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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

DATE: September 23, 2015   

TO: Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director   

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Cap – Potential for joint cap for mackerel and herring. 

 

Both the Council and relevant technical groups have asked whether alignment of the herring and mackerel 

RH/S caps would be feasible and/or useful.  Currently both the Atlantic herring and Atlantic mackerel 

fisheries operate under RH/S caps and they can be closed if they catch a certain amount of RH/S.  For 

mackerel the cap is on the overall fishery and for herring there are several gear/area specific caps: 
 

        -Gulf of Maine Mid-water Trawl 

        -Cape Cod Mid-water Trawl 

        -Southern New England Bottom Trawl 

        -Southern New England Mid-water Trawl 

         

The estimation methodology already creates a certain amount of alignment.  While this description is 

somewhat simplified, on a relevant trip that is included in the caps (more than 20,000 pounds of mackerel 

or 6,600 pounds of herring), the total amount of catch is multiplied by the RH/S encounter ratio from that 

year’s observer data to determine how much to count against a particular cap limit.  Thus a Southern New 

England Bottom Trawl trip with 100,000 pounds of herring, 50,000 pounds of mackerel, and 5,000 pounds 

of squid would have 155,000 pounds (100K+50K+5K) of fish multiplied by the relevant RH/S encounter 

ratios.   If the Herring Southern New England Bottom Trawl RH/S encounter ratio was 4% this would equate 

to 6,200 pounds (155,000 * .04) against that cap and if the mackerel RH/S encounter ratio was 2% this 

would equate to 3,100 pounds (155,000 *.02) against that cap.  Since the caps were also specified based on 

total landings (not just herring or mackerel) this does not amount to double counting, but does mean that 

the mixed nature of the fishery has already been taken into account.  This procedure does mean that you 

cannot add the amounts caught in the various caps to say these fisheries overall caught a certain amount of 

RH/S (it would be over the actual amount).  This inability to total the cap amounts does not currently create 

a substantial problem given the caps are focused on limiting the fisheries related to historical performance 

(there are no assessments that tell us what particular amount of RH/S could be sustainable).  A separate 

analysis could also estimate total RH/S catch across all fisheries if needed.  
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If the Councils wanted to more explicitly link the caps they could, and doing so would require aligning the 

way caps are set and monitored.  Thus several things would have to happen: 

 

1. The Councils would have to come up with matching area/gear cap frameworks.  

2. The Councils would have to agree on a matching trigger of what made a trip a “cap trip,” e.g. just 

area/gear based, 6,600 pounds of herring or 20,000 pounds of mackerel, 15,000 pounds combined 

herring/mackerel, etc. 

3. Both Councils would have to set the same cap amounts for all of the chosen area/gear combinations. 

 

The first two would be one-time decisions setting up the framework of a joint cap and might be 

accomplished relatively easily.  The third would have to be negotiated whenever specifications were done 

(every 1-3 years) and could end up being difficult to align if the two Councils had different policy 

preferences.  There are procedures in place for dogfish and monkfish to allow NMFS to pick specifications 

when the two Councils do not agree but the Councils may not want to delegate this to NMFS in the case of 

RH/S. 

 

Given the degree of alignment created by the current estimation procedures and the potential for the 

Councils to disagree on year to year cap amounts even if a joint framework was established, it is not clear 

to staff that there likely would be substantial gains from moving from the status quo cap setting procedures.  

If a cap was based on a biologically-derived amount, then more explicitly aligning the caps may be more 

important. 

        

  

 

  

 


