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Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel Meeting 

January 11, 2016 

Meeting Summary 

 

 

The Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel (AP) met to discuss the Council’s developing 

Unmanaged Forge Omnibus Amendment. The AP discussed a draft purpose and need statement, a draft 

range of alternatives, a process for prioritizing forage species for inclusion in the amendment, and 

landings information for some unmanaged forage species.  

 

Advisory Panel (AP) members in attendance: Fred Akers, Bonnie Brady, Gregory DiDomenico, Joseph 

Gordon, Monty Hawkins, Roman Jesien, David Kaplan, Meghan Lapp, Carl LoBue, Pam Lyons Gromen, 

Peter Moore, Timothy O’Brien, Steven Ross, Robert Ruhle, Brad Sewell, David Wallace, Stephen Weiner, 

Judith Weis 

Others in attendance: Aaron, Carly Bari, Chris W, David Stevenson, Erica Fuller, Jay Hermsen, Kate 

Wilke, Katie Almeida, Laurie Nolan, Purcie Bennett-Nickerson, Rick Robins, Tom Rudolph, Warren Elliott, 

Steve Marx, Gilly Lyons 

 

Summary of comments: 

Several AP members thought this meeting should have taken place in person rather than over webinar. 

A few AP members thought the AP should have been asked for input earlier. A few AP members thought 

the amendment is developing too quickly. A few AP members stressed that much more analysis of 

impacts needs to be done, especially before public hearings take place. Several AP members expressed 

frustration with the limited data available to assess impacts and to determine which forage species to 

include.  

Several AP members thought the amendment should not shut down or constrain existing fisheries. 

Several individuals said the amendment will create unintended negative consequences for existing 

fisheries. One AP member worried that even if exempted fishing permits are allowed, they will take too 

long to obtain and fishermen will not be able to take advantage of forage species when they are 

abundant. Some AP members thought the purpose and need statement should include “until adequate 

information is available to promote ecosystem sustainability”. 

A few AP members said the Council should not regulate unmanaged forage species in the absence of 

reliable information on biological and economic impacts. However, a few others expressed an opposing 

opinion, that the Council should not allow fisheries to occur in the absence of reliable information on 

ecosystem impacts.  
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The AP did not reach a consensus of which forage species should be included in the amendment and 

how those species should be chosen. Some AP members thought the list should focus on those species 

with the most information or those with the highest potential for large-scale harvest. Other AP members 

thought the list should be broad and inclusive as a way of considering the whole ecosystem. Many AP 

members thought the current list is too long, but there was little agreement as to how to narrow it 

down. Many AP members thought the 0.1% and 0.001% thresholds used to define importance and 

potential importance in the diets of predators were far too low. One AP member suggested a 20% 

threshold, others suggested 5% and 1%. A few AP members said they did not want to recommend 

different thresholds without first understanding why 0.1% and 0.001% were chosen by the FMAT. 

A few AP members thought the Council should hold a second round of scoping hearings. When this 

amendment was brought out to public scoping in August-October, 2015, a list of nine species was 

presented, along with a definition of “forage” agreed upon by the SSC. After scoping, the FMAT 

generated a list of 286 taxa for consideration for possible inclusion in the amendment. The FMAT was 

not able to use the SSC’s definition of forage to narrow down the list. Some AP members said that when 

the much shorter list was presented during scoping, many fishermen thought this amendment would 

not impact them and so they did not provide comments. Now that the FMAT has generated a much 

longer list, those fishermen may want to comment and should be given a second opportunity to do so. 

 

Detailed comments: 

Peter Moore: If a species is only partly covered in this because of the state/federal divide, it seems to 

me that’s not a good use of people’s time to develop an amendment that’s not going to look at the 

entirety of the ecosystem.    

Pam Lyons Gromen: The FMAT has been focused on trophic pathways as the connection to Council-

managed plans, but that idea wasn’t in the Council motion, correct? So that doesn’t mean that the 

FMAT won’t look at other ways to connect forage species to FMPs, such as catch? 

Laurie Nolan: The chub mackerel fishery has been occurring sporadically over time. In some years there 

are significant landings, in other years it could seem that there is not fishery.  

