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New England Fishery Management Council  
Groundfish Oversight Committee  

Meeting Summary  
April 18, 2010 

 
The Groundfish Oversight Committee (Committee) met in Mansfield, MA to continue 
development of Framework 46 to the Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan (FMP). 
The Committee discussed measures for the framework and selected a preferred alternative. They 
also discussed the planned sector review workshop, allocation trading with Canada, Amendment 
17 to the Multispecies FMP on state-sponsored permit banks, Southern New England recreational 
cod catch, and other issues. Committee members present were Mr. Rip Cunningham (Chair), Mr. 
James Odlin (Vice-Chair), Mr. Erling Berg, Mr. Frank Blount, Mr. James Fair, Mr. David 
Goethel, Mr. Howard King, Mr. Glen Libby, Ms. Sally McGee, Ms. Sue Murphy, Dr. David 
Pierce, Mr. Dave Preble, and Mr. Terry Stockwell. They were supported by staff members Mr. 
Tom Nies, Ms. Anne Hawkins, and Ms. Lori Steele (NEFMC), Mr. Mark Grant, Mr. Tom 
Warren, and Ms. Melissa Vasquez (NMFS NERO), and Mr. Gene Martin (NOAA General 
Counsel).  
 
Discussions were guided by the draft Framework 46, draft Amendment 17, a staff white paper 
entitled “Exploration of Transboundary Management Guidance Committee Trading of Fish”, and 
a draft sector workshop agenda and overview of sector analysis projects.  
 
 
Framework 46 
 
The Committee reviewed the draft Framework 46 document, and Council staff presented the 
alternatives that were in the framework along with analysis of their impacts. Committee members 
asked clarifying questions about the monitoring of catch and other issues. Some of these 
questions and information provided by the staff follow. 
 
Staff explained that it was uncertain how the other subcomponents were being monitored under 
Option 3, and that the PDT does not think any of the options will result in exceeding fishing 
mortality for haddock, since a large portion of the ACL is currently being left in the water. The 
PDT also felt that the cumulative ratio method provided a disincentive to catch haddock since it 
was somewhat continuous, and spikes in the observed discard rate could trigger a closure. Dealer 
data would no longer being used to monitor the cap, since haddock rarely shows up in it and since 
it would introduce uncertainty about sampling techniques into the observer extrapolation method. 
A Committee member noted that states have extensive monitoring programs and weigh what is 
hauled out, so it might be useful to look at that information and see if it can be used. Council staff 
clarified that the cap would not change based on how many boats were fishing for herring. There 
is no rollover provision in any of the options. Ms. Murphy notified the Committee that for Option 
3A, the other subcomponent catch could probably be known by July of each year. If the trigger 
was to affect year 2, it would have to be an in-season action, but could happen before start of 
heavy herring fishing in the fall. Council staff clarified that Option 3B differed from Option 2 by 
delaying implementation of the 1% cap with the hard accountability measure. It was also noted 
that the PDT calculated how much haddock would have been caught if the full herring TAC was 
yielded. The PDT could not show a strong relationship between the size of the haddock stock and 
herring catch or ratios. Options 2 and 3 would be monitored on a stock-specific basis.  
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Motion: That the Committee recommends to the Council that the preferred option for 
Framework 46 be Option 3B (Mr. Stockwell/Mr. Odlin). 

 
The maker of the motion provided the rationale that this option would support the fishery and 
allow prosecution of the herring fishery. Another member stated that this option met the FW 
objectives: it would maximize the chance for GB herring Area 3 TAC to be caught, would move 
the fleet offshore, and would reduce the impact of haddock on the herring fishery. He also felt 
that the 1% cap provided a huge incentive to minimize the catch of haddock, but that this option 
would maximize the achievement of the objectives. A third member, however, felt that such 
incentives did not exist and that this option may increase the waste of haddock. 
 

Motion to Substitute: That the Committee recommends to the Council that the preferred 
option for Framework 46 be Option 2 (Mr. Goethel/Mr. Fair). 

