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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Habitat Committee 
Hotel Providence, Providence, RI 

May 22, 2018 
 
The Habitat Committee met to recommend alternatives for further development in the clam 
framework and develop comments on offshore renewable energy development. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Doug Grout (Chair), Eric Reid (Vice Chair), Dr. Matthew McKenzie, 
Melissa Smith, Libby Etrie, Vincent Balzano, Peter Hughes, Terry Alexander, Michael Ruccio 
(for Lou Chiarella), Scott Olszewski, David Borden; Michelle Bachman, Dr. Rachel Feeney 
(NEFMC staff); Dr. David Stevenson, Alison Verkade (NMFS GARFO staff); Mitch McDonald 
(NOAA General Counsel); Chris McGuire (Habitat AP chair).  In addition, approximately 25 
members of the public attended including Habitat AP members Drew Minkiewicz, Ron 
Smolowitz, and Dave Wallace.   
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 
 
Clam framework:  

• The Committee recommended the following exemption area alternatives (i.e., areas that 
would be open to hydraulic dredging) to the Council for further development (areas are 
shown on a chart on the last page of this summary): 
1. Northwestern and northeastern quadrants (motion 1) 
2. Northwestern quadrant (motion 1) 
3. Northeastern quadrant (motion 1) 
4. Great Rip G* area (motion 2) 
5. Davis Bank area (motion 3) 
6. Southwestern quadrant (motion 4) 

• The Committee recommended that the Council consider exempting mussel dredges in the 
northwestern quadrant (motion 6) 

• The Committee recommended two sub-options for any exemption areas that could be 
implemented together or separately (motion 5): 
a. That when fishing in any exemption areas, vessels be required to carry two VMS 

units, one that is satellite-based and linked to NMFS systems, and another that polls at 
1-minute intervals, and 
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b. That any exemption granted under the framework sunset on April 9, 2021.  
• The Committee recommended that the Council ask NEFSC to investigate the feasibility 

of acoustic habitat mapping (specifically with side scan sonar) within any exemption 
areas (motion 7).  

• The Committee edited and approved by consensus two letters to the Bureau of Ocean 
Energy Management. One was related to the New York Bight call for information on 
potential wind leasing areas, and the other was related the proposed sale notice for 
additional leases in the Massachusetts Wind Energy Area. These will be forwarded to the 
Executive Committee for final approval (the Executive Committee met on May 30 and 
approved both letters).  

 
AGENDA ITEM #1: CLAM DREDGE FRAMEWORK 
 
Michelle Bachman presented information developed by the PDT and requested by the 
Committee to support identification of alternatives in the clam framework. This information was 
included in a May 16 memo from the PDT to the Committee and summarized on slides. 
 
First, she summarized the areas that were evaluated, within the potential exemption area and 
excluding the mobile bottom tending gear closure in the northeastern corner of the Great South 
Channel Habitat Management Area (GSC HMA). These included four equal area quadrants, the 
southeastern corner and eastern edge (Industry-Habitat Advisory Panel alternative), and two 
nested sets of areas based on clusters of cobble-boulder habitat, referred to as Great Rip/Great 
Rip G* and Fishing Rip/Fishing Rip G* (G* refers to the statistical approach used to identify the 
larger area in each pair). Next, she presented tables and maps showing the coverage of cobble-
boulder-dominated habitat, depression seabed forms, and stable habitats in each set of areas. 
 
The chair asked why the seabed forms analysis was pooled by alternative, vs. showing results for 
individual areas. Ms. Bachman replied that it was faster to pool the areas and evaluate fewer 
scenarios. Ms. Bachman then presented the analysis of proportions and economic work (see 
memo and slides for details).  
 
