
1 
 

 
  MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 
 
Richard B. Robins, Jr. 800 North State Street, Suite 201 Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D. 
 Chairman Dover, Delaware 19901-3910 Executive Director 
  Tel:   302-674-2331  
 Lee G. Anderson Toll Free:  877-446-2362  
 Vice Chairman FAX:  302-674-5399  
  www.mafmc.org 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

DATE:  May 3, 2011 

TO:  Chris Moore, Executive Director  

FROM:  Jason Didden  

SUBJECT:  2012 Atlantic Mackerel, Illex, Loligo, and Butterfish OFL/ABC Recommendations 

 

The following document, with some minor editorial changes, was distributed to the Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish 
Monitoring Committee on April 22.  The Monitoring Committee met on April 25 and discussed the 
recommendations contained in this document.  While important points were raised for all species, the 
discussion of Loligo ABCs changed staff�’s ABC conclusions and the Monitoring Committee summary 
(Appendix 1 below) should be consulted and considered staff�’s final recommendations for Loligo.   
 

Executive Summary 
 

Atlantic Mackerel 
 

The status of mackerel is currently �“unknown�” with respect to both fishing mortality rates and stock size.  For 
the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a total (U.S. plus Canada) mackerel OFL Proxy of 80,000 metric tons 
(mt) and a total (U.S. plus Canada) ABC of 56,200 mt.   
 
 
Illex Squid 
 

 

The status of Illex is currently �“unknown�” with respect to both mortality rates and stock size.  For the 2012 
fishing year, staff recommends an Illex OFL Proxy of 32,000 metric tons (mt) and an ABC of 24,000 mt.   
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Loligo Squid 
 

The status of Loligo is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates and "not overfished" with respect to 
stock size.  For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a Loligo OFL Proxy of 28,572 metric tons (mt) and an 
ABC of 21,429 mt.   
 
 
Butterfish 
 

The status of butterfish is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates and stock size.  The most recent 
assessment did conclude that the butterfish stock was experiencing a long-term declining trend but that 
overfishing appeared unlikely and that fishing mortality appeared quite low and was unlikely to have been a 
substantial driver of butterfish's decline.  For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a process that would 
allow the Council and NMFS to automatically incorporate the fall 2011 Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
(NEFSC) Trawl data and the fall 2011 NorthEast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program (NEAMAP) data 
in order to make incremental changes from the status quo ABC.  The process is detailed below. 

 
 

Management Uncertainty 
 

After the May SSC meeting, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet to discuss if 
consideration of any changes to other management measures is recommended, including Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs). 
 

 

Introduction – Applies To All Species In This Memo 

 

Below are our Overfishing Level (OFL) and Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) recommendations for the 2012 
specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Illex, Loligo, and butterfish.  These recommendations will be finalized 
before mail-out to the SSC pending a Monitoring Committee Meeting on April 25 1pm-4pm.  (Note: For all of 
these species the fishing year is the calendar year.) 
 
The Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA) as currently amended requires each Council's Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) to provide, among other things, ongoing scientific advice for fishery management decisions, 
including recommendations for ABC, preventing overfishing, and maximum sustainable yield. The Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council's (Council) catch limit recommendations for the upcoming fishing 
year(s) cannot exceed the ABC recommendation of the SSC. In addition, the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish (MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP) established a Monitoring Committee which develops 
recommendations for management measures designed to achieve the recommended catch limits. The SSC will 
recommend an ABC that addresses scientific uncertainty.  Once the SSC has specified an ABC, the Monitoring 
Committee will focus on recommending measures to address management uncertainty (via Annual Catch 
Targets �– ACTs �– and/or other measures).  Based on the SSC and Monitoring Committee�’s recommendations, 
the Council will make a recommendation to the NMFS Northeast Regional Administrator.  In this 
memorandum, information is presented to assist the SSC and Monitoring Committee in developing 
recommendations for the Council to consider for 2012 fishery management measures.  
 



