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The EBFM Committee held an in-person meeting on October 28, 2022, beginning at 9:30 am.  
The meeting ended at approximately 4:00 pm. 
 
This meeting focused on developing the Prototype Management Strategy Evaluation (pMSE), 
including developing management goals and objectives. 
 
Presentations and background documents are available on the Council’s EBFM meeting web 
page. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:   
 
Committee: John Pappalardo (Chairman), Mr. Michael Pierdinock, Mr. Peter Aarrestad, Mr. 
Mark Alexander, Mr. Geoff Smith, Mr. Peter Whelan, Mrs. Melissa Smith, Mrs. Michelle Duval, 
(MAFMC), Dr. Jerome Hermsen (GARFO), and Mr. Eric Reid (Council chair). 
 
Advisory Panel chairs: Mr. Chris McGuire, Mrs. Katie Almeida, Mrs. Megan Lapp, and Mr. 
Frank Blount. 
 
Plan Development Team (PDT): Andrew Applegate (NEFMC staff, PDT chair) and Dr. Scott 
Large (NEFSC). 
 
pMSE contractor: Dr. Gavin Fay, Dr. Lisa Kerr, Ms. Madeleine Gauyant, Ms. Jerelle Jesse, Ms. 
Christina Perez, and Ms. Lucy McGinnis 
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 
 

• Sorted out work that could be done for the pMSE vs. a fully public MSE to be conducted 
in the future 

https://www.nefmc.org/calendar/oct-13-2022-ebfm-committee-and-advisory-panel-chairs
https://www.nefmc.org/calendar/oct-13-2022-ebfm-committee-and-advisory-panel-chairs
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• Identified and prioritized management goals and objectives to be considered in the 
pMSE. 
 

Motions:  
 
The meeting was held as a workshop and thus there were no committee motions. 
 
Introduction 
  
Mr. Pappalardo described the purpose of the meeting and the agenda.  Presentations were give by 
Dr. Gavin Fay and Dr. Lisa Kerr, with facilitation by Madeleine Guyant.  Each of two breakout 
groups had a facilitator and two rapporteurs were present.  The Workshop #2 agenda included 
presentations, facilitated breakout discussions, and plenary summarizations.  Each presentation 
and breakout discussion is synthesized below. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1– PMSE/MSE SORTING EXERCISE 
Presentation 
 
Ms. Guyant started the presentations by introducing the project’s interaction structure and 
outlining roles and responsibilities of the analytical team, stakeholders, and technical advisors.  
Each participant introduced themselves and shared something that stood out to them from the 
first workshop.  Management objective workshop goals were outlined and the primary outcome 
for the workshop series was identified as co-developing EBFM strategies through MSE.  The 
specific objectives of the pMSE and full MSEs were differentiated The breakout discussion 
process was overviewed.  The pMSE/MSE sorting activity and discussion followed. 
 
Discussion 
 
The first breakout discussion was designed to have participants identify components belonging to 
a full MSE and those belonging to the pMSE.  The goal of the discussion was to have each 
participant individually complete a worksheet prepopulated with MSE components based on 
Workshop #1 and contributions from technical advisors by marking which category (MSE, 
pMSE, neither) they belonged in.  After ~10 minutes to complete the exercise individually they 
were invited to discuss with a neighbor in small groups.  After a break, the group discussed each 
point in a plenary session.  Each component on the worksheet was moved between MSE, pMSE, 
or neither categories on the whiteboard based on the discussion.  Few components had 
unanimous consensus and sorting identified below is based on comments shared during the 
plenary discussion.  Participants shared varying reasons for their classifications, ranging from 
only adding something to the pMSE if it was necessary for a foundational demonstration to 
including anything that may need testing ahead of a MSE.  Feedback from the individual 
worksheets was also collected and will be synthesized by the project team. 
 
The following operating model scenarios had several comments suggesting they be sorted into 
the pMSE category: 

• Evaluation of the performance of management alternatives given the current status of the 
fishery (e.g. our initial conditions represent current biomass levels). 
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• Evaluation of the performance of management alternatives under different expectations 
for future stock productivity (which could include alternative initial stock status based on 
historical stock sizes). 