Audience member Ron Smolowitz asked if the image data (used for the analysis of proportions, 
and to represent locations of complex substrate and epifauna) were from the School for Marine 
Science and Technology (SMAST) drop camera surveys, or from the HabCam towed camera 
system, and what years of data were included. He also asked about the source of the seabed 
forms data. Ms. Bachman confirmed that the data were from SMAST, including years 2006-
2015. When the PDT began this analysis, we investigated the availability of HabCam data for the 
area, but there was none available. She noted that the analysis excludes a fine-scale survey 
(Great South Channel North cruise) from 2006. While these data were collected in the same 
manner, this cruise only covered part of the GSC HMA, and the PDT was concerned that the 
results across quadrats could be biased. Ms. Bachman noted that the seabed forms data are based 
on bathymetry (mostly the NOAA Coastal Relief Model) and are from The Nature 
Conservancy’s Northwest Atlantic Marine Ecoregional Assessment. The forms are defined by 
comparing relative topographic positions between adjacent areas. Finally, Mr. Smolowitz asked 
what percentage of the seafloor we have data from. Ms. Bachman acknowledged that the percent 
of seabed sampled was low, although this is true for virtually any survey technology aside from 
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some sort of remote sensing/acoustic survey which completely covers the seafloor. She noted 
that the station locations in the SMAST drop camera are random. 
 
Mr. Alexander observed that there appears to be both fishing and benthic epifauna throughout 
the HMA. He asked how exemption areas could be whittled down, understanding the need to 
make areas large enough to be enforced. Ms. Bachman acknowledged that while epifauna and 
fishing activity generally appear to be co-occurring in space, that we don’t know what these 
habitats would look like in the absence of fishing, and the condition could be different. We also 
don’t know how dredge tows interact with habitat features on a fine scale; we only have a 
general sense at the scale of multiple kilometers about which habitat types are being fished. For 
example, fishing appears to be concentrated in depressions vs. on top of the shoals. She reiterated 
that the cobble-boulder areas on Great and Fishing Rip (not the G* versions) were closest to the 
areas referenced in the Massachusetts Fishermen’s Mobile Gear Alliance (MFMGA) letter, and 
that the boundaries of these areas could be reconfigured if desired to better focus on certain 
habitat features. She suggested that we are approaching the limits of the data in terms of their 
spatial resolution and utility for identifying smaller and smaller areas.  
 
Related to preliminary vessel tracking data referenced in correspondence from MFMGA, Mr. 
Alexander asked if we could have the analysis of the 1-minute pings before the Council meeting. 
Ms. Bachman responded that it would be difficult to generalize patterns of activity from two 
vessels fishing over a short period. Also, we don’t have habitat maps at the spatial scale to 
compare with 1-minute pings to infer whether certain habitat types are being fished or not. We 
would, however, be able to tell how patchy the fishing effort was on any trips with data collected 
to date. 
 
Mr. Hughes asked about the total number of permits (=vessels, n=40) in the table of ports. Dr. 
Feeney and Ms. Bachman responded that 40 is the universe of vessels fishing across the 6-year 
time period, but that the maximum number of permits showing in any given year is 19. (A table 
subsequently prepared for the June Council meeting shows how many years unique permits were 
active in the area; 8 permits were identified as generating surfclam revenue in the area for at least 
5 of the 6 years studied).  
 
Mr. Hughes also asked if anyone is fishing in the portion of the Nantucket Lightship Habitat 
Closure that was eliminated as of April 9, 2018. Ms. Bachman confirmed that the PDT had not 
looked at any data from this recent period, and the question was put to industry members in 
attendance, who confirmed that there were vessels working in the area, based on prior knowledge 
of clam distributions (see comments below from Chad Brayton and Louis Legace). Briefly, it 
does seem that many vessels are fishing in the area since it reopened. 
 
Dr. McKenzie had two questions. First, looking at slide 15 clam revenue maps (2011-2016 vs. 
2016 only), it appears that effort is shifting off sand and into depressions? Ms. Bachman 
responded that it seemed to her that effort is concentrated in depressions across years, although 
she hadn’t looked at the data for every year individually to see how the annual heat maps 
correspond with depression features. She noted that what you can take from comparing these two 
maps is that in 2016 there is at least a handful of vessels that have moved into the Fishing Rip 
area, which was not showing hotspots of revenue generation prior to 2016. She was not 
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convinced the relationship between the fishery and habitat types had changed over time, and 
thought it was likely that they were fishing in different beds of surfclams.  
 
