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Carly Bari provided an overview of the IFM Amendment mackerel alternatives and then the call 

participants (AP members and others) asked questions and provided comments, summarized 

below. 

 

Summary AP Comments: 

 

Dan Hasselman: There should be provisions to allow tissue samples to be taken so that data can 

be obtained and at least archived for later analysis so that you can tell what rivers are being 

impacted.  It’s important to bear in mind that even though incidental catch may be a small 

proportion of total catch in herring/mackerel fisheries, it can still translate to millions of 

individual fish.  It was 5 million river herring in 2012-2013 – there is real value in looking at this 

with a hard eye. 

 

Rob Rhule: What would happen if the Council approved an Electronic Monitoring (EM) 

program and then the EM pilot project didn’t work out?  [C.Bari: The Councils could reevaluate 

and change/halt implementation of EM]  Is there a threshold for high-volume certification?  

[J.Didden: Observers for any IFM coverage of mackerel fishery would need to have the high-

volume certification.]  There should be development of alternatives that are based on the 



measured fish-hold volumes of limited access mackerel vessels in order to cover vessels that 

contribute most to catches.   

 

The river herring/shad (RH/S) cap is an arbitrary number and resources would be better spent 

getting better population information upon which to base a cap rather than additional regulation. 

What is the coverage of the mackerel fishery via the study fleet?  The study fleet covers the same 

information needs in a better way.  There are also pilot programs in place (e.g. RH/S habitat 

suitability model) that forecast interactions - these could be used to create tailored closure areas 

based on real-time data and should be examined first. 

 

If they collect age data via otolith or scales, what is the benefit given the length of time between 

when samples are taken and when they are actually read?  What priority would be given to these 

samples and will the Science Center (NEFSC) be the one processing the data?   

 

You need to consider that the size of the herring and mackerel fleets have been diminished in 

recent years.  If you get more mackerel fishing activity will you get more coverage? [J. Didden: 

SBRM is giving us very few days regardless of mackerel fishing activity] 

 

Nothing in the list of alternatives looks good in terms of costs for the industry. 

 

Greg DiDomenico: There needs to be parity between the Councils in terms of coverage levels for 

herring and mackerel.  The analysis should be limited to what this Amendment is about and other 

limiting factors should be considered.  This fishery cannot ramp up unrestrained because the 

mackerel quota is so low, the RH/S cap is so low, and the fleet has been decimated.  There is no 

fishery and it is a folly to think about more than cost vs. benefit related to RH/S monitoring. 

 

I support having the coverage target approach match what NE’s Atlantic Herring Committee 

approved, i.e. if the Council sets a target coverage rate, industry would only fund the coverage 

that would be beyond standard SBRM coverage and necessary to meet the target. 

 

Without the waiver sub-option this is punitive and I hope from the industry perspective people 

understand how important that is. 

 

Regarding re-evaluating a program down the road, is there a specific set of metrics to decide 

whether to continue the program.  The metrics that would be used are important.   

 

Peter Moore: The Herring Fishery Management Plan has a goal to have coordinated management 

between herring and mackerel. 

 

Joseph Gordon: Cost benefit analyses (e.g. benefits vs costs of additional monitoring) are 

problematic because it is difficult to quantify the costs of decision making with poor data.  One 

benefit of higher coverage that should be included is that higher coverage itself will increase 

incentive to avoid river herring/shad across the fleet. 

 



Another benefit of monitoring that should be considered is that better monitoring may provide 

information that leads to improvements in our ability to assess/manage the mackerel stock.  Very 

low levels of coverage can bias our information about the mackerel fishery. 

 

I support Alternative 2.1 for a coverage alternative (100% observer coverage on mackerel mid-

water trawl and mackerel Tier 1 small-mesh bottom trawls, with 50% coverage for Tier 2 and 

25% coverage for Tier 3). 

 

Emerson Hasbrouck:  Given low mackerel catch and low RH/S cap catch, I don’t see why we 

need additional at-sea monitoring beyond SBRM.  Also doesn’t seem like at-sea monitoring 

would be useful since they only look at discards.  What will the cost be to the vessel to count 

additional river herring? It’s not clear what the cost to a vessel will be to get the proposed 

additional coverage.  We operate a RH/S bycatch avoidance network and promoting participation 

in that network could do as much or more for river herring than the other options we’re talking 

about. 

 

Pam Gromen: gathering data on retained catch could also provide information for the assessment 

of RH/S and other non-target species.  I would like to get input from the public on the full range 

but would support the Council identifying Alt. 2.1 as preferred. 

 

Multiple Responses: The chat feature was used to get feedback on whether slippage 

prohibitions/requirements should be extended to any approved monitoring through this action.  

The APs were split on this question, with commercial representatives opposing and other 

representatives supporting (3 no’s and 4 yes’s).  The chat feature was also used to get input on 

whether at-sea monitors should collect data on retained catch.  Five AP members expressed 

support for this option; no members expressed opposition.   

 

Other Comments: 

 

Meghan Lapp: The affordability for industry of any implemented program should be considered 

on an annual basis.  While the costs described in the analyses look at past activity based on catch 

to determine when extra monitoring would be required and the associated costs, the actual cost to 

vessels in the future would be based on whenever they want to declare into a fishery to have the 

option for catch herring/mackerel.  If a vessel would typically declare into a fishery regularly to 

have the option of catching herring/mackerel occasionally when the opportunity presents itself, 

then the costs would be much higher in practice, at least for any vessels that wanted to regularly 

declare into a fishery (like Seafreeze vessels would).  Some analysis on the reductions in return 

to owner (RTO) should be based on only the revenues from the species requiring monitoring, i.e. 

herring and/or mackerel.  For example, squid fishing revenues should not have to subsidize 

mackerel fishing. 

 

Any coverage assigned via the herring fishery management plan will also benefit the mackerel 

fishery since the fish inhabit the same environmental niche.  Whatever comes out of the herring 

portion of this action will by default cover the mackerel fishery, 

 



Erica Fuller: Are there any plans to update the analysis of the biological impacts prior to the 

meeting consistent with comments made by Jamie Cournane at the NEFMC Herring Committee 

meeting last week?  (C. Bari: There are plans to add this to the Environmental Assessment but it 

won’t be available next week) 

 

 