• Expected effects of climate change on productivity (recruitment, growth, mortality) of 
modeled stocks. 

• Expected effects of climate change on productivity (recruitment, growth, mortality) of 
modeled stocks. 

• Expected effects of climate change on productivity (recruitment, growth, mortality) of 
modeled stocks. 

 
Mixed responses were shared for “expected effects of climate change on productivity 
(recruitment, growth, mortality) of modeled stocks.” Several comments suggested that “explicit 
consideration of discards and landed fish in the model” not be included in the pMSE. 
 
The following biological dynamics of the operating model had several comments suggesting they 
be included in the pMSE: 

• Models of fish population dynamics that include effects of predator-prey relationships 
among the modeled species. 

• Changes to modeled fish populations driven by ecosystem changes (e.g. shifts in primary 
productivity, etc.). 

• Population dynamics of modeled stocks that occur outside of Georges Bank. 
• Food web effects of fish predator populations that may increase their presence on 

Georges Bank with ocean warming. 
• Changes in unmodeled fish populations that are main sources of prey for modeled fish 

predators. 
 
“10-species food web used in the Hydra model and worked example” received some mixed 
suggestions but had more support for inclusion in the pMSE.  Nearly equal, mixed categorical 
placement was indicated for: 

• Hydra model with additional species. 
• Hydra model with fewer species. 
• Hydra model with fewer species. 

“Hydra model with fewer species” and “hydra model with fewer species” also had varied 
responses but leaned towards categorization under a full MSE. 
 
Under fleet dynamics, multiple participants added an additional component of “full retention” 
and categorized it under the pMSE.  Mixed suggestions were received for “changes in fishing 
fleet behavior in response to changes in the availability of the various species” and “changes in 
fishing fleet behavior in response to changes in the availability of the various species.” 
“Including additional fishing fleets (e.g. recreational fishing)” received mixed categorization but 
leaned towards deferment to a full MSE.  “Fishing fleet dynamics for stocks not in the model 
(e.g  scallop fishery)” and “changes in fishing fleet behavior as a result of changes in economic 
value of different species” were placed under MSE. 
 
All management alternatives were placed under pMSE, including: 

• Aggregate stocks into stock complexes. 
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• Place limits on total catch from the modeled system. 
• Place limits on total catch from each stock complex. 
• Consider business as usual (single-species management). 
• Reduce catch advice when stock complexes become depleted. 
• Reduce stock complex catch advice when individual stocks within complexes become 

depleted. 
• Include specific rules for rebuilding when modeled stocks become depleted. 
• Consider different ways to aggregate stocks into stock complexes, based on ecology and 

how they are caught by fishing fleets. 
• Consider energy as well as lbs as currency. 
• Include effects of changes to permitting or include constraints associated with permitting. 

 
For outcomes and communication materials, the following were sorted into the pMSE category: 

• Demonstration of how biological outcomes from the alternatives tested are consistent 
with Magnuson Stevens Act National Standard 1. 

• Compare the performance of management alternatives that use the ceilings and floors 
approaches outlined in the eFEP with that of current single-species management 
approaches. 

• Show whether the management alternatives tested provide adequate protections to 
prevent the sequential depletion of the most valuable fish species. 

• Graphics and visual aids for communicating modeling scenario results. 
Components sorted to the MSE included: 

• Identification of where data availability limits analyses. 
• Graphics and visual aids for communicating model/process components. 
• Tutorial education materials on the modeling framework. 
• Tutorial education materials on the management strategy evaluation process. 

 
Participants also added that a portable or web accessible version of the GMRI MSE activity 
would be helpful to have for a full MSE. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 2 – PMSE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 
Presentation 
 
Returning from lunch, Dr. Fay provided an overview of goal setting and objectives.  The 
presentation included background on management objectives, what criteria make a well defined 
objective, and their place in structured decision making.  Example common fishery management 
objectives were shared.  The second discussion came after this presentation. 
 