In addition, Dr. McKenzie asked where did the PDT start with its analysis, in terms of 
assumptions? Specifically, did we assume that the fishery was working in dynamic and sandy 
areas? It seems that we wound up in a different place in terms of our understanding. Ms. 
Bachman commented that the Council’s problem statement suggested targeting high energy 
stand and gravel areas for exemption, and that you can argue that the whole GSC HMA is high 
energy sand and gravel. However, some larger gravels (e.g. cobbles and boulders) are stable even 
under high flow regimes. In the April memo, the PDT observed that they didn’t see areas where 
complex habitat was absent and fishing was occurring that obviously lent themselves to being 
defined as exemption areas. The shoal areas generally have an absence of complex habitat, but 
dredging is not occurring on the shoals, and suggesting areas with no fishing as exemptions 
didn’t seem productive to the PDT. Dr. McKenzie asked if the PDT’s recommendation had 
changed, and she reiterated that the PDT was not recommending alternatives. We don’t have the 
data at a very fine scale to know how the gear interacts with or avoids specific habitat features. 
She suggested that the task for the Committee is to identify how much access they are willing to 
provide and make those tradeoffs between habitat protection and fishery access to clam beds.  
 
David Borden, speaking as an audience member on behalf of Wallace Associates, asked if we 
have an estimate of surfclam area swept in the total HMA. Ms. Bachman responded that this 
calculation had not been done, but that she could summarize the Swept Area Seabed Impact 
model inputs through 2009. He commented further that only a fraction of the HMA is cobble-
boulder habitat (~17% from Table 1 in the PDT memo), and that his conversations with industry 
members suggested that they can’t fish in this habitat type, but rather work in proximity to it. 
What assumptions are we making about potential destruction of complex habitat? There is a 
disconnect here. Ms. Bachman commented that we don’t have the data to see how vessels may 
be avoiding particular habitat features, but that cobbles are certainly retained in the gear based on 
clam dredge surveys. She observed that the revenue estimates from the mobile bottom tending 
gear closure are low compared to other parts of the HMA, and this area has a larger proportion of 
stations with boulder (rocks > 10 inches) than other locations. This suggests some measure of 
avoidance of boulder habitats. 
 
Audience member John Verissimo (MFMGA) commented on the issues of habitat structure and 
the 1-minute ping. The design of a dredge is a wedge, towed at low speed. If you hit something, 
the vessel stops. He supports using a one-minute ping as a guideline for where vessels are 
working. The vessel isn’t going over the same bottom more than once on a given trip. However, 
you can go back to the same area a few weeks after and fish it again. 
 
Audience member Chad Brayton, manager of five boats for Atlantic Capes, commented that they 
are now working in [the former] Nantucket Lightship area, and are finding clams. These beds are 
not new to industry, they just couldn’t fish on them while the area was closed. 
 
Audience member Louis Legace, a surfclammer since the early 80s, agreed that the southwest 
quadrant was a really good area for them for many years. The boats are concentrating effort there 
now. A lot of clams. Easy to catch, within 2 areas of the southwest quadrant. Almost every boat 
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has been there since early April, and they are moving around to get away from the pack. We do 
very short tows. Have to tow against the tide in that area. 2-4 minutes to stay on the little patch, 
then circle around to have the tide help us get into position. They are intense tows, hard on crew 
and captain. 
 
Ms. Bachman finished the presentation with slides on possible rotational management and 
exemptions for mussel dredges.  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if it would be possible to put electronic monitoring and the more frequent 
VMS pings on the boats. He wondered if we make the areas a little smaller if we could better 
enforce them with additional monitoring. Ms. Bachman commented that data for information 
gathering/research might be different from a VMS system that could be used by NOAA 
enforcement. Mr. Alexander clarified that he felt that an enhanced ping rate VMS would be 
useful to vessels to be able to prove that they had not been towing in a closure.  
 
Mr. Balzano said he was happy to hear how the fishery works that the dredge can’t get by the 
bottom, vs. that it can and just destroys it. He agreed with Mr. Alexander’s points about fine 
scale data for enforcement. What we need is the information about the fine scale areas that the 
clam fishermen want to work. The biggest hurdle he saw is that we have been asking for this 
information for years; we need it [to develop the framework]. I fish, I know where I want to tow. 
The clam industry needs to provide that information. We don’t have the information on where 
you want to tow. Until we have that we are just spinning our wheels. He suggested that if the 
industry wants this exemption, please provide the information, so we can help you. 
 