3 
 

New this year to the MSB specifications process is the availability of �“Fishery Performance Reports�” (linked 
below) that represent the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Advisory Panel�’s (AP) consensus perspective on factors 
influencing recent catch trends.  Creation of these reports was spurred by the SSC�’s evaluation of catch data last 
year as a key consideration when developing MSB ABCs (these species generally do not have accepted fishing 
mortality thresholds on which to base catch levels).  The concept is to obtain systematic input from the AP to 
assist in interpreting catch data, which could be driven by a variety of biological, social, economic, or other 
factors.  A Fishery Performance Report has been created for each species in this memo.  Staff considered the 
Fishery Performance Report for each species when developing OFL/ABC recommendations (summarized 
below) and the Fishery Performance Reports will be included in the briefing package submitted to the SSC.  To 
assist the AP in developing its Fishery Performance Reports, staff created an informational document for each 
species that should also be considered a supplement to this memo (linked below). 
 
Once the SSC meets and decides on the ABCs, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet 
to discuss if consideration of changes to other management measures should be recommended as these may 
depend on the ABC specifications.  These measures would include Annual Catch Limits (ACLs), Annual Catch 
Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs) among others.  A Proposed Rule for implementation of 
the Council's ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment should be available at that time to help inform the Monitoring 
Committee's recommendations (though adjustments may still be needed if substantial changes are made for the 
Final Rule). 
 
As mentioned above, the Monitoring Committee met prior to the final SSC briefing package mail-out in order 
to provide additional input on Council staff�’s recommendations.  The Monitoring Committee for these species 
consists of Council staff, the NMFS Northeast Regional Office MSB Plan Coordinator, and the relevant species 
leads from the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center for each species (three total Science Center 
representatives).  A summary of this Monitoring Committee meeting is appended. 
 
As described above, a variety of documents will be provided to the SSC and/or the Monitoring Committee.  
These documents are listed below and will be posted to the Council website (www.mafmc.org) on the 2012 
Mackerel-Squid-Butterfish Specifications page: http://mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm.   
 
1.  Most recent assessments for each species. 
2.  Fishery Informational Document (FID) for each species (created by MAFMC staff). 
3.  Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report (AP FPR) for each species. 
4.  This MAFMC staff OFL/ABC recommendation memorandum (covers each species) with the Monitoring 
     Committee summary appended. 
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Atlantic Mackerel (“mackerel” hereafter) 
 

Summary 
 

-The status of mackerel is currently �“unknown�” with respect to both fishing mortality rates and stock size. 
 

-For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a total (U.S. plus Canada) mackerel OFL Proxy of 80,000 metric 
tons (mt) and a total (U.S. plus Canada) ABC of 56,200 mt.   
 

-After the May SSC meeting, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet to discuss if 
consideration of any changes to other management measures is recommended, including Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs) 
 

Catch and Landings 

Mandatory Reporting began in 1997 so quota performance since 1997 is most relevant: 

Year
Harvest (mt) 

(Commercial and 
Recreational)

Quota (mt)
Percent of 

Quota 
Landed

1997 17,140 90,000 19%
1998 15,215 80,000 19%
1999 13,366 75,000 18%
2000 7,097 75,000 9%
2001 13,876 85,000 16%
2002 27,824 85,000 33%
2003 35,068 175,000 20%
2004 55,520 170,000 33%
2005 43,220 115,000 38%
2006 58,493 115,000 51%
2007 26,431 115,000 23%
2008 22,439 115,000 20%
2009 23,382 115,000 20%
2010 10,656 115,000 9%
2011 NA 46,779 NA  

 

The 2011 landings have been minimal (about 1% of the quota of 46,779 mt).  The directed fishery generally 
concludes by late April or early May making 2011 likely a year of exceptionally low catches.  Historically there 
was a substantial foreign fishery which is described in the 2012 Mackerel Fishery Informational Document 
(FID).  The Fishery Informational Document (FID) also describes Canadian landings, which have been 
substantial and are currently considered to be fished from the same stock as U.S. landings.   
 
