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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management (EBFM) Committee 
 

Radisson Airport Hotel 
Warwick, RI 

January 6, 2023 
 
The EBFM Committee held an in-person meeting on January 6, 2023, beginning at 9:30 am. The 
meeting ended at approximately 3:30 pm. The Committee met jointly with the chairs of the 
Council’s Advisory Panels, who together with the Committee acted as ‘stakeholders’. 
 
This meeting focused on developing the Prototype Management Strategy Evaluation (pMSE), 
including developing candidate management procedures and identification of performance 
metrics to measure how well the procedures would meet 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, Mrs. Melissa Smith, Mrs. Michelle Duval and Mr. Adam 
Nowalski (MAFMC), Dr. Jerome Hermsen (GARFO), and Mr. Eric Reid (Council chair). 
 
Advisory Panel chairs: Mr. Chris McGuire (Habitat), Mrs. Katie Almeida (Whiting), Mrs. 
Megan Lapp (Herring), and Mr. Jeff Kneebone (Skate). 
 
Plan Development Team (PDT): Andrew Applegate (NEFMC staff, PDT chair) and Dr. Scott 
Large (NEFSC). 
 
pMSE contractor: Dr. Gavin Fay, Ms. Madeleine Guyant, Ms. Jerelle Jesse, Mr. Max Grezlik 
 
KEY OUTCOMES: 
 

• Objectives and performance metrics to be measured in the pMSE were discusses and 
modified. 

https://www.nefmc.org/calendar/jan-6-2023-ebfm-committee-and-advisory-panel-chairs-meeting
https://www.nefmc.org/calendar/jan-6-2023-ebfm-committee-and-advisory-panel-chairs-meeting
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• An outline of management procedures (alternatives) was agreed on and the project team 
would add some detail about what each management procedure was intended to represent 
and how it would be applied. 
 

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 Madeleine Guyant. Ms. Guyant started the presentations by reviewing the 
project’s goals and outlining roles and responsibilities of the analytical team, stakeholders, and 
technical advisors. Each participant introduced themselves and had the opportunity to share any 
pertinent information or questions. A brief introduction to MSE was included due to the start of 
the new term for AP chairs. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1– PMSE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 
Presentation 
 
Ms. Guyant summarized the discussion and decisions about the pMSE management objectives 
and performance metrics., inviting additional comments and thoughts by the workshop 
participants. She stepped through an objectives table that was hosted online, where stakeholders 
left comments. 
 
Discussion 
 
The first discussion reviewed the management objectives table initially shared at Workshop #3. 
 
For the fundamental objective “response of regulations to stocks at low abundance…”, it was 
suggested to rephrase to match the language style of the other fundamentals. 
 
A participant requested that reference points already listed in some of the means objectives, 
including the 95% and 50% thresholds, be revisited. It was noted that while 95% is a threshold 
that will not be achieved all of the time, in an MSE we can still use it to compare scenarios and 
see which can achieve it the highest % of the time. For means objectives under the fundamental 
objective to “prevent overfishing,” it was put forward that 50% thresholds allow for a very large 
range and different stakeholders will have different ideas of success within that. Another 
participant agreed that 50% wasn’t high enough. It was suggested to look at 25%, 50%, and 75%. 
The percentage values for some objectives should ultimately relate to the council’s risk policy. 
 
Several stakeholders questioned if “reducing regulatory complexity” was an achievable 
fundamental objective. There was some support for striking this section of the table, as well as a 
suggestion to change the means objectives to: 
 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/13AcbLNJQSZiTTiEx3D3HISfsJH2ravMQMD32Bro0PQ0/edit?usp=share_link
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● Minimize frequency of reg changes 
● Minimize magnitude of reg changes 
● Minimize the time frame for making regulation changes 
 
Uncertainty was expressed about whether MSEs could analyze and measure regulatory 
complexity as there are bureaucratic and regulatory components that are normally outside of the 
capabilities and focus of an MSE. Some related the issue to the frequency and magnitude of 
change in allowable catch. 
 
It was emphasized that a goal of the MSE should be to increase transparency, and to be cautious 
of including modeling steps that are not clearly understood by or communicated to the public. 
Subjectivity of factors chosen to go into the model were of concern. It was clarified that the 
contract for the pMSE specifies the importance of transparency in both inputs and outputs of the 
model, as well as goals for educational materials and visualization. 
 
For the fundamental objective “prevent overfishing,” FMMSY was defined as the fishing 
mortality rate at multispecies maximum sustainable yield and differentiated from Ftarget. Ftarget 
for the complex represents a dynamic, sustainable value. FMMSY is introduced instead of 
targets for each stock to quantify performance compared to national standard guidelines. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 2 – STOCK COMPLEX CATCH MANAGEMENT INTERACTIVE DEMONSTRATION 
Presentation 
 
After a break, Dr. Fay shared a shiny app that stakeholders can access to walk through sample 
stock complex advice.  
 
Discussion 
 
The program did not run, producing an error message. This error will be fixed and the 
demonstration was postponed until the next meeting. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 3 – MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
Presentation 
 
Dr. Fay gave an overview of potential management alternatives, sharing which alternatives had 
been laid out in the pMSE proposal, what decision points remained, and walking through options 
for stock complexes and reference points. Management alternatives were defined as the options 
for management/policy that will be used in the pMSE to compare performance towards reaching 
objectives. For each alternative, the model will calculate values for the performance metrics for 
each management objective, within the chosen scenarios. The metrics allow for comparison 
across alternatives, objectives and scenarios. The goal for the stakeholders was to identify a 
small set of alternatives that will be used in the pMSE. 
 
Discussion 
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Discussion began by discussing how stock complex could or would be arranged based on 
trophic/biological characteristics and availability to fishing fleets (i.e. gear types). A default 
arrangement was included in the presentation and stakeholders were asked if they had interest in, 
or suggestions for, additional stock arrangement options. Stakeholder suggestions included a 
grouping where cod and haddock are together, a grouping that included redfish, and a grouping 
the included whiting in a group with herring and mackerel. 
 
A participant explained that the Mid-Atlantic uses control rules with two inflection points and 
that that could be an option for the pMSE. There was some interest in having ramps be informed 
by life history, where the ramp could be set based on ‘weakest link’ or average life history. There 
was consensus that participants would like to be presented with literature-based options by the 
project team. 
  
The proposed pMSE management alternatives for discussion were: 
 

• Single-species assessment and management with no adjustment of reference points for 
underlying operating model dynamics (status quo) 
 

• Single-species assessments and catch advice with dynamic reference points (building 
from the groundfish MSE work) 
 

• Stock complex-based assessments with ceilings and floors based on abundance index 
thresholds 
 

• Status quo assessment approaches with ceilings and floors 
 

• Stock complex assessments with dynamic ceilings and floors, which will include rules for 
allocating catches to species/fishing fleets 

 
There was a request to reword alternatives three and five to standardize language. 
 
There was interest in including a status quo option, an “all in” option, and two intermediate 
steps. A stakeholder asked if too many factors were being considered as written, and if the fourth 
bullet, considering single species assessments with ecosystem indicators, could be removed. 
Other participants supported this and none voiced that it should be kept. There was consensus 
that it would be helpful to have the alternatives presented in a table with the current language, the 
goal of including each alternative, and ranked from what is done now to “all in,” with an arrow 
along the side. Clearer differentiation between the remaining options was of interest. 
 
The meeting adjourned about 3:30 pm. 
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