Dr. McKenzie referenced page 15 of the PDT memo suggesting a minimum rotational frequency 
of 5-10 years, perhaps longer. He asked if there was any discussion of what interval might be 
more appropriate? How does 5-10 years align with the recovery periods identified in OHA2? Ms. 
Bachman replied that the PDT didn’t talk about what the upper end of a timeframe might be, but 
that the SASI model developed for OHA2 set a max recovery time of 10 years for modeling 
purposes, based on the thinking that was reasonable for a large range of habitat features and 
expecting that there were likely outliers. Dr. McKenzie followed up to confirm the PDT’s 
statement that a longer recovery time could be required. Ms. Bachman agreed, but said that the 
PDT was uncertain about the time required.  
 
Mr. Hughes commented that his sense was that we stopped working on clam framework to work 
on corals. He asked how long a time interval that was. Ms. Bachman responded that final action 
on OHA2 was in June 2015, and a draft FEIS document was submitted to NMFS in January 
2016. The clam framework was initiated at the September 2015 meeting. Action on the coral 
amendment picked back up around same time, in late 2015. The PDT began assembling 
information to support the clam framework in spring 2016, but there was limited Committee 
work on the framework until more recently. Work on the clam and coral actions at the PDT level 
has proceeded in parallel, with greater focus shifting towards the clam framework starting in fall 
2017. 
 
Mr. Hughes commented on the rotational management issue – his objective with last month’s 
motion was to devise a system to reduce habitat impacts, not to increase yield of clams.  
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Ms. Etrie asked about the idea of mitigation, i.e. whether closures of any of these areas would 
require additional habitat protections outside the GSC HMA. Mr. Ruccio and Ms. Bachman both 
responded that the issue required further thought, but Mr. Ruccio indicated that NMFS input on 
specific proposals could be developed.  
 
Audience member David Wallace commented that we have heard from fishermen on how short 
the tows are. He has been thinking about the extent of bottom contact in the fishery for 20 years. 
Wrote a peer-reviewed paper in 20051. Consider [that vessels are] fighting the tide when fishing 
on Nantucket Shoals. Only go 600-1000 feet on a tow. The swept area is minimal. Could be 2% 
of the area. Boats haul and set within 4-5 minutes. Be rational; there is no boogey man. We don’t 
take chances on destroying the dredges. 
 
Mr. Balzano asked if the PDT had information on the fishery’s footprint, and Ms. Bachman 
commented that we could estimate the footprint based on logbook data (and are planning to do so 
as part of an ongoing fishing effects model update project).  
 
Mr. Alexander asked if we have a mechanism that we could require the 1-minute pings? Mr. 
Ruccio commented that it would require a regulatory action to compel vessels to use the new 
VMS units. As part of that action you would have to build a specific declaration or area into the 
system. The spin up would take time and would take a Council action. We could probably work 
with existing units or could start a new program from scratch. Mr. Ruccio asked what we hope to 
gain from requiring additional monitoring – what is the critical question? Is the purpose related 
to defining very small management areas?  He expressed concerns about designating very 
discrete areas. 
 
Next, Ms. Bachman summarized the report from the SSC on the clam dredge surveys.  
 
Mr. Hughes noted the finding of the report that the dredge used for the two surveys is insufficient 
for complete characterization of seafloor habitats. Is the SSC recommending that multibeam 
sonar and seafloor image be collected to add finer scale data to the current data we have 
available to us? Mr. Kellogg agreed that this was the panel’s finding.  
 
Mr. Hughes said that sidescan sonar can differentiate between mud and sand structure, which can 
be verified with grab samples. There is a quote coming from a company for the industry to do 
this in a sub-area of the HMA. It’s time to start gathering these sorts of data.  
 
The chair asked the Committee for motions on alternatives.  
 