 
Regulatory Review 
 

The 2011 ABC for mackerel is 80,000 mt which translates into a U.S. ABC of 47,395 mt after expected 
Canadian catches were deducted as specified in the FMP.  There is currently no hard allocation between the 
commercial and recreational fleets although a pending FMP has been submitted that may create such an 
allocation.  The fishery is currently open access (also to be changed to limited access in Amendment 11) and the 
directed fishery closes at 90% of domestic annual harvest (DAH).  DAH (the "quota") equals the ABC minus 
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1.3% assumed for discarding, which is the ratio of total discards 2004-2008 to total catch 2004-2008.  
Incidental trips limits would be allowed if the directed fishery were to close.   
 
2011 ABC SSC Rationale (http://www.mafmc.org/committees/SSC/SSC_Report_11-12_May_%202010.pdf) 
 
�“The SSC accepted the TRAC recommendation of 80,000 mt. The SSC decided that the 2009 landings and 
survey index, in and of themselves, were not sufficient information to deviate from the TRAC 
recommendation.�” 
 
 
 Biological Reference Points 
 

The mackerel stock was last assessed in 2010 (utilizing data through 2008) via a joint U.S. - Canadian 
Transboundary Resource Assessment Committee (TRAC).  The TRAC was unable to resolve uncertainties in 
the analyses to an acceptable degree so there are no accepted reference points.  
 
 
Stock Status and Projections 
 

Related to the uncertainties described above, the status of mackerel is currently �“unknown�” with respect to 
mortality rates or stock size.  No projections are available.   
 
 
Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 
 

Some of the key points of the AP Fishery Performance Report (FPR) considered by staff included: 
  

-Availability is the primary driver for catches, and availability is likely highly sensitive to external 
environmental factors.  The AP perceives a possible environmental regime shift as evidenced by the 
development of a major Canadian fishery off of Newfoundland. 
 
- A variety of factors are contributing to a reduction in searching and exploration of potential new fishable 
areas, which coupled with low availability in traditional fishing areas, is hampering catch. 
 
 
2012 ABC Recommendations 
 

Given indications at the time of the TRAC analysis of �“reduced productivity and lack of older fish in the survey 
and catch�” the TRAC �“recommended that annual total catches not exceed the average total landings (80,000 mt) 
over the last three years (2006-2008) until such time that new information suggests that a different amount is 
appropriate.�”  
 
While Canadian landings have increased since the TRAC from about 29,000 mt in 2008 to about 35,000-40,000 
mt in 2009-2010, US landings were level from 2008 to 2009 and then declined by over 50% from 2009 to 2010. 
It appears that U.S. catches in 2011 will be substantially lower again with minimal landings to date (i.e. about 
1% of the quota) and the primary fishery would have usually concluded by now (the Canadian fishery occurs in 
the fall).  The 2010 Spring NEFSC indices (which are when mackerel are primarily available to the trawl 
survey) were the lowest in over 20 years.  It is unlikely that 2011 Spring NEFSC indices will be available in 
time for the May 25-26 SSC meeting.  Updates of CPUE work done for the 2010 TRAC have very wide 95% 
confidence intervals, making their interpretation very difficult.  The fishery informational document (FID) 
described above contains more detailed exploration of this information. 
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ABC 
 
Staff anticipates that this stock will be included in the Tier 4 assessment uncertainty category for reasons 
discussed above and below. 
 
Staff does not find that the available new information warrants diverging from the TRAC advice to keep catches 
at or below average total landings �“over the last three years.�”  While the landings 2006-2008 led to a 
recommended ceiling of 80,000 mt, average total catch over the last three years has equaled approximately 
56,200 mt assuming a 1.3% discarding amount for Canadian fisheries and a 1.3% discard amount for U.S. 
catches since the last assessment (2009-2010).  Accordingly, the 56,200 mt amount is staff�’s ABC 
recommendation.   
 
Based on personal communications with Canadian fisheries representatives, a value of 40,000 mt was assumed 
for 2010 Canadian landings (current reports stand at about 34,200 mt but Canadian landings reports are 
compiled much more slowly than U.S. landings reports and based on previous years 40,000 mt is a reasonable 
estimate for what the final tally will actually be).   
 