 
The maker of the motion to substitute provided the rationale that it was simpler than Option 3 by 
addressing the issue of MWT and haddock, and tying the cap to when the level was reached in 
that year.  
 
Public comment on the motion to substitute included: 
 

• Gary Libby, Port Clyde: I support Option 2 because of what Mr. Goethel just said. I think 
it gives incentives to fish offshore and increases catch. The only thing I do have a 
problem with is that GOM haddock are not as robust, so if bycatch caps are separate, I 
think the GOM does not need to be at 1% and can stay at 0.2%. For GB, it gives the 
incentive at 1% to try and avoid haddock. Option 3 seems like a soft TAC, with delayed 
accountability. The shrimp fishery in Maine has had some problems with soft TACs and 
emergency closures after overages. If you do pick Option 3, I support Sub-option B 
where it is accountable to what the herring fleet catches. I would like to see in either one 
of these options the observer coverage and slippage issues actually addressed so we know 
what is going on, and bringing the fish to shore is also important.  

• Jeff Kaelin, Lund’s Fisheries: I oppose the motion to substitute. Sub-option B moves us 
in the direction where the herring fishermen are treated the same way as anyone else that 
catches haddock or bycatch, and that is appropriate. This motion would not do that – it 
would continue to treat the MWT fleet differently than other people who may encounter 
haddock. This is not a biological issue from PDT analysis, but strictly a political issue. It 
is disappointing this motion came up, and I support its defeat to go back to the main 
motion. 

• Patrick Paquette, Recreational Fishing Advocate: I am confused about the legal definition 
of bycatch. We know there have been incidents in the last few years where some thought-
to-be significant numbers of haddock have been mixed into the bait supply and landed. 
Will that no be in the cap analysis since it is incidental catch and not bycatch? We will 
have more haddock mortality if we do it that way. I understand the difference between 
Options 2 and 3, and the level of incentive. The last time this issue was before the 
Council, there was a lot of rhetoric by the industry that it was creating a haddock 
avoidance program. That never materialized. I support the more strict option based on the 
history of the issue.  

• Ray Keane, Commercial Fisherman, Chatham: I am in favor of the motion to substitute. 
This will bring bycatch down and accountability up. 

• Mary Beth Tooley, NEFMC: I do not support the motion to substitute. I support the 
original. Since the question of incentives has come up, I want to remind the Committee of 



 

 3 

what occurred in fishery last year. We did not hit the cap. We are working together, 
people are discussing it, and we chose not to fish on GB so we would not hit the cap. I 
wrote the bycatch avoidance program, and the industry didn’t formalize it the way it was 
in the document, but the industry does have a bycatch avoidance program – it is a small 
group of people talking to each other all the time. That is the only reason we did not go 
over the cap in 2010. That behavior in the fleet will continue. There are no biological 
impacts of any of these options. The entire fishery is landing 20% of the haddock. There 
is plenty of incentive to stay below the 1%. Option 3B is an equitable outcome. 

• Eoin Rochford, NORPEL: Of what is on the board, 3B is the best option. The MWT 
fishery has been demonized and unfairly sanctioned since 2006. We have lost 25% of the 
fleet that catches 100 tons or more since 1996, and lost another boat last week. We cannot 
harvest the quota available to us due to the haddock bycatch cap. We had to stop fishing 
on GB since Area 1A would have closed down prematurely if the cap was reached. I do 
not know why we have been victimized as such. We have lost 3 pelagic plants since 
2006, and are left with Lund’s, NORPEL, and Cape Seafoods. The way the Council is 
going, we will lose another 2 plants within the next 2 years. I thought 3A would be the 
way to go, so we are not singled out to be executed. The cap was dropped to a number 
where no commercial fishery could operate to that standard. We failed to catch about 
50% of the quota on GB. 

• Boyce Thorne-Miller, NAMA: I would like to express support for Option 2 over Option 
3, and echo Gary Libby’s comments regarding landings and discards. 