1. Motion: Alexander/Hughes.  
 
Recommend that the Council consider alternatives to allow a hydraulic clam dredge 
exemption in the northwestern and northeastern quadrants shown on Map 1 of the May 16, 
                                                 
1 Wallace, D.H. and T.B. Hoff. 2005. Hydraulic clam dredge effects on benthic habitat off the northeastern United 
States. Pages 691-693 in Barnes, P.J. and J.P. Thomas, eds., Benthic Habitats and the effects of Fishing. American 
Fisheries Society Symposium 41, Bethesda, MD.  
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2018 PDT memo. Approximate coordinates are: Northwest: (1) 69°49'21"W, 41°30'00"N, 
(2) 69°42'60"W, 41°30'00"N, (3) 69°43'00"W, 41°21'00"N, (4) 69°36'20"W, 41°21'00"N, (5) 
69°36'20"W, 41°08'32"N, (6) 69°49'07"W, 41°08'29"N. Northeast: (1) 69°36'20"W, 
41°21'00"N, (2) 69°27'10"W, 41°21'00"N, (3) 69°20'12"W, 41°03'54"N, (4) 69°36'20”W, 
41°03'54"N. 

The intent is for the analysis to examine attributes of the two quadrants individually and 
combined to allow one or both areas to be selected for exemption. 
 
Rationale: Clam dredging and complex habitats are coexisting there now. Most of the revenue is 
from those quadrants. This approach blocks off the new fishing grounds. We need some 
approvable alternatives. 
 
Dr. McKenzie said he would vote against the motion. We have no before and after data to assess 
coexistence [of complex habitat and clam dredging]. The use of this gear doesn’t match the goals 
of OHA2. It’s the most impactful gear.  The alternative is counter to the purpose and need for the 
action. 
 
Mr. Alexander asked if these quadrants overlap with the cod spawning grounds depicted in 
DeCelles et al. 2017. Ms. Bachman answered that there was some overlap but much of the 
spawning grounds is outside of these two quadrants. He responded that this was good, in that 
opening these areas would minimize impacts of displacing the gear onto spawning areas.  
 
Dr. McKenzie emphasized that we are trying to bring back juvenile groundfish. Need to 
understand where things have been as well. Should lean on fishermen’s knowledge as provided 
through the DeCelles paper. 
 
Audience member Ron Smolowitz was supportive of the motion for analysis. I had an email with 
Michelle about EFH. In the first habitat amendment, we had EFH maps by lifestage (overlays 
between EFH and certain areas). We haven’t seen those in this process. Would be a useful tool. I 
was an early advocate of the western portion of the channel being managed. However, we have 
50,000 seals that are now going to eat any recruits. 
 
Ms. Etrie said she would support this for analysis, but remained concerned about the possible 
need for mitigation, and what that would look like. She thought without putting something on the 
table it would be hard to have that conversation. She indicated that she would ultimately (=final 
action) find it difficult to support an alternative requiring mitigation.   
 
Mr. Hughes seconded the motion and supported it because of the severe negative consequences 
to the industry that has historically worked in this small area.  
 
Mr. MacDonald asked Ms. Bachman if there was cod habitat area of particular concern in the 
HMA. Ms. Bachman and Dr. David Stevenson reminded the group that the HAPC covers areas 
between 30-120 meters, so some of the HMA. The eastern and southern portions of the GSC 
HMA have the greatest overlap with these depths. Dr. Stevenson emphasized that juvenile cod 
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essential fish habitat goes from mean high water to 120 meters, and thus is more expansive than 
the HAPC depths.  
 
Motion #1 carried 7/1/1. 
 

2. Motion: Reid/Balzano 
 
Recommend that the Council consider an alternative to allow a hydraulic clam dredge 
exemption in the Great Rip cobble/boulder G* (=the Great Rip G* Area) area shown on 
Map 5 of the May 16, 2018 PDT memo. Approximate coordinates are: (1) 69°45'00"W, 
41°21'00"N, (2) 69°36'15"W, 41°21'00"N, (3) 69°36'15"W, 41°05'00"N, (4) 69°45'00"W, 
41°05'00"N. 
 
Rationale: substantial effort in this area currently. Industry is coexisting with habitats now. Fits 
with problem statement to identify areas that are currently fished. 
 