After a break and summarization of the breakout discussion, Dr. Fay presented on fundamental 
and means objectives.  The purpose of objectives within the pMSE process was broken down to 
show the need for measurability and the place of both fundamental and means objectives.  
Fundamental objectives were shown to reflect core values and be useful in evaluating 
alternatives, while means objectives help create alternatives and are a pathway to achieving the 
fundamental objectives.  The value of classifying objectives was discussed.  The final breakout 
discussion followed this presentation. 
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Discussion 
 
The first afternoon discussion addressed what management objectives participants had for the 
fishery and how those objectives fit within an EBFM context.  Stakeholders were split into two 
breakout groups, each with a facilitator and a rapporteur.  The second discussion built on the 
identified management objectives, sorting them into fundamental and means objectives, and 
combining duplicate objectives.  Corresponding means objectives for each fundamental objective 
were identified.  Summaries of the two management objectives discussion are combined. 
 
Objectives identified by the participants fit into economic, social, and ecological categories.  
There was interest in prioritizing stability and predictability across categories.  Economic 
objectives included to “maintain or increase economic yield, with recognition of fleet specific 
values for various stocks,” and to “maintain inflation adjusted total economic yield including: 
present value and investments, value added, community sustainability, and return (ROI).” It was 
additionally suggested to “minimize foregone yield and under utilization/lost opportunities due 
to constraints on fishery at regulation/permitting level” where it was noted there are decision 
points about mapping the foregone yield to regulatory structure.  Another proposed economic 
objective was to “maintain existing investments, infrastructure, and permits.” This could be 
assessed by comparing fishery diversity under alternatives to the status quo at fleet and 
individual levels.  “Maximizing utilization,” specifically no prevention of fishery due to choke 
species, was also of interest.  Additional comments included not diminishing non-extractive 
benefits and not reducing the fishery due to ecosystem change. 
 
Social objectives had a focus on employment, such as to “maximize distribution of opportunities 
(fleets, stock complexes),” and to “maximize stability for fishers through a consistent 
opportunity to fish.” This discussion included considering the ability for fishers to switch 
between species, seek year round employment, access a greater number of species, and seek to 
minimize year to year changes in allowable catch.  Another proposed objective was to “reduce 
necessary changes to management and increase fleet flexibility.” This could be worked towards 
by minimizing the number of changes to rules for stakeholders, minimizing the number of 
interventions needed to keep stable, and minimizing the number of council meetings required. 
 
Several ecological objectives that were suggested emphasized preventing depletion or 
overfishing.  These included to “prevent depletion of stocks and increase stability in biological 
systems,” and to “prevent overfishing by minimizing ecosystem overfishing.” Another suggested 
objective was to “maintain system productivity.” This was focused on maintaining/restoring 
functional productivity levels, meeting minimums for spawning biomass and MSST for 
ecosystem guild level, tracking abundance across functional groups, and avoiding depletion of 
benthivores or piscivores.  A proposed goal was to stay above stock specific thresholds and move 
away from using 1/2 MSY.  “Increasing reproductive success” was also proposed as an 
objective, with suggestions to increase spawning biomass, increase the number of recruits per 
spawner, have a recruitment threshold tied to SY, and reduce mortality during spawning 
(specifically at spawning grounds).  There was interest in maintaining productivity and benefits 
across trophic levels, expressed in objectives like “maintaining sufficient forage to ensure 
continued viability of the forage fisheries and higher trophic level fisheries.” Discussion 
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mentioned efforts shouldn't focus on one level over others but that there may be a data resolution 
issue.  An additional objective was to “minimize risk to protected species,” ESA category 
specific, looking to set gear/stock systems around protected species management flexibility and 
decrease catch of endangered species.  There was a suggestion to consider implementing a 
control rule minimizing gill net and that the full MSE could expand fleet models to be seasonal. 
 
Both breakout groups discussed the phrasing of objectives in the eFEP and questioned the 
definition of “optimize,” choosing to avoid it within the pMSE.  There was a preference to use 
“maintain” or “enhance” instead, and it was noted that if “optimize” is being used by the council 
it needs to be defined in the full MSE.  There was also a question of how a rebuilding target is 
defined under EBFM. 
 
The meeting adjourned about 4:00 pm. 
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