Note: The U.S. ABC is automatically calculated in the FMP as the total ABC less expected Canadian catch.  
The monitoring committee will address estimating 2012 Canadian catch after the SSC meeting, but preliminary 
staff discussions suggest the Monitoring Committee will likely recommend that about 40,000 mt to be deducted. 
This leaves 16,200 mt for the U.S. ABC if the overall ABC is 56,200 mt. 
 
 
OFL 
 
The previous 80,000 mt advice of the TRAC could serve as a proxy OFL.    
 
 
Scientific Uncertainty 
 
There were various sources of uncertainty described in the 2010 TRAC findings.  Despite having the best 
diagnostics of those models considered, the benchmark VPA was faced with resolving disparate trends between 
the NEFSC spring survey, CPUE indices, and total landings. Furthermore, splits in the NEFSC spring survey 
time series created large changes in catchability that could not be fully explained.  These led to sufficiently high 
uncertainty in the resulting estimates, such that the TRAC did not recommend their use for management.   
 
Results of the current TRAC assessment differ substantially from those in the 2005 NEFSC assessment, which 
indicated an increasing trend in SSB.  The 2005 assessment had a severe retrospective pattern that was not 
taken into account.  If the 2005 assessment results had been adjusted for the retrospective pattern, the adjusted 
results would have been similar to the current assessment results.  Also, the current TRAC assessment results 
are consistent with the decreasing trend in SSB estimates in the Gulf of St. Lawrence during the past decade as 
derived from the egg surveys reported in the 2008 Canadian mackerel assessment. 
 
Staff notes that while the above approach appears consistent with the TRAC advice, relative to the other MSB 
species the resulting ABC likely involves the highest uncertainty in terms of both maintaining the viability of 
the mackerel stock and avoiding unnecessary negative economic effects.  The importance of availability as the 
primary driver of catches was also highlighted by the AP Fishery Performance Report.  Recent survey and 
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landings data points could reflect either changes in abundance or distribution/ availability or some combination 
thereof.   
 
 
Other Management Measures 
 
The need for changes to any other management measures (including ACLs/ACTs/AMs) will be evaluated by 
the Monitoring Committee once the ABC is known since the ABC specification may impact what management 
measures may be necessary.  Based on industry input, the Monitoring Committee will also be evaluating 
whether a 72mm minimum mesh size (codend or liner) should be considered for directed mackerel fishing to 
facilitate escapement of juvenile mackerel.  The monitoring committee will evaluate the merits of this measure 
before the June Council meeting but preliminary investigation suggests that extremely minimal information 
exists regarding the selectivity of trawl gear for mackerel.  While a few instances of use of this gear in VTR and 
observer data suggest that this size mesh can catch mackerel, there are very few observations.   
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Illex Squid 
 
 
Summary 
 

- The status of Illex is currently �“unknown�” with respect to both mortality rates and stock size. 
 

- For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends an Illex OFL Proxy of 32,000 metric tons (mt) and an ABC of 
24,000 mt.  
 

- After the May SSC meeting, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet to discuss if 
consideration of any changes to other management measures is recommended, including Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs) 
 

Catch and Landings 

Mandatory Reporting began in 1997 so quota performance since 1997 is most relevant: 

Year Landings Quota Percent of 
Quota Landed

1997 13,629 19,000 72%

1998 23,597 19,000 124%

1999 7,388 19,000 39%

2000 9,011 24,000 38%

2001 4,009 24,000 17%

2002 2,750 24,000 11%

2003 6,389 24,000 27%

2004 26,097 24,000 109%

2005 12,011 24,000 50%

2006 13,944 24,000 58%

2007 9,022 24,000 38%

2008 15,900 24,000 66%

2009 18,418 24,000 77%

2010 15,825 24,000 66%

2011 NA 24,000 NA  
 
The 2011 landings are minimal but the directed fishery generally does not start until May or June.  Historically 
there was a substantial foreign fishery which is described in the 2012 Fishery Informational Document (FID).  It 
is important to note that the Illex stock is also fished in waters outside of U.S. jurisdiction (i.e., NAFO Stock 
Areas (SAs) 3 and 4 on Newfoundland and the Scotian Shelf, respectively).  However, with the exception of 
2006 when 33% of the total landings occurred in Stock Area (SA) 3+4, landings from these areas have been 
low, ranging from 1-9 % of the total landings during 1998-2009.  NEFSC survey indices are limited to the area 
from which U.S. landings are made and separate assessments and quotas exist for NAFO SAs 3 and 4. 
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Regulatory Review 
 