Mr. Reid noted that he thought additional requirements should be attached to these exemptions, 
but the chair suggested that these would make sense as a separate motion that would apply to all 
spatial alternatives. 
 
Dr. McKenzie commented that he was trying hard to square the circle, and that he shared Ms. 
Etrie’s concern about equity. We worked 10 years to protect this area. Habitat takes a long time 
to recover from the impacts of this gear.  
 
Mr. Ruccio said that he would abstain. He was concerned about the complex habitats in this area 
being impacted.  
 
Mr. Reid asked how NMFS is going to reconcile the fact that habitat and industry have coexisted 
in this area. Industry has been in a portion of that area for a substantial amount of time. Mr. 
Ruccio suggested that they find areas where fishing can occur without impact. 
 
Dr. McKenzie commented that he’s heard the phrase ‘coexist’ many, many, times. The industry 
hasn’t totally eradicated epifauna - this area has been trawled since the 1920s. However, we 
don’t know that it’s fully functional. This is a critical area for recovery.  
 
Ms. Etrie agreed she would vote in favor to get alternatives out there. We talked about the 
balance. I’m not in love with the alternatives, but support to get on the board. Looking for 
feedback from NMFS if this exemption area is acceptable [without mitigation]. 
 
Motion #2 carried 7/1/1. 
 
Mr. Alexander commented that the quadrants concerned him as they might be too big. He 
suggested an exemption area covering parts of the northwestern and northeastern quadrants. 
During a short break, Ms. Bachman worked with Mr. Alexander and Ms. Smith to develop an 
area centered around Davis Bank.  
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3. Motion: Alexander/Smith 
 
Recommend that the Council consider an alternative to allow a hydraulic clam exemption 
in an area below the existing MBTG closure, centered around Davis Bank (=the Davis 
Bank Area). Approximate coordinates are: (1) 69°27'10"W, 41°21'0"N, (2) 69°27'10"W, 
41°08'30.5"N, (3) 69°43'00"W, 41°08'30.5"N, (4) 69°43'0"W, 41°21'00"N. 
 
Rationale – they are fishing in that area now. Smaller than the quadrants and protects the cod 
spawning areas. Ms. Smith said that there would be a benefit to closing an area around the 
exemption, as it would provide feeding opportunities (she referenced Smith et al 20082).  
 
Motion #3 carried 7/1/1. 
 

4. Motion: Reid/Alexander 
 
Recommend that the Council consider an alternative to allow a hydraulic clam exemption 
in the southwestern quadrant shown on Map 1 of the May 16, 2018 PDT memo. 
Approximate coordinates are: (1)69°49'07"W, 41°8'29"N, (2) 69°36'20"W, 41°08'32"N, (3) 
69°36'20"W, 40°08'29"N, (4) 69°48'54"W, 40°51'34"N. 
 
Rationale: Area just opened; we don’t know what’s going to happen there.  
 
Dr. McKenzie supported the motion for analysis.  
 
Motion #4 carried 8/0/1. 
 

5. Motion: Reid/Hughes 
 
Recommend that the Council consider that any exemption granted under this framework 
be subject to the following two sub-options: (1) that vessels carry two VMS units, the 
existing NMFS-approved satellite unit, and a second unit that is pinging at 1-minute 
intervals, and (2) that any exemption granted under this framework sunset on April 9, 
2021.  
 
The intent is that these sub-options could be selected independently or in combination. 
 
The chair clarified that the intent is for vessels to use the second VMS unit while they are out 
fishing, and the maker of the motion agreed. 
 
Rationale: Don’t have enough data on fishing activity – these tows are very short distances and 
hourly pings are insufficient. This would enhance enforcement capability, and also the industry’s 
ability to protect themselves (i.e. ability to prove they are not fishing in a closed area). In terms 
of the sunset timing, want a year to collect data before needing to revisit these exemptions. 
 
                                                 
2 Smith, M. D., Grabowski, J. H., and Yund, P. O. 2008. The role of closed areas in rebuilding monkfish populations 
in the Gulf of Maine. – ICES Journal of Marine Science, 65: 1326–1333. 
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Mr. Ruccio suggested it might be appropriate to split the motion, since there are procedural 
hurdles associated with implementation of a new VMS system. He noted that a paperwork 
reduction act analysis would be needed, among other requirements. 
 