 
Council staff clarified the discard provisions to state that the options measured what was caught, 
not what happened once it was landed. The cap relates to catch regardless of what is done with it. 
One issue is whether small fish in the herring catch get sampled by observers and counted. If not, 
they are not included in the discard to kept ratio. 
 
A Committee member stated that either option gives industry five times their current quota. He 
did not like an AM being executed in the following year, which was more like a target TAC. On 
the other hand, he was concerned about the extrapolations in Option 2. Another member asked 
whether the herring TAC was attainable on GB. Council staff pointed to the economic impacts 
analysis that concluded there was a small probability that the 1% cap would be reached and 
trigger a closure under either option.  
 
Ms. Murphy tried to outline the differences between Options 2 and 3B, and noted that the options 
were very similar except that Option 3B would provide an incentive not to reach the 1% cap 
before reverting to Option 2. A Committee member stated in response that Option 3B required a 
response “as soon as possible” to an overage, whereas Option 2 has a closure response right 
away. He also felt that Option 2 was much more clear-cut and easy to understand. Another 
member felt that Option 3B provided a greater incentive to decrease catch because it was in the 
hands of the industry. He did not feel that the extrapolation in Option 2 would entail a significant 
increase in uncertainty. A third member thought there was little difference between 2 and 3B, but 
preferred 2 because it takes away a small amount of uncertainty at least in the first year. 
 
A Committee member pointed out that whether talking about bycatch or incidental catch, the goal 
of the Committee was to promote cleaner fishing. She noted that either option constituted a 
significant increase in incidental catch of haddock, and applauded the industry for working 
together to avoid interactions.  
 
Council staff pointed out that the extrapolation methods in Option 2 and 3 are not quite identical, 
since there are differences on which parts of the herring fishery report, but that they are very 
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similar in that they base catch on extrapolating from observed discards to total kept catch. It was 
expected that NMFS would use the cumulative ratio method under either option, but the intent 
was not to tie their hands in case they developed better monitoring methods in the future. 
 

The motion to substitute carried on a show of hands (8-4). 
 

Motion as substituted: That the Committee recommends to the Council that the preferred 
Option for Framework 46 be Option 2 (Mr. Goethel/Mr. Fair). 

 
The main motion, as substituted carried on a show of hands (8-4). 

 
Without objection, the Committee directed staff to fill in gaps in the AM area mentioned in the 
presentation.   
 
The Committee then discussed the timeline for implementation of this action. They were 
concerned that it would not be in place by the start of September for the herring fishing season. 
Ms. Murphy stated that it usually took six months from Council submission to implement a 
framework, and noted that they would try to do whatever was possible to speed the process. 
NOAA General Counsel staff advised that the framework and regulatory text should be clear 
about the process for implementing this action mid-fishing year if that was to occur, including 
how incidental catch would be counted during the year. Ms. Murphy stated that they had 
discussed the issue at NERO and thought they could account for the catch from May through its 
implementation if the action could be implemented retroactively. 
 
A Committee member asked why boats that caught under the threshold were not included in 
Option 2, and Council staff explained that the rationale from the PDT was provided in the 
document. Most of those trips do not take place in Area 3 and are not catching haddock according 
to the observer data. Committee members then discussed whether this could create a bottom trawl 
fishery for herring, but the requirements that groundfish vessels cannot use small mesh unless 
using a purse seine or MWT and that areas must have less than a five percent discard rate of all 
groundfish make that unlikely. 
 
Public comment included: 
 

• Mary Beth Tooley: When the Council first discussed what action to take, they were 
deciding between requesting an emergency action and doing a framework. The RA said 
that we would have time to do something through a FW before the herring season got 
going in September. I would hope they can talk about that more, since that was the advice 
we got and why the Council chose to do a FW instead of an emergency action. It is not 
acceptable to say it cannot be down in time now.  

 
Ms. Murphy stated that she felt the agency was clear about the timeline, and that she cannot 
guarantee implementation by September. Committee members expressed concern about this and 
urged NMFS to move the framework into action as quickly as possible. 
 