Peter Moore: I think we need to be careful when we say these are developing fisheries. I believe it is 

important historical perspective to note that we were landing chub mackerel off Cape May for most of 

the 1990’s when we operated the Russian freezing ships under the terms of our IWP (Internal Waters 

Processing Permits), which were approved by the governors. At the time I was VP Pelagic Operations for 

Resource Trading Company, based in Portland, Maine. We were buying pelagic species from Cape May 

fishermen, and this included some chub mackerel, along with Atlantic mackerel and sea herring. Chub 

mackerel was retained and sold to a different market than the Atlantic mackerel. We were separating 

the chub mackerel and sending it to a market in Japan. I do not recall if it was documented by the 

federal observers on the processing ships. I don’t know if they were identifying to the species. If that’s 

not in some landings information somewhere, it should be looked for. It was ephemeral, it wasn’t 

something we could always count on. I think it needs to be carefully done in this amendment. If it’s been 

a commercial fishery, why are you going to shut if off when people are able to do it ephemerally? Or at 

least let people do it and learn from it instead of shutting it off.  
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Joseph Gordon: This same group worked on the Deep Sea Corals Amendment. We largely agreed that 

corals were worth protecting and we worked together to find a good way to do it that was respectful of 

current industry. I hope we’ll do the same with this amendment. As far as the purpose and need, I think 

the Council’s motion was really clear. The motion was tabled at the last Council meeting was tabled 

because they thought the original motion was clear and the FMAT should be operating from it. What 

happened at this last FMAT meeting is rather than adding in that very important part, “until adequate 

information is available to promote ecosystem sustainability”, the FMAT is proposing goals and 

objectives. While that is important, it’s important that the Council develop a range of alternatives, which 

should include a pathway to a fishery and a Council review process. I don’t know of anyone who 

supports any of the management alternatives proposed except for 2b (prohibit directed fishing, but 

allow an incidental possession limit). Pretty much everyone I’ve talked to wants to follow the Pacific 

approach. It’s not about bycatch, it’s about targeting. We need to determine the exact amount from a 

trip perspective and an annual perspective. I hope we can get past some of the debate that’s been 

happening. This is not about shutting down fisheries. I think the only fishery that deserves a special 

focus is chub and only because there was a pretty large and unusual event of 7 million pounds in one 

year. If that’s a unique event, then it shouldn’t drive the discussion of this amendment, but we may 

want to consider some sort of cap. 

Greg DiDomenico: If we have adequate alternatives in the rest of the document, why do we need 

alternative 3 (alternatives to limit capture – spatial closures, seasonal closures, and gear regulations)? I 

don’t see any good in taking it out to public comment.  

Pam Lyons Gromen: Given the definition of Ecosystem Component species, that they should be non-

target species, how could the Council use alternative 2c (prohibit possession once a catch limit is met)? 

How could you set catch limits to encourage directed fishing, unless it’s small-scale? It doesn’t seem 

consistent with the Ecosystem Component approach. Also, for the purpose and need statement, why did 

the FMAT adopt language from the Pacific Council, instead of using “until adequate information is 

available to promote ecosystem sustainability”? Also, can you do an omnibus framework? I’ve never 

heard of one. 

David Wallace: I’m very sorry that this meeting is not in person and set aside for a whole day. There are 

a lot of different, complex issues. For example, a list of 286 different species that we really need to get 

into with species-by-species deliberations. It’s going to be impossible to have a meaningful discussion in 

four hours. And this is the first time the AP has been asked for our opinion. In the past, all the Councils 

developed amendments when there was some issue that needed to be addressed in a very focused 

manner. I want to use the analogy, if you’re hunting deer you use a high powered rifle because if you 

use a shotgun, it’s ineffective. In my opinion, this is a shotgun approach to fisheries management that 

doesn’t take into consideration the unintended consequences that are going to come out of this. At this 

point in time we just don’t have enough information to say what are we protecting and what are the 

impacts versus what is the loss of opportunity to the commercial and recreational fishing industry to 

expand and grow into new product that will take pressure off some of the fisheries that have already 

been severely restricted because of regulatory changes that have reduced their quota. A classic example 

is summer flounder in the current situation. I’m sorry that we’re doing this on the fly. This is a very 

complex system. I would expect it’s going to take years to get through this. The first thing we should 

have tried to do is at least get a consensus out of the AP.  
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Bonnie Brady: I think it would be important for the AP to meet in person. This amendment is too 

important to do piecemeal.  