The 2011 ABC for Illex is 24,000 mt which results in a U.S. DAH of 23,328 mt after discards are subtracted.  
There is no recreational fishery.  The fishery operates under limited access and the directed fishery closes at 
95% of domestic annual harvest (DAH).  Incidental trips limits would be allowed if the directed fishery were to 
close.   
 
2011 ABC SSC Rationale (http://www.mafmc.org/committees/SSC/SSC_Report_11-12_May_%202010.pdf) 
 
�“The 24,000 mt for Illex is not an assessment-based ABC. Even though trawl survey CPUE and landings have 
varied, there do not appear to be any long-term trends; changes in landings could be the result of changes in 
abundance, availability, and/or market conditions. Additionally, there is no available evidence that landings of 
24,000-26,000 MT have caused harm to the Illex stock.�” 
 
 
 Biological Reference Points 
 

The Illex stock was most recently assessed at SARC 42 (2006). The SARC 42 report became publically 
available in 2006 and included data through 2004. There are no reliable current estimates of stock biomass or 
fishing mortality rate.  
 
 
Stock Status and Projections 
 

The status of Illex is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates or stock size.  It was not possible to 
evaluate current stock status because there are no reliable current estimates of stock biomass or fishing 
mortality rate.  In addition, no projections were made in SAW 42. SAW 37 (the previous assessment) also could 
not evaluate current stock status because there were no reliable estimates of absolute stock biomass or fishing 
mortality. 
 
 
Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 
 

Some of the key points of the AP Fishery Performance Report (FPR) considered by staff included: 
  

-Availability changes from year to year and also very quickly within a year.  The 2010 availability was 
relatively good overall.  Availability has been relatively good the last several years.  The 2010 Illex fishery 
ended earlier than usual (but this has happened before). 
 
-Price and demand are mostly dependent on S. Atlantic landings, which drive world trade prices and/or demand 
for US Illex. 
 
-In recent years more small vessels have been participating during times of good availability.  More vessels are 
scalloping outside of Illex season and also fishing Illex during Illex season (i.e. their scalloping is not interfering 
with their Illex fishing).  On the other hand, if scallops open during the squid season effort can shift from Illex 
to scallops. 
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2012 ABC Recommendations 
 

 
In 2010 the SSC recommended an ABC of 24,000 mt for Illex in 2011 because there was no available evidence 
that landings of 24,000-26,000 mt, the maximum landings in U.S. waters, had �“caused harm to the Illex stock,�” 
i.e. high U.S. landings in that range had not appeared to cause lasting effects on the U.S. survey indices or U.S. 
catches. 
 
ABC 
 
Staff anticipates that this stock will be included in the Tier 4 assessment uncertainty category for reasons 
discussed above and below. 
 
No new information exists to suggest that an ABC different from the status quo would be more appropriate.  As 
such, staff recommends a status quo ABC of 24,000 mt for 2012.  Further, staff recommends that specifications 
be set at status quo levels for three years because it seems unlikely that new information will be available to 
suggest another quota is more appropriate.  However, the specifications will still be reviewed annually so Illex 
ABCs could still be taken up in the next year's specifications process if warranted by new information. 
 
OFL 
 
The SSC could designate an OFL proxy.  Setting a proxy OFL would establish a catch threshold that, if 
exceeded, would trigger development of additional management measures (ACLs).  Staff suggests setting a 
proxy OFL such that ABC = 75% of the OFL (which is consistent with previous SSC determinations), i.e. OFL 
= 32,000mt.  
 
