods Working Group, but 
that this is something that could be pursued if there is an interest in looking at index-based approaches. 
 

AGENDA ITEM #5: ATLANTIC COD STOCK STRUCTURE NEXT STEPS 

PRESENTATION: ATLANTIC COD STOCK STRUCTURE NEXT STEPS, MR. NIES 

Ms. Nies provided an overview of the steps planned for phase 2 of the Atlantic Cod Stock Structure 
Working Group (ACCSWG), now that phase 1 of the work, determining the most probable biological 
structure, is complete. The objective of phase 2 to summarize the advantages and disadvantages, and 
practical limitations, of changing stock units for both science and management. Mr. Nies explained the 
concept for phase 2 of this work is establishing a management working group and a science/data working 
group, who will work together to inform the Council process and cod research track assessment, 
respectively, of how to use the new understanding of cod stock structure. 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation: 

One Committee member asked how much information there is to suggest to stability of this information 
on the five-stock structure. Mr. Nies said there is some discussion in the report, including discussion on 
temporal stability. Dr. Kerr, who is a working group member, also added that the genetics is most 
sensitive information that was used to determine stock structure, as one technique that has had repeated 
study. The Committee member explained that he raised the question of stability in the context of 
management options in thinking of the potentially very extreme approach in setting up five separate 
allocations, especially in a climate change context when there could be another change in stock structure. 
 

AGENDA ITEM #6: OTHER BUSINESS  

Mr. Christopher announced that the ASM coverage rate for FY2021 is 40%, the same as the FY2020 rate. 
He explained that GARFO looked at the same issues as last year of observer bias, in which GARFO 
looked at the SBRM minimum coverage determined at 31% and bumped it up to 40% to address these 
issues. 
 
 
The Groundfish Committee meeting adjourned at approximately 4:00 p.m. 
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