 
Sector review workshop 
 
Council staff presented the Committee with a draft agenda for the sector workshop as well as a 
timeline of review projects and examples of questions the Committee may want to ask sector 
representatives. The Committee Chair stated that the questions touch on sector operations issues 
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that the sector representatives may not want to share, but that they were not required to answer. 
He would consider one of the main goals of the workshop to be exploring what the Council can 
do to improve the regulations on how sectors work and improve their performance. He also 
suggested a system to come up with a list of items during the workshop that would be resolved at 
the end. 
 
One Committee member recommended asking each sector to appoint a speaker in addition to the 
manager to get knowledge from people with hands-on experience on the water, although another 
worried that they would be selected because they represented the view of the Boards and that 
dissent would be discouraged. Another member stated that the questions seemed appropriate and 
not too intrusive, since it is a public resource and it was necessary for the Council to understand 
what was going on inside sectors as the overseers of that resource. 
 
Committee members also suggested additional questions to add to the list. These included: 
 

-How and to what extent did consolidation of PSC occur in your sector? 
-How many sectors leased away their quotas, and into what other fisheries did they go?  
-What was the number of active boats in the first year and the second year?  

 
Some members recommended comparing this information to the common pool, and others 
requested to include information on how permit banks are operating in the workshop. An 
Executive Committee member reported that they would recommend that this workshop be moved 
to the fall, instead of July, so that sector annual reports will be available. 
 
Public comment included: 
 

• Boyce Thorne-Miller: To briefly summarize comments we sent in, we are concerned that 
the decision was made to table the discussion on consolidation until this workshop was 
completed. I urge the Committee to reconsider that decision and continue discussing the 
need for controlling consolidation effects before the workshop. 

• Dick Allen, EDF Consultant: Looking at the issues of sector performance, accumulation 
limits, etc., I noticed there was correspondence about the price for ACE trades not being 
available in the reports at present. Will information on accumulation and average prices 
be available at some point in time? It would be important to look at the price of ACE by 
stock. You would expect choke stocks to have a higher value than their dockside value, 
and if that did not occur, would have to rethink whether they are actually choke stocks. 
My personal opinion is there should be some transparency. You can find everything 
about Exxon-Mobil’s use of oil resources without the confidentiality rules we have in 
fisheries. Whatever data can be made available would be helpful to find out what is going 
on in this relatively new market.  

• Gary Libby: This year I fished my entire ACE down except for three species which I had 
more than I could get. Hopefully that will change. I eventually went shrimping and did 
not want to keep buying other ACE to catch those lower value fish. These questions you 
have can be answered easily. My hope is that the ACE trading market will come down 
because people are complaining that the price of the ACE was high on some of the 
species for part of the year. I would like to see it level off at half or 2/3 of the market 
value so they could actually retain something they bought. If you buy a low-value fish to 
catch a high-value fish, you can justify paying a lot for a trade. But you do not want to 
make the expenditure to catch a low-value fish. If the price comes down, more people 
will get involved and get a better understanding of how they can work and benefit. 
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• Chris Brown, Rhode Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association: I applaud the 
Council’s desire to get to a point where businesses can perform better. I am not sure these 
questions will take you where you want to go. The State of RI is funding an industry 
profile that will take into consideration every single aspect of the industry. I would 
encourage state directors to have this profile conducted in their own states. How we 
choose to respond to these questions could precipitate a knee-jerk response from the 
Council and maybe take us in the wrong direction. A complete picture of where you are, 
where you are going, and how you have responded to management should not be just 
verbal, but more statistical and mathematical.  

• Meredith Mendelson, NE Fisheries Sector 5: Like Mr. Brown, I encourage you to look at 
a different set of questions. Rather than look at things that will raise concerns about 
private operations, take your inquiry more toward things you can address, like making 
sector operations more functional, reducing input controls that impact efficiencies, and 
how to make data management more effective.  