 
Scientific Uncertainty 
 
There is very high uncertainty about what MSY might be in a given year for Illex due to the variability in the 
relevant data and the resulting difficulty in interpreting the data in the context of Illex's life history. What 
appears less uncertain is that catches less than 24,000 mt do not appear to have caused negative consequences 
on trends in catches and/or fall NEFSC indices in the years following such catches.  Relative certainty in 
regards to MSY in a given year would require in-season assessments, however resources for such assessments 
are not currently available. 
 
 
Other Management Measures 
 
The need for changes to any other management measures (including ACLs/ACTs/AMs) will be evaluated by 
the Monitoring Committee once the ABC is known since the ABC specification may impact what management 
measures may be necessary.   
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Loligo Squid 

 

Summary 
 

-The status of Loligo is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates and "not overfished" with respect to 
stock size. 
 

-For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a Loligo OFL Proxy of 28,572 metric tons (mt) and an ABC of 
21,429 mt.  
 

-After the May SSC meeting, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet to discuss if 
consideration of any changes to other management measures is recommended, including Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs) 
 

Catch and Landings 

Mandatory Reporting began in 1997 so quota performance since 1997 is most relevant: 

Year

Harvest 
(Commercial 

and 
Recreational)

Quota
Percent of 

Quota 
Landed

1997 16,270 21,000 77%
1998 19,145 21,000 91%
1999 19,173 21,000 91%
2000 17,540 15,000 117%
2001 14,345 17,000 84%
2002 16,868 17,000 99%
2003 11,941 17,000 70%
2004 15,738 17,000 93%
2005 16,720 17,000 98%
2006 15,920 17,000 94%
2007 12,342 17,000 73%
2008 11,418 17,000 67%
2009 9,306 19,000 49%
2010 6,716 18,667 36%
2011 NA 19,906 NA  

 
Regulatory Review 
 

The 2011 ABC for Loligo is 24,000 mt which translated into a U.S. DAH of 19,906 mt after discards and 
management uncertainties were accounted for by the Council.  There is no substantial recreational fishery.  The 
fishery operates under limited access and the directed fishery closes at 95% of domestic annual harvest (DAH). 
 The annual quota is divided up into 3 four-month trimesters 43% (Trimester 1 Jan-April) - 17% (Trimester 2 
May-Aug) - 40% (Trimester 3 Sept-Dec).  Trimesters 1 and 2 close when 90% of the Trimester quota is used.  
There is a 1 7/8" minimum mesh required in Trimester 2 and a 2 1/8" mesh at other times.   



12 
 

 
2011 ABC SSC Rationale (http://www.mafmc.org/committees/SSC/SSC_Report_11-12_May_%202010.pdf) 
 
�“The SSC recommends 24,000 mt, which represents 75% of the catch associated with Fthreshold, and is also 
close to catch derived from the SARC 34 recommended methodology (24,700 mt).�” 
 
 
 Biological Reference Points 
 

The Loligo stock was most recently assessed at SARC 51 (2010). The SARC 51 findings were made available 
in 2010 and included data through 2009. There are no reliable current estimates of fishing mortality rates but a 
Bmsy target of 42,405 mt was accepted along with a Bthreshold of ½ of the target = 21,302 mt.  The Bmsy 
target was derived assuming that the 1976-2008 median biomass estimate represents 90% of the stock�’s 
carrying capacity "K" (SAW/SARC 42 concluded that the stock appears "lightly exploited") and the Bmsy 
target is ½ of K.     
 
 
Stock Status and Projections 
 

The status of Loligo is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates.  It was not possible to evaluate 
current stock status with respect to overfishing because there are no reliable current estimates of fishing 
mortality rates.   
 
The biomass estimate from SARC 51, which is based on the two-year average of catchability-adjusted spring 
and fall survey biomass during 2008-2009, was 54,442 mt (80% CI = 38,452-71,783 mt). This is greater than 
both the Bthreshold of 21,203 mt (i.e. Loligo is not overfished) and the Bmsy target of 42,405 mt. 
 
 
Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 
 

Some of the key points of the AP Fishery Performance Report (FPR) considered by staff included: 
  

-Loligo has incredibly variable productivity and availability both within a year and between years.  Loligo 
availability was low in 2010 and higher in 2011. 
 