Meghan Lapp: I think we would benefit from in-person meetings and a lot more development of this. I 

don’t think we’re going to be able to discuss all of the issues with this. I think we would benefit from 

more AP meetings. Also, I want to echo what others have said about herring historically not being 

identified as either river herring or Atlantic herring in landings records. They were lumped together as 

just “herring” when reported. I think we’re missing the time series of landings information with chub 

mackerel for the same reason, it was counted just as “mackerel” when reported. I’ve seen catch 

information for chub mackerel going back to the 1800s, even as far north as the Gulf of Maine. 

Greg DiDomenico: Within the purpose and need and goals and objectives, I’d like additional language 

that specifically states that the amendment is intended not to constrain existing directed fisheries. I’d 

also like consideration of unique events for incidental catch of these species. I think it’s in line with what 

the Pacific Council did and I don’t see it as being an impediment to the goals of the amendment.  

David Kaplan: I agree that we should meet in person. Is the concern from industry that this would create 

insurmountable barriers? 

Greg DiDomenico: Yeah. The issue is that this is going to create an impossible and negative regulatory 

situation in the future that we will not be able to unravel. It will require frameworks and future 

amendments. 

David Kaplan: If there were some reasonable legal limit so if just by chance if you catch these species 

you’re not in trouble, that wouldn’t address those issues? 

Greg DiDomenico: Depending on what’s on the list, that’s a major problem. We’re dealing with such 

sparse information. What are we going to base these numbers on? We’re setting this up for a situation 

where we’re going to create an apparent bycatch problem in fisheries where there never was a problem 

before.  

David Wallace: It’s going to happen that there is a forage species out there that has a huge biomass and 

has a very high reproductive system and someone finds a purpose for that fishery and it would take 

years to get permission to go catch that species if you are restricted under this proposed rule. If there 

was ever a killer for economic development in fisheries, this could be the poster child. The unintended 

consequences for that would just be unbelievable.  

Bonnie Brady: I want to echo what everybody else said. The goal is not to create new choke species. Any 

kind of discard limit, to the extent that it becomes prohibitive, would be similar to the butterfish and 

squid scenario of years ago and that’s not something industry can support. 

Joseph Gordon: I think the Pacific Council’s process would reassure people. If we take that path, it’s not 

going to shut down fisheries. The Council should have a rational process for allowing new fisheries. The 

Council should have a consultative role if a new fishery is to develop. That’s not saying never allow 

fishing. It basically sets up a process where there’s a limit, it’s a di minimus level, a level beyond which is 

clearly targeted fishing. Anything over that and you set up a Council review process and experimental 

fishery process that results in a stock assessment and FMP before a full fishery is allowed. I think that’s a 

reasonable approach.  
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David Wallace: I’ve applied for a lot of exempted fishing permits. It takes a year to get one of those at 

best. Sometimes you can’t get them at all. These EFPs were never designed for starting fisheries. They 

were designed for protecting fisheries that already exist. 

Peter Moore: One of the things that distinguishes the Mid-Atlantic from the New England Fishery 

Management Council is that the process has been very thoughtful and results in fewer unintended 

consequences than what has happened in New England. I’m on different advisory bodies for both 

Councils. Going back to Dave Wallace’s comment, this is definitely a shotgun approach. Chub mackerel is 

one of the species I can point to on this list and say this had a fishery. Back in the ‘90s things were not 

necessarily identified properly. We called river herring “herring”. We have to be very careful. One of the 

things this Council has prided itself on is maintaining a balance between creating opportunity and – 

think of the butterfish and squid situation. The butterfish fishery was essentially closed because there 

was not a proper process. Now we have one and now it’s open and it contributes to well-being. I think 

that’s the mission of the Council, to manage stocks and create opportunities. I think this is a big ball of 

yarn that is not being given the typical amount of time that the Council has typically operated on. Others 

have mentioned the Deep Sea Corals process. That whole process was really pulled out of the fire by 

Greg DiDomenico. Had it gone the way it was going, it would have been a horrible outcome. I just hope 

that we learn from the process. We have not been given the face time together to bring our expertise 

together and ask the hard questions and get answers. 