• Maggie Raymond, Associated Fisheries of Maine: I have been listening to the discussion 
trying to figure out what it is Council members really want to know about sectors. Some 
of the conversation I have heard is a little disconcerting. The operations plans and bylaws 
of the sectors are public documents, and I am not sure what more you need to know about 
how the sectors operate. A for the question about the cost of leasing allocation – a lot of 
that information is not even available to the sector if deals are made between two sector 
members. Price information will be limited. It has fluctuated greatly from month to 
month and week to week, and now prices are very low for people who have allocation 
they cannot use. My friend Bud Fernandes leased out his entire allocation to pay for his 
college tuition. How does that factor into Council decision making about sectors? Were 
there any regulatory impediments to his successful operation? That is what the Council 
should be looking at, not asking people what they think or how they feel. They are 
businesses that are operating as businesses do.  

 
In response to the comments, the Committee Chair noted that the Executive Committee did 
discuss how the review and the fleet diversity project could be integrated. A Committee member 
stated that there should be price information on a sector-by-sector basis, since it could be more 
expensive across sectors and an average would be misleading. Another member felt that there 
was not much variation in the price across sectors. 
 
One Committee member urged to ask sector representatives what regulatory impediments were 
and if they have suggestions for changes. He used the example of the April rolling closure and 
whether it should still exist. He also recommended asking questions about the nature of the ACE 
carryover provision and whether it should change, as well as a sector “collective impression” as 
to whether the ACE underages are a good thing or a bad thing. Another member suggested that 
the question asked should be what prevented the sectors from harvesting OY. 
 
 
TMCG TRADING 
 
The Committee discussed the issue of trading allocation for stocks managed under the 
Transboundary Management Guidance Committee agreement with Canada. Council and NMFS 
staff introduced a white paper outlining considerations for such trading, including pros and cons, 
and noted that this issue may come up during the 2011 TMGC meeting with Canada. They also 
pointed out that the U.S. TMGC members do not get direct advice from the Committee, but rather 
that the Council has final approval after the negotiations, and asked whether the Committee 
should play a more direct role if trading is to occur. 
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Some Committee members supported the concept of trading, but expressed reservations about 
allowing this. One was that there was not much opportunity for trading in the near term since 
haddock is the only relevant stock that is not fully utilized by the U.S. fishery. Another was a 
concern that quota could be traded away that individual U.S. fishermen may need to operate 
profitably. 
 
NOAA General Counsel staff advised that because this issue involves allocative management 
questions and not only science, the FMP should set out a process for trading in the TMGC if it is 
to occur. 
 

Motion: To recommend that the Council develop, through an action, a TMGC quota-trading 
mechanism incorporating Council and NMFS staff’s policy and process recommendations 
(Dr. Pierce/Mr. Goethel). 

 
The Committee also voiced concerns about the timing of this action. While there was general 
support for obtaining more information about potential benefits, including the alignment of TAC 
with actual catch levels, several Committee members suggested that this action may not be as 
important as other priorities in which the Council was working. 
 
Public comment included: 
 

• Gary Libby: A trading agreement sounds good on face value, but I agree that there are 
market issues to consider. Also, are Canadian mesh sizes the same as ours, because if 
they tow a smaller mesh on GB and sell in our markets, will they be bringing in smaller 
fish? There are a lot of things NMFS and the Council should consider before stepping 
into an agreement with Canada in the trading arena.  

• Jackie Odell: I read this for the first time this morning, an am still leery about the process 
of negotiation and the opportunity for industry to weigh in on what might be important to 
them in the following year. This has to be brought back to the public with Committee, 
Council, and direct industry input. The process would need to really be hammered out for 
me to feel comfortable with this – maybe sectors could provide input. 

 
NMFS staff stated that it was useful to keep this on track as an idea to explore, even if not a 
Council priority, since it will take a long time to develop this issue with the Canadians.  
 

The motion carried on a show of hands (5-4-3). 
 
 
Amendment 17 
 
The Committee took public comments on the draft Amendment 17 to the FMP on the issue of 
state-operated permit banks. The final Council vote on this action will take place in June 2011. 
 
