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Email to: jkaelin@lundsfish.com 

 

June 30, 2016 

 

To: Mr. Warren Elliot, Chairman & Members 

 MAFMC Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Committee 

From: Jeff Kaelin 

Re: Comments on Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment, for July 7, 2016 meeting. 
 

Dear Warren and fellow Committee members: 

 

Unfortunately, I will miss the July 7, 2016 Committee meeting, due to a long-scheduled family 

conflict, so am taking time today to provide each of you with my comments on the Amendment, 

which follow the format of the May 2016 Public Hearing Document (PHD) and address the 

discussion topics identified in the memo Julia sent to AP and Committee members earlier this 

week.  Julia deserves the thanks of the Committee for her pulling this amendment together in 

record time and in a very thorough and balanced process. 

 

5.0 Introduction / Definition of Forage Fish 

 

The definition of forage fish developed by the Ecosystems Subcommittee of the Council’s SSC 

is comprehensive, reasonable, and should be the foundation for the Council’s selection of 

preferred alternatives for the Omnibus Amendment.  Also, staff has provided important language 

in this section of the PHD, offering clarifying guidance to the region’s commercial fishery sector, 

stating that “the Council does not intend to prohibit development of new and expansion of 

existing fisheries for unmanaged forage species indefinitely, but rather only until the Council has 

had an adequate opportunity to assess the scientific information relating to any new or expanded 

fisheries and consider potential impacts to existing fisheries, fishing communities, and the 

marine ecosystem.”  Consequently, I support using this amendment to begin to manage chub 

mackerel catches since a limited directed fishery has occurred on this emergent species during 

summer and fall months in recent years, when local water temperatures are at their highest 

annual levels.   

 

5.1 Goal of the Amendment 

 

While moving ahead with this amendment is certainly important as part of the Council’s 

commitment to move towards Ecosystem Approaches to Fishery Management, transitioning 

from single species management by incorporating an understanding of environmental drivers, 

habitat and climate change1 in managing fisheries within the Council’s jurisdiction, I do not  

 

                                                           
1 Gaichas SK, Seagraves RJ, Coakley JM et al (2016) A Framework for Incorporating Species, Fleet, Habitat and 

Climate Interactions into Fishery Management, Frontiers in Marine Science 3:105, page 2. 

mailto:jkaelin@lundsfish.com


2 

 

 

J.Kaelin to EOP Committee on Unmanaged Forage Amendment, Page 2, June 30, 2016 

 

 

agree, however, that the action is needed today “to protect the structure and function of marine 

ecosystems in the (region) from the potential threat of unregulated, unsustainable levels of 

commercial harvest.”   

 

In fact, of the 48 unmanaged forage species, families and orders that would be protected by the 

Amendment, only one – chub mackerel – has been harvested in Federal waters in recent years in 

any significant numbers.  These catches have been regularly reported to GARFO, as currently 

required, and to this point, the Agency has not suggested that current catch levels are 

approaching unsustainable levels.  In fact, in 2004, a Saltonstall-Kennedy fishery development 

project was funded by the National Marine Fisheries Service “to develop an alternative summer 

fishery to the Illex squid fishery.”2 

 

Chub mackerel are taken at times of the year and in areas when Illex (summer) squid are not 

available.  Since most squid vessels use refrigerated seawater (RSW) to hold their catch, and 

since squid and chub cannot be held in the same RSW tank without compromising the quality of 

the more valuable squid, there are only 4 vessels in the Illex fishery landing the majority of chub 

mackerel today.  These vessels freeze their catch on board, providing them with the flexibility to 

land both frozen chub mackerel and fresh Illex in RSW on the same trip. 

 

Two of these vessels are home ported in RI and are operated by Seafreeze, Ltd. and two are 

homeported in Cape May and are operated by the Axelsson family.  Another factor limiting the 

size of the fleet capable of landing any significant quantities of chub mackerel is 

horsepower…only the larger vessels can generate the speed to be successful in harvesting these 

fast-moving fish.   

 

While chub mackerel are not a high value species, as compared to Illex squid, these catches are 

important to these vessels’ ability to realize some income from trips when Illex are not available.  

These fish have value as bait in crab and other trap fisheries on the east and west coast and as 

food in West Africa (along with Atlantic menhaden) where protein sources are scarce and hunger 

is widespread.  

 

Finally, this species, like blueline tilefish, are likely in the category of new species coming into 

the area from climate change distribution from the south.3  In both cases, I support the Council’s 

response to begin to manage these species, with advice from the SSC, and am personally 

convinced that the chub mackerel being found in Mid-Atlantic-region canyons during the 

summer and fall are the northernmost portion of an emerging population of chub mackerel that is 

distributed southward in the Atlantic Ocean through South America. 