Meghan Lapp: When I look at a lot of the things that have been proposed so far, I see things like bycatch 

reduction devices, spatial closures, temporal closures, gear restricted areas, and those have serious 

potential to limit existing fisheries. That’s the kind of analysis that if we rush through this and don’t look 

at the interactions, we have the potential to shut down multiple fisheries. That’s clearly not the intent. 

We need to include in the purpose and need statement that the purpose is not to shut down existing 

fisheries. Just like with the coral amendment, there was a freeze the footprint approach so as not to 

shut down operational fisheries. We should not constrict or constrain existing fisheries. 

Brad Sewell: This amendment, to us, seems particularly progressive in how it guides economic 

development and ecological protection. This enables economic development to not occur in a vacuum, 

but to occur with oversight of the Council and to allow for maximum benefits to existing fisheries and 

the ecosystem. It seems that what’s occurring currently is a shotgun approach in terms of development 

of these fisheries, as opposed to a thoughtful approach. 

David Kaplan: In terms of determining a level to define directed catch, I’m not sure how that would be 

done for recreational fisheries. 

Joseph Gordon: The Pacific Council set a relatively high threshold for di minimus. Depending on what 

this Council decides, recreational fisheries could become irrelevant.  

David Kaplan: There are some very important recreational fisheries here. I’m not sure if the catch of 

those fisheries add to something significant, but a priori, I wouldn’t think it’s important.  

Robert Ruhle: There’s no information on what’s the appropriate amount of interaction between these 

fish and any given fishery. There’s no talk of taking a certain time period to assess what’s the 

appropriate level of interaction. There are no stock assessments to determine how much bycatch is too 

much, how much interaction is too much. As others have said, up until the early 2000s, there wasn’t a 
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distinction between river herring and herring. And most of these species on the list, I’ve never even 

heard of. They’re not data-poor stocks, they’re data non-existent stocks. You need to find out what the 

current level of interaction is before you put any kind of bounds on it.  

Meghan Lapp: I think we need to return to the original definition of forage that was included in the 

scoping document. A lot of these species don’t meet that definition and were added after scoping. I 

don’t believe that’s right. It precluded a lot of people who would be affected by this from commenting 

on the scoping document. Now with the inclusion of stuff that does not meet the original definition, it 

could affect them, but the scoping period is closed. In the scoping document, what was considered a 

forage fish, and I’ll read it from the document, it says “comprises a considerable portion of the diet of 

other predators in the ecosystem in which it resides throughout its lifespan, usually greater than 5% diet 

composition for greater than 5 years”. 0.1% is a lot different than 5% and there’s no time series 

information. To tell me that something that is 0.1% of relative mean weight of a stomach content, I 

don’t think that’s important. I think it needs to be higher and it needs to be consistent over a time 

period. 0.1% could just be while it’s in the net, in the codend, this fish ate another fish. That doesn’t 

mean it would be a consistent part of the diet. Because this amendment is supposed to be Mid-Atlantic 

Federal waters only, are you limiting the diet data to Mid-Atlantic Federal waters only? (Yes, for trawl 

survey data. NEAMAP data is inshore waters- mostly state waters, but some Federal waters.) Does it 

include southern New England? (Yes.) I know the way the science center processes stomach contents is 

very subjective. They basically eyeball it. If you have something with a very low threshold, that 

subjectivity may not be erased, which is all the more reason for a higher threshold and time series 

information to make sure that something really is an important food source. 

Greg DiDomenico: I agree with what Meghan just said. We’ve seen numerous citations of thresholds 

infinitely higher than what you’re talking about. From a practical matter, I can’t believe the reasoning for 

choosing such a low threshold is because of the difficulty of identifying what people are finding in the 

survey. If someone would have said, we’re going to do an amendment based on stomach contents and I 

think you need to do a better job of identifying stomach contents, even the digested components. Even 

if it means genetic testing. We’re going to make future decisions on what you’re collecting so you better 

do it even better. I think the threshold needs to be in the 20% range. 

Bonnie Brady: I’ll echo what Meghan and Greg said. 0.1%, that’s one one thousandth of one percent? 

Which basically means that if we eat three meals a day for a year, one of those meals in an entire year is 

considered important. It doesn’t make any sense to use that as important in the diet. These fish eat 

what’s abundant and near to them. They’re not always going to eat their favorite food. They vary. I just 

think the numbers are crazy. I think this is exactly why some of us in industry are fearful of this 

amendment. You have so many species based on 0.1%.  