Ms. Bachman asked if this date is going to get us the right amount of data. Essentially, we’d 
have one year of data to work with if another framework needed to be developed in starting in 
spring 2020 for spring 2021 implementation. Mr. Reid agreed it was a reasonable timeframe for 
now, but that he would look for advice from NMFS on implementation timing of a new VMS 
requirement.  
 
Ms. Etrie asked if it was possible to authorize experimental fishing in the HMA. The chair 
responded, and Ms. Bachman agreed, that there is substantial flexibility for the Council to make 
changes to HMAs (boundaries, fishing restrictions) in a framework action. Ms. Bachman 
commented that an EFP might be different, and generally NMFS has not granted mobile bottom-
tending gear access to habitat closures.  
 
Motion #5 carried 9/0/0 
 
Mr. Hughes reiterated an earlier observation that the SSC sub-panel suggested that additional 
multibeam data would be helpful to this process. He asked if there is something we can move 
forward, to help explore this possibility. Mr. Reid agreed the technology would be useful to help 
define areas, and that the Committee should recommend pursuing such surveys.  
 

6. Motion: Reid/Hughes 

Recommend that Council consider an alternative to grant an exemption for the mussel 
fishery in the northwestern quadrant shown on Map 1 of the May 16, 2018 PDT memo. 
Approximate coordinates are as follows: (1) 69°49'21"W, 41°30'00"N, (2) 69°42'60"W, 
41°30'00"N, (3) 69°43'00"W, 41°21'00"N, (4) 69°36'20"W, 41°21'00"N, (5) 69°36'20"W, 
41°08'32"N, (6) 69°49'07"W, 41°08'29"N. 

Rationale: The fishery requires a small area to work in for a long period of time. Mussel dredge 
is not a clam dredge. 
 
Mr. Hughes commented that he hoped that the VMS requirements (motion 5) could also be 
applied here.  Ms. Bachman reminded the Committee that at present, these vessels don’t have 
federal permits, VTR requirements, let alone VMS systems. It might be useful to specify the 
reporting requirements envisioned for the fishery in the HMA.  
 
Mr. Reid emphasized that we don’t have a lot of time to make this exemption happen for the 
clam fishery. If these reporting requirements will slow the action down, that is problematic.  
 
Dr. McKenzie expressed concerns about the motion – the lack of information about the fishery is 
a problem. He said he was thrilled to see an emerging fishery, but we don’t know the impact. 
The fishery removes structure (mussels), and we don’t know how long recovery takes. We 
should take this issue up in the future, not now. 
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Ms. Etrie asked for clarification about where the gear is still allowed, and Ms. Bachman shared 
an overlay of the mussel and urchin dredge exemption area with the GSC HMA. She indicated 
that she was having a hard time supporting this, because it is an emerging fishery, that we don’t 
manage or monitor. She suggested that this was a perfect fishery for an experimental fishery 
permit. 
 
Mr. Ruccio also expressed concerns. The mussel beds are important habitat. This is a fishery that 
is emerging here and is not displaced. Would be good to get more information. 
 
Bill Silkes (American Mussel Harvesters, Inc.) explained that American Mussel is a 33-year old, 
Rhode Island Based company, that sells mussels, oysters, and clams. They formed in 1986 to 
purchase and fish mussels on Nantucket Shoals, and did so until winter storms washed away the 
beds. Before the beds were washed away, 90% of the live mussel market was landed in the 
United States, but today, 90% is filled by Prince Edward Island farmed mussels. The quality of 
the mussels from the Shoals allowed those landings to dominate the market. The leads on bed 
locations come from the clam fishermen. When we were fishing there, the Council recognized 
that there was minimal impact to the habitat and the resources the Council was intending to 
protect3. Urge you to get a comfort level around those decisions. As a company, we need to 
move quickly to capture the opportunity to harvest mussels on the Shoals again. The will be lost 
in two years. I’m a father transitioning a company to his sons and 37 other people. Looking at a 
$1.5-2M expansion to harvest these mussels. Dominic’s intent to expand gave us the confidence 
to expand as well. 
 