 

5.2. Classification of Forage Species 

5.2.1 Ecosystem Component Species 

 

It seems appropriate to list the species, families and orders that would be protected under the 

Amendment – with the exception of chub mackerel – as Ecosystem Component (EC) species  

                                                           
2 Rutgers, The State University, Haskin Shellfish Research Laboratory (2004) Development of the ‘Chub’ Mackerel 

Fishery, An Underutilized Species 
3 Frontiers in Marine Science 3:105, page15. 
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since the National Standard One (NS1) guidelines tell us that “(t)o be designated as an EC 

species, a species or stock should 1) be a non-target species, 2) not be subject to overfishing, not 

be overfished or approaching overfished, 3) not be likely to become subject to overfishing or 

overfished in the absence of conservation and management measures, and 4) not generally be 

retained for sale or personal use.   

 

Relative to chub mackerel, the PHD reminds us that these NS1 guidelines also recommend that 

when deciding whether a fishery needs conservation and management “(t)he economic condition 

of a fishery and whether an FMP can produce more efficient utilization” and “(t)he needs of a 

developing fishery, and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth” are important criteria to be 

considered. 

 

5.2.2 Stock in the Fishery 

 

Whether or not the Council manages chub mackerel as a ‘stock in the fishery’ or through its 

MSA discretionary authority seems to make little difference since both approaches lead to the 

same outcome; it is my understanding that both approaches require the Council, in consultation 

with the SSC, to evaluate and describe MSY, develop status determination criteria, OY, a control 

rule for ABC, mechanisms for specifying ACLs in relation to the ABC, and AMs for when the 

ACLs may be exceeded.  These criteria are described on page 36 of the PHD where it is also 

stated that it would take more analysis and time to implement Alternative 3B (chub mackerel as a 

stock in a fishery – likely the Illex fishery?)  then it would to implement Alternative 3C 

(managing chub mackerel through the Council’s discretionary authority under the MSA.)  Given 

this fact, I do not support utilizing the stock in the fishery approach relative to the Council 

managing chub mackerel.  (My preferred management alternatives, for this decision and others, 

are provided in more detail below.) 

 

5.3 Forage Species Under Consideration 
 

The PHD clarifies for us that “GARFO has advised the Council that any forage species included 

in the amendment must be linked to the species and fisheries in the FMP which are amended (by 

the Omnibus Amendment).”  Also, the forage fish definition used in the Amendment is specific 

to the small size of the prey, especially including adult stages, extensive predation by other 

fishes, marine mammals and birds throughout its lifespan, and has a high number of trophic 

linkages as both predator and prey, among other things.  The PHD tells us in this section of the 

document that neither frigate mackerel nor halfbeaks in the family hemiramphidae could be 

linked to FMP species as prey or linked to FMP species as being caught in those fisheries.  

Consequently, the Council should remove these species from the list of forage species under 

consideration by the Omnibus amendment when it takes final action on the Amendment in 

August.   

 

Similarly, the PHD tells us, at page 25, that bullet mackerel “were not identified in the stomachs 

of Council-managed species caught in NEFSC bottom trawl survey tows in Mid-Atlantic or 

southern New England offshore strata.”  Therefore, bullet mackerel should also be removed from 

the list when the Council takes final action on the Amendment in a few weeks.   
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Also, little tuna/false albacore should be removed from the list of forage species under 

consideration as they were not identified in the stomachs of Council managed species in bottom 

trawl tows from regional strata.  In addition the size of these fish as adults in no way meets the 

forage fish definition used in the Amendment.  These fish are directed on by both recreational 

and commercial fishermen in the region so they also do not meet the EC species definition and, 

in addition, HMS management, not Council management, would be most appropriate in 

managing this species since HMS manages tuna species in this region.  Finally, this amendment 

should not be used to provide exclusive access for the recreational fishing community to this 

shared resource. 

 

6.0 Management Alternatives – my suggested preferred alternatives listed below: 

 

6.2 Alternative Set 2: Alternatives for species other than chub mackerel 

   

6.2.2 Alternative 2B: Designate as ECs and implement an incidental possession limit 

(except chub mackerel)   

 

With this option, commercial landings of any EC species under consideration in this Amendment 

(besides chub mackerel) would be limited to 1,500 lbs. Exceeding this limit would be an 

extremely rare occurrence.  This option is superior to the other sub-options provided in this 

section; a prohibition on possession and limiting landings to 1,700 pounds of all ECs on any trip, 

since it will lead to reduced discards and maximize the potential for all of these forage species 

caught being reported. 