Pam Lyons Gromen: I’m looking at the revised criteria to rank the list by priority. One change from the 

last meeting was the potential for a fishery to develop. That’s not included any more, correct? I think it 

should be considered. For example, chub mackerel, all of us are concerned one way or another with how 

this will be treated. It has fallen out to the last tier of priority with no concern given to how these 

species are vulnerable to fisheries now. I think we have to include that in the criteria. We need 

something that talks about the potential for a fishery to develop, or if it’s already caught in existing 

fisheries. This would help us decide on a much smaller list of species. We can make changes to the list 

through frameworks.  
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Joseph Gordon: I’m worried that we’re heading down a path driven by a bad interpretation of the 

Ecosystem Component species role. I don’t think this process of proving importance in the diet is 

necessary. I think it’s up to the Council to decide what they think is important to protect. I want to give a 

quote from the Pacific Council: “All of the subject species would be identified in all four FMPs as 

Ecosystem Component species, to recognize that, as a group, these species serve as prey for many 

higher order California Current Ecosystem predators, including FMP species. The advantage of this 

pathway is that it does not require the Council to assess the specific links each of the species or species 

groups have to FMP fisheries. Under this pathway Ecosystem Component species would be identified in 

all FMPs to address ‘other ecosystem issues,’ because these species are the broadly used prey of marine 

mammal, seabird, and fish species in the West Coast EEZ.” The data in the spreadsheet are limited. It 

would be great if the FMAT had more time to do more review of HMS and marine mammals. I think we 

could simplify this by looking at the taxonomic levels that are higher such as families. 

Steve Ross: This subject seems to be complex enough that we really need to have a different kind of 

meeting. In terms of how we define prey items that are driving this list, stomach content analysis is 

imprecise, and that’s frustrating. There are other tools that we could use, stable isotope analysis, 

genetic analysis, different kinds of chemical analysis. Nobody’s got the money for those. These data are 

from big programs that have been going on for a long time. What we’re suffering from is not having 

enough information for why these numbers were put in front of us. It seems like all of us are wondering 

where these numbers come from. Instead of trying to say if one number is better than another, we need 

more background information. There are other ways to examine prey. Frequency can be just as 

important as weight. It seems that we’re getting bogged down in details. I would like to caution that this 

prey analysis is probably as good as we’re going to get in the northeast, at least for now. 

Fred Akers: I think the marine food web is much too complex for science to sort out any time soon. The 

column that has what species are listed in the Mid-Atlantic should be the ones to focus on. The more 

inclusive the better because this is about ecosystem protection. 

Judith Weis:  We have to trim down this list a lot. We should go for a 1%, rather than 0.1%, and 0.1 

instead of 0.001. We should insert a bit of realism and practicality. The odds of developing a fishery for 

amphipods or for these various kinds of worms or brittle stars or jellyfish is so incredibly low. If a fishery 

ever develops for any of those, that would mean we’ve fished everything else out. I would recommend 

getting rid of those extremely impractical taxa. 

Monty Hawkins: This whole thing about stomach content analysis is troubling to me. I believe sea bass 

primarily eat krill. We also know they eat sand lance, butters, even surf clams once in a while. But if you 

look at the science, the only thing they eat is crabs and lobsters. We haven’t come terribly far with the 

stomach content analysis yet. I certainly don’t agree with 0.1% unless science says otherwise. 

David Kaplan: It does seem that the stomach content analysis is more dangerous than it’s worth. If we’re 

going to do it, we should probably do it better. It’s true that in stomach contents a lot of the stuff is all 

mush and you can’t really tell what it is. Usually in stomach content analysis there’s an indication of how 

digested the stuff was. You could limit your analysis to just the fresh stuff. Maybe we could reduce the 

data so we could get a more robust number of out if. People have mentioned lipids and stable isotopes. 