Domenic Santoro (mussel harvester) echoed Mr. Silkes sentiments. The Massachusetts mussel 
industry has gained momentum in last 5-7 years. Need to keep fishing. Cape Cod Bay is still 
sustainable, but the beds are not large enough to be the only long-term source of mussels. If we 
must wait 3 years to gain access to the Shoals, we’ll stop and move onto something else. The 
fishery existed there previously, and we were granted an exemption through the groundfish plan. 
 
Mr. Alexander indicated that he would support an EFP for mussels. My preference would be to 
match the clam areas in terms of where the gear would be allowed. 
 
Related to monitoring for fisheries outside a federal fishery management plan, Ms. Etrie asked 
how hagfish monitoring came about. Mr. Ruccio indicated that the issue was raised at the 
Northeast Regional Coordinating Committee, and then regulatory action was taken by NMFS. 
 
Mr. Olszewski said he supported the motion for analysis, but had concerns, including about the 
lack of reporting and monitoring in the fishery. Doesn’t seem like the right direction. 
 

                                                 
3 This exemption was granted in Framework 20 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, which was submitted to NMFS 
in February 1997. “The Council proposes to allow this exemption because it believes that regulated species catch is 
substantially less than five percent of the total catch/landings in this fishery. Exempted fisheries, such as this, 
provide important economic opportunity for vessels, many of which are facing reduced economic opportunity in 
other fisheries, while not compromising the rebuilding plan (p. 24)”. 
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Motion #6 carried 5/3/1 

In terms of sidescan data, Mr. Kellogg commented that the process would be for the Committee 
to ask the Council to request an investigation of the best way forward. Dr. Feeney noted that we 
are one year into our five-year research priorities. Dr. Kathryn Ford from the Habitat PDT noted 
that it would take about a month of 24-hour days to survey a single quadrant with sidescan. 
Multibeam would collect additional data but would take much longer.  
 

7. Motion: Reid/Hughes 

Recommend that the Council request that the Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
investigate the feasibility of side scan sonar surveys in any exemption areas designated 
under this framework.  

Rationale: sidescan sonar is a tremendous tool for studying habitat. 

Motion #7 carried 8/0/1 

AGENDA ITEM #2: OFFSHORE ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Ms. Bachman reviewed two draft letters to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, one on the 
New York Bight call for information and the other on the proposed sale notice for leases in the 
Massachusetts Wind Energy Area. Mr. Reid appreciated that the NY Bight letter was joint from 
both Councils. He felt that the more letters we can send on these issues, the better. Mr. Ruccio 
noted that NMFS has really spun up its efforts to advise BOEM on these issues, and that NMFS 
leadership in the region (Michael Pentony, GARFO Regional Administrator and Jon Hare, 
NEFSC Director) had recently met with their counterparts at BOEM. 
 
In terms of the MA letter, Ms. Bachman expressed concerns with the environmental assessment 
supporting the leases. Mr. Reid agreed that the 2014 document was sorely lacking. He also 
emphasized the importance of evaluating cumulative effects of multiple leases.  
 
The Committee agreed by consensus to forward revised drafts to the Executive Committee for 
review. 
 
Ms. Bachman said that staff of both MAFMC and NEFMC were working towards launching an 
offshore wind website soon, which would serve as a place to collect analyses as well as 
links/resources. She also mentioned that the Council could submit additional comments on 
BOEM’s path forward for future Atlantic leasing through July 5.   
 
Audience member Ron Smolowitz asked how far back the economic analysis extended, and Ms. 
Bachman indicated that the information she was developing with NMFS and MAFMC 
colleagues included about 5 years of data. He suggested that a longer timeframe be considered. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: OTHER BUSINESS 
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Mr. Smolowitz recommended that the Committee pay attention to projects that are planning to 
farm algae for use in biofuels.  
 
Mr. Reid asked if the Council could get a chart of all the closed areas overlaid, to emphasize the 
multiple restrictions placed on vessels’ fishing operations.   
 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:15 p.m. 
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Map 1 – Areas referenced in motions 1-5. 
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