 

6.3 Alternative Set 3: Alternatives for Chub Mackerel 

 

6.3.3.2 Alternative 3Cii: Manage chub mackerel as neither an EC nor a stock in the fishery 

and enforce an incidental possession limit once an annual fishery-wide landings limit is 

met.   

 

The PHD informs us that this approach would be the fastest method available to the Council to 

begin to manage the chub mackerel fishery under sustainable limits.  The annual landings limit 

should be no less than 5.2 million pounds (an amount that could easily be caught in the future as 

local waters continue to warm) and the incidental possession limit should be no less than 40,000 

pounds per vessel.  Again, these options would minimize the potential for discards and maximize 

the potential for the harvest of chub mackerel to be accurately reported.  The 40,000 pound 

possession limit would work to minimize discards and would enhance dealers’ ability to get 

these fish to market since the volume of a typical truck used in the industry is 40,000 pounds. 

 

6.4 Alternative Set 4: New Fisheries and Expansion of existing fisheries for Unmanaged 

Forage Species 

 

6.4.3.2 Alternative 4Cii: Council review of EFP applications relating to ECs   

 

The Council would require the use of an Exempted Fishing Permit prior to allowing new 

fisheries for ECs, or landings of ECs beyond any landings limits implemented through this  
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amendment.  Although the public is already given the opportunity to review and comment on 

EFPs that have been proposed to GARFO, since they are regularly published in the Federal 

Register, in the context of this amendment I do support additional Council review of forage 

fishery-related EFPs that may be proposed in the future. 

 

6.5 Alternative Set 5: Administrative Alternatives 

 

6.5.1 Update the list of authorized fisheries and gear types 

 

I am not convinced this is an important element of this Amendment.  The EFP process would be 

expected to evaluate the gear type to be used in the development of any future forage fishery that 

may be proposed. 

 

6.5.2 Permitting 

 

I am in support of requiring a Federal commercial fishing permit from GARFO in order to retain 

any forage species included in the Amendment and support a requirement that a new permit be 

created for individuals who catch forage species in Mid-Atlantic Federal waters but do not have 

a GARFO permit for other species.  Mandatory reporting and VMS should be required before 

issuing these new permits. 

 

6.5.3.1 Alternative 5Ci: Council notification of EC landings 

 

 The Council would work with GARFO to develop a process that provides the Council with data 

on the annual catch of EC species in its jurisdiction on a regular basis. 

 

6.5.3.2 Alternative 5Cii: Reporting of EC landings 

 

The Council would require that the SAFIS codes for all species included in the amendment be 

added to SAFIS and other platforms used to report landings. 

 

6.5.4.2 Alternative 5Dii: Southern boundary at Cape Hatteras  

 

The management unit for this amendment would consist of the EEZ from the state line 

separating New York and Connecticut (extended seaward) to Cape Hatteras, NC. The 

management unit would not include state waters, although I continue to favor the Council 

working with the States, through the Commission process, to limit state water catches of EC 

species that would be conserved by this Amendment.  

 

Many of these species are directed on for bait in state waters and, at this point, this Amendment 

creates two classes of U.S. fishermen – those with Federal permits that are subject to the 

restrictions in the Amendment and those with State permits that are not.  On the other hand, I do 

not support the Council developing an exemption program for vessels with Federal permits that 

fish in state waters.   
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Relative to transit provisions, I do support the development of provisions that would allow 

vessels which may catch forage species outside of the proposed management unit but transit 

through Mid-Atlantic Federal waters to reach a port to land their catch.  Gear stowage should be 

required using language already in related, existing Federal transit regulations in other fisheries.  

A VMS should also be required in this provision. 

 

6.5.5 Frameworkable Items.  

 

Because of the potential to seriously affect ongoing commercial fishing operations in the Mid-

Atlantic region, I do not support the creation of any frameworkable items in this Amendment.  

Future changes should only be developed through a following Amendment. 

 

Finally, I believe the Omnibus Amendment would be improved if a 2 year review of the effect 

and benefits of the Amendment would be added by the Council upon final action in August. 

 

--- 

 

Recusal Statement – Since my employer, Lund’s Fisheries, Inc. purchases more than 10% of 

the chub mackerel harvested and landed in the region, on an annual basis, I will be recusing 

myself from voting on final action on this Amendment when the Council convenes in August. 

 

--- 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with my comments on this important amendment, 

since I will be unable to attend the July 7 Committee meeting.   

 

I sincerely appreciate your attention to and consideration of my comments and concerns. 

 

With best regards, 

 

Jeff Kaelin 
 

Jeff Kaelin 

MAFMC Council Member and  

Government Relations 

Lund’s Fisheries, Inc. 

 