I don’t think those would help at all. You wouldn’t be able to get species. You could do genetic bar 

coding, but that’s really expensive. I think stomach contents are the best you’re going to get. The 

problem is that whatever percentage we chose will seem arbitrary. It would be better if that percentage 
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could be backed up in some way. It could come from the literature or you could look at what’s 

biologically important. One worry with this type of analysis is that maybe the percentages aren’t low 

enough. Maybe there are species that are eaten at certain times of year that aren’t even showing up. In 

pelagic species modeling, consumption is usually treated as random, they eat whatever species they 

encounter. In those cases, the most important forage species will be at a certain trophic level and will 

represent a certain level of biomass. We could just forget the stomach content analysis and just look at 

what’s out there, according to trawl surveys.   

Erica Fuller: I’d like more clarification on the GARFO advice that if you chose to amend the existing FMPs 

that you have to restrict this amendment to just Council-managed predators. Based on my reading of 

the National Standard Guidelines, the Ecosystem Component category can be used for a lot of reasons 

and in a lot of ways. If the intent is to advance EAFM, the whole idea that you need a nexus or a very 

specific food content percentage seems like a policy choice, not a legal limitation. I think it would be 

helpful if GARFO could point to exactly what they’re relying on when making that advice. The Pacific did 

tie their species to Council-managed predators, but that wasn’t the primary reason for doing it. I’ve 

heard lots of talk during FMAT meetings of prey for HMS, marine mammals, and even sea turtles. It 

seems like it’s a Council choice just to limit to Council-managed predators, rather than an FMAT choice. 

Monty Hawkins: What I left off in my comment was the reason crabs show up so often in the sea bass 

stomach contents is because they take so long to digest. The bigeye krill comes out as a mush.  

David Kaplan: This list - do we want it to be as inclusive or as exclusive as possible? You could see it 

either way. Maybe we want to err on the side of being more inclusive, in which case the exact details of 

how you make that list are not important. Or maybe we want to be more strict. Maybe we’re making a 

big deal out of the details of the analysis and maybe those details aren’t important. But it really depends 

on how those details are going to be used. If it’s going to be used to place restrictions, then it’s useful. If 

it’s just saying we want to keep track of these species, then maybe it’s important that the list include all 

the important species.  

Meghan Lapp: We catch swordfish with huge chunks taken out of them. Clearly that fish was forage for 

something. By this definition, swordfish could be a forage fish and I don’t think that’s what the Council 

intended. I do think there needs to be a more restrictive set of criteria. Otherwise you could have that 

showing up. 

David Kaplan: Forage is probably intended to refer to a mid-trophic level. 

Bonnie Brady: I believe the Clay paper said 5%, wasn’t that the rule? Even if we go with 1% instead of 

0.1%, why are we going with such a small value for importance? Important to me means something that 

is a vital component of their daily diet. To me, even 1% isn’t an important component of their diet. Can 

we not as an advisory panel chose a higher number? Can we come up with a consensus? 

Unknown: I would rather not until I understand how they came up with these numbers in the first place. 

Unknown: I would echo that. I would say that in the end it’s going to have to be more than just a 

percentage that ends up on the final list. 

David Kaplan: Looking across the ecosystem at some percentage indicator is probably a bad way to go. 

What’s lost in this discussion is when you talk in an ecosystem sense, you usually talk about important 
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prey species that are important for individual predators or for a wide swath of the ecosystem. That 

ecosystem effect is lost in this discussion. I would almost put more confidence in expert opinion. We 

know what the important species are. I’d rather go with that than try to choose an arbitrary percentage.  

Robert Ruhle: This list is mammoth. There’s not enough information to drive any of this. You’re using 

ludicrously low values for stomach content information, and that’s all you’re basing this off of. I think 

the list should start small. Start with the species you have the most information for and build off that. 

You’ve got to have the science to back it up and it’s not there. To me, from an industry standpoint, to 

include things and then remove them after you have the science, is not going to work. I think you should 

start small and use solid information on dietary complexes of known species and the importance of 

forage as a food source, but you also need to understand the natural biological fluctuations in these 

species. Most of these species I’m looking at, there’s just no information on them.  

Joseph Gordon: This is about landings. This is about directing and this is about large scale. We don’t have 

those defined yet, but once we do, a lot of these species will become irrelevant for the amendment. The 

length of the list – we could get caught up in it and I hope we don’t. Going from here there’s the talk of a 

PID and another public process so there’ll be ample opportunity for input, for all stakeholders including 

industry to provide their data. I think we can do what the Pacific did and focus on the higher taxonomic 

levels like families and get beyond the need to prove importance and focus on what scientists and 

stakeholders believe are the most important forage, and hopefully that’s a big list, and come up with a 

rational policy for adding new fisheries.  