Public comments included: 
 

• Gary Libby: Permit banks will help communities small and large; they are about getting 
fish. I know there is a potential to help fishermen through these permit banks, and we 
should pursue them. One of the things I did have a problem with is the eligibility 
requirements for the size of the vessels and amount of people that live in a town, and that 
cuts out quite a few people. This should be more for the whole fleet instead of just the 
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small boats. With the way it can affect businesses, people could and would need help at 
some times to get fish at a reasonable rate.  

• Chris Brown: The discussion and motions attached to the perceived need of permit banks 
is good. There has been recognition of the unfavorable responses to the allocation 
formula, and small vessels and ports have been disenfranchised and could be lost. 
However, I do not care for this solution for a number of reasons. This could lead to states 
with larger revenue streams ultimately having an advantage, which is a bad game to play. 
It also gives rise to the possibility that permits with squid, mackerel, butterfish or herring 
could be raided by other fisheries. I would like to see to an offset of some of the ill 
effects. I have had some pretty good results sharing quota with guys as a community and 
there is never as good a result when it is done in a Council room. The further 
decentralization of regulatory authority empowers communities’ creativity and furthers 
their involvement. We are not a LAPP yet, so I would suggest there is a deal somewhere 
in the mist that would be similar to the existing allocation and would work. I don’t know 
how any state could do anything but mess it up.  

• Meredith Mendelson: I will let most of Mr. Brown’s comments represent the feelings of 
the Board of our sector. On a broad level, there are great concerns amongst our sector 
about state-run permit banks, their impact on the market, and a 45-ft. rule that does not 
recognize there are concerns that impact larger vessels as well as smaller vessels. To deal 
with this with the same application for every state is not an effective tool.  

• Jackie Odell: What are the standards or criteria that dictate, when an amendment is 
moving forward, what is administrative and does not need analyses? Has it been 
answered in the deliberations of the Council for this action why socioeconomic analyses 
are not completed? 

 
NOAA GC staff responded that the last question was addressed in the Draft Amendment, with a 
detailed explanation of why it was deemed unnecessary to go beyond an EA for this. There is no 
specific guidance on what constitutes administrative measures. This action sets up the 
infrastructure for there permit banks to happen, but contains no specific operations measures that 
will have the actual impacts on the human environment. Although the document does consider 
whether the concept should lead to certain kinds of impacts, it is speculative to determine what 
those types of impacts are. He noted that the Council was free to ask for any type of analysis.  
 
A Committee member clarified that the action does not propose to establish any permit banks, but 
rather that they already exist by agreement between NOAA and the states. Another member 
expressed concern that because each state had different rules, there could be individuals that 
should be eligible for permit bank assistance but fall through the cracks by being in an 
inopportune location or for some other reason. He asked how this plan could be changed if 
problems with it arose in the future. Council staff noted in response that the document specifically 
states that the Council has no input on the MoAs, and that NMFS does not need to consult with 
the Council on it. If this draft stands, the Council would have to make any changes in an 
amendment and have NMFS approve them. Another Committee member stated that the permit 
banks are moving ahead, and that this amendment simply provided basic administrative fixes to 
make it easier. In response to a question from a Committee member, NOAA GC staff stated that 
there was nothing to prohibit a state from buying permits from another state, unless specifically 
prohibited by their MoA. Representatives of two states with permit banks clarified that their 
policies provide a strong priority for purchasing permits from their states. Another Committee 
member noted that a few boats in Maine will be back on the water this summer because of the 
fledgling permit bank, and supported its operation. 
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Public comment included: 
 

• Libby Etrie, Northeast Fisheries Service Network: Is there somewhere we can locate the 
MOAs between the states and NOAA? 

 
The documents were included in Council materials for its November 2010 meeting. 
 
 
MRIP Update  
 
Council staff briefed the Committee on the status of the MRIP recreational data program that is 
replacing MRFSS after a review found it to need a redesign. The new program will be 
implemented over the next year or so, with a catch sampling program that is far more structured 
than the previous one. The new system will still have difficulty sampling private access sites such 
as private property. One area where this may cause problems is that the commercial/recreational 
allocation is based on MRFSS numbers from 2001 to 2006, and the re-estimation project goes 
from 2003 to 2009, so for part of that period there will be new numbers. These removals are 
sometimes large contributors to the assessment figures.  
 