Julia Beaty: I’ve heard a few comments like, “We know what’s important.” Would anyone be willing to 

share which species they personally think are important for including, or not including? 

Greg DiDomenico: I’d just as soon go back to the original list you took out to public comment. 

Joseph Gordon: I would argue that the larger list that came out of public comment should be included, 

for example, Spanish sardines, chub mackerel, sand lance, and copepods. 

Greg DiDomenico: I don’t argue with you over chub mackerel and Spanish sardines. The list should be 

less than a dozen. 

Bonnie Brady: If the list is supposed to cover those with emerging fisheries…to pare down to those 

fisheries which are probably…(poor reception, did not catch full comment). 

Carl LoBue: I think eventually there will be some whittling down of this. I think there’s danger with going 

too far with too big a list. It raises red flags with things that might not be that abundant and could 

already be harvested as bycatch. I think the intent was to focus on things that could be harvested in 

large volumes.  

Pam Lyons Gromen: In looking at the landings numbers, is there a way to discern what was part of 

incidental catch and what gears? I think it would be helpful to understand more about the nature of 

these landings. 

Meghan Lapp: I think stuff like this landings information needs to be analyzed in more detail at future AP 

meetings. We only got this Friday afternoon. I haven’t had time to look it over and compare it to any of 

our landings reports. I think it would be worth looking at this in more detail at a future AP meeting.  



10 
 

Greg DiDomenico: Can we access these landings data after we chose the list of species? I think it would 

only be helpful once we have the list of species. I don’t think we’re going to make heads or tails of this 

list, with the exception of removing those with landings that we know are from inshore state fisheries or 

something like that. For example, hermit crabs, razor clams, bay anchovy. Otherwise, I don’t see this 

being particularly helpful right now.  

Judith Weis: I think these landings data could be useful for what’s not on it. Like the little things that 

nobody pays attention to that I mentioned early, like amphipods and brittle stars and comb jellies and 

jellyfish and copepods. I think that might be one use for this. 

Joseph Gordon: I think we can give advice on that, but I don’t think that should be decided here. There’s 

an active copepod fishery elsewhere in the world, so I definitely think that should be included. At high 

volumes, they can be marketed, like krill is. I think krill and copepods should be on the list.  

David Wallace: There was one comment earlier today that was appropriate. The original scoping 

document had one set of alternatives and then others were added after scoping. There were additions 

to the list which were not part of the scoping process. So the real question is should it go back out to 

scoping so everyone has an opportunity to look at the new list, which is very much expanded to 286 

species or groups? I think there’s some real consideration to be given to re-scoping this amendment.  

Robert Ruhle: Do we have any stock status information for any species on this list or any biological 

information at all to go by? A lot of these species don’t show up in trawl surveys. It’s going got be hard 

to get an estimate of abundance for a lot of these species. 

Fred Akers: I thought the purpose of this amendment was to protect the species that we don’t have data 

on and don’t know a lot about and that we wouldn’t direct on them until there’s more data to tell us 

how many we could take. I’m interested in the landings information. Those are unmanaged species on 

that list. Is there any sustainability information for those species? How are we fishing for them without 

that information? 

David Wallace: I’m trying to remember all the NEPA requirements. There’s going to have to be a lot of 

scientific analysis, a cost benefit analysis for each one and a cumulative analysis after the public hearings 

and then the Council decides if they are going to come up with a preferred alternative. There’s huge 

amounts of work that have to be done that aren’t illustrated here at all. I don’t know how you can move 

forward until you pull that information together and run it through the committee and council process. I 

don’t think this amendment is ready for show time. 

Bonnie Brady: The difference between 12 species and 280 is exponential. When industry got the scoping 

packet and saw what was there, they’re not going to pull nematodes and sea squirts out of their back 

pocket if they don’t see them on the list. I think it’s the only fair thing to do. If you want to actually find 

out from a variety of stakeholders, you’d need to re-scope or stay with something that’s limited. Use the 

list in the white paper as a starter and add whatever the rest of us can agree on. Otherwise I don’t think 

it’s an adequate scoping process.  