 
Southern New England Recreational Cod 
 
Mr. Joe Huckemeyer, operator of a Hyannis-based party boat and member of the Council’s 
Recreational Advisory Panel, spoke to the Committee about the recreational cod fishery off of 
Block Island. He felt that many of the letter and information received by the Committee on the 
issue were incorrect or misunderstood. Mr. Huckemeyer stated that the fish are not spawning and 
that there are not a tremendous number of boats fishing there. Based on the timing and similar 
parasite counts, he believes that the fish are coming from Nantucket Shoals. The fishery was 
almost gone because of the emergency action on the ten fish bag limit. In response to a question 
from a Committee member, he stated that the bag limit is never reached and that it should be set 
at twenty or higher so that clients could be attracted if the Committee felt a bag limit was 
necessary. He also noted that the control date may be a better tool for reducing effort in the 
fishery. 
 
A Committee member stated that this issue would be managed with science using tagging 
experiment data and spawning data, and that the SSC had discussed beginning to adjust stock 
boundaries for cod at its last meeting. Another member expressed support for those projects and 
revisiting this issue later this year when in a better position to understand what needs to be done 
in the area. 
 
Mr. Chris Brown of Rhode Island addressed the Committee and voiced support for the charter 
boat industry. However, he believed that the fish in question were spawning and had done 
sampling in the area with Dr. Steve Cadrin. He felt that the traditional fishery was different than 
the one that is currently operating, and thought that the recreational fishery should share the 
burden of owning their conduct with the commercial fleet. He also stated that a lot of undersized 
fish were being caught and that the operators were extremely efficient and therefore exerting a 
large amount of effort. 
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Other Business 
 
A Committee member asked about the allocation of SNE winter flounder and how it would be 
possible to start allocating it to sectors. Council staff responded that it could be addressed in FW 
47 when the Council resolves accountability measure issues for the stock. Allocating quota to 
sectors would be one way to ensure that there is an AM. The current zero allocation is based on 
advice from NMFS to keep mortality as close to zero as possible. It might be necessary to 
continue to keep catch as low as possible to stay within the rebuilding plan. The assessment 
should be available in early August, with preliminary information available to the PDT before 
that time. 
 
Public comment included: 
 

• Meredith Mendelson: I wanted to notify the Committee in case you want to notify NMFS 
that you care about the issue of giving sectors an exemption for a bait skate authorization. 
It makes a big difference to a small group of vessels. Some land 1,000,000+ lbs. of bait 
skate in a year, so the discard ends up being similar to landed rates in a sector. This is 
based on the assumed rate of a sector, and they are not landing that much. And as another 
issue, the RSC just moved forward a review of the project report for a mid-size Ruhle 
trawl. You will get direction from the Council on this, but it is an important issue to many 
vessels in our sector. 

• Gary Libby: Several of us have no allocation of yellowtail and winter flounder, and it 
seems we went ten years without catching any. Could we get exempted somehow or do 
we have to lease fish in order to go fishing at all? 

• Chris Brown: I do not think the only way to hold mortality down on winter flounder is to 
keep down landings. 1,000 tons dwarfs the SNE yellowtail fishery. I can guarantee we 
could keep it down by creating incentives within the fishery. I think the fish are worthy of 
allocating. I would also encourage a transitional strategy from when a fishery is opened 
until when it is closed. It may be a long time until everyone has enough winter flounder 
to prosecute the fishery to their desire.  

 
A Committee member noted that the zero allocation and assumed discard rate issues would be 
ideal topics to discuss at the sector review.  
 
Ms. Murphy announced that NMFS has partially approved FW 45. The measure to delay industry 
funding for at-sea monitoring was disapproved. Also, the sector final rule approved 17 
exemptions out of a total of 31 that were requested.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:20 pm.  
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