-Recent ex-vessel prices are sufficient to drive increased effort (2011 prices have been quite high) but fuel 
prices are probably constraining search effort to some degree. 
 
-Scup GRAs and Fixed/Mobile gear conflicts have made Loligo fishing more difficult/less profitable leading to 
less effort.   
 
-Some vessels have been focusing on other species (other quotas have been increasing - e.g. summer flounder  
& scallops; some vessels were retrofitted for pelagic fishing).  
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2012 ABC Recommendations 
 

 
ABC 
 
Staff anticipates that this stock will be included in the Tier 4 assessment uncertainty category for reasons 
discussed above and below. 
 
The 2010 Loligo assessment (NEFSC 2010) essentially found that the Loligo stock appears to have successfully 
supported the range of observed catches (9,600 mt - 26,100 mt) during 1976-2009, as well as relatively high 
levels of finfish predation during 1977-1984 and 1999-2009 (finfish predation appeared relatively low 1978-
1998).  Given both the findings and uncertainty in the assessment, staff recommends that ABC going forward 
should be that which maintains the current landings quotas.  The current IOY is 20,000 mt - accounting for 
discards would suggest an ABC of 21,429 mt.  A 6.67% discard rate was assumed, which was the highest 
discard rate computed for 2000-2009 (NEFSC 2010).   
 
Further, staff recommends that specifications be set at status quo levels for three years because it seems unlikely 
that new information will be available to suggest another quota is more appropriate.  However, the 
specifications will still be reviewed annually so Loligo ABCs could still be taken up in the next year's 
specifications process if warranted by new information. 
 
For the first time, the 2010 Loligo assessment included a Term of Reference pertaining to Loligo ABC 
considerations, addressed as follows (NEFSC 2010): 
 

"Differences in productivity among cohorts could be considered when setting the annual 
Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC). The summer-hatched cohort has a faster growth rate than 
the winter-hatched cohort (Brodziak and Macy 1996) and the cohorts caught in the spring and 
fall surveys appear to have very different productivity and biomass. Exploitation indices for the 
January-June fishery (median = 0.315) are much higher on the less productive, spring survey 
cohort compared with the July-December fishery (median = 0.064) on the more productive fall 
survey cohort. The perceived differences in productivity could be due to different catchabilities 
in the spring and autumn surveys, as well as due to other factors. The ecological importance of 
Loligo as prey for a wide range of species could also be considered. Alternatively, knowledge 
about consumption by selected predators could be used as a basis to �“allocate�” squid production 
between humans and other predators (e.g., fish).  During 1987-2009, when there was no foreign 
fishery, catches ranged between  9,560 mt in 2009 and 24,544 mt in 1989 and minimum 
consumption estimates ranged between 15,762 mt and 125,400 mt. for minimum estimates of 
total removals between 25,322 mt and 149,944 mt. These removals do not appear to have 
impaired productivity and higher catches may be sustainable."  

 
Staff notes that in other places in the assessment document it is stated that in-season assessment/management 
would be necessary to obtain the highest catch levels.  Based on review of the SAW/SARC results, staff 
concludes that the available information does not suggest that having substantially less quota in Trimester 1 is 
necessary.  However, some minor adjustment may be reasonable to reduce the possibility of excessive spring 
cohort mortality since that cohort appears less productive (though staff notes the SARC review summary found 
that the differential seasonal biomass/productivity finding was �“less robust�” than other conclusions of the 
assessment).  Staff suggests that over the next 3 years 1% a year be transferred from Trimester 1 to Trimester 3 
such that the following Trimester ratios would be applied: 
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2012: T1: 42% ; T2: 17%  ; T3: 41% 
2013: T1: 41% ; T2: 17%  ; T3: 42% 
2014  T1: 40% ; T2: 17%  ; T3: 43% 
 
Staff will also suggest to the Monitoring Committee that they recommend that the Council increase the 
Trimester 1 closure buffer to make an overage in Trimester 1 less likely.  Staff concludes that a small transfer of 
quota from Trimester 1 to Trimester 3 along with an increase in the closure buffer would be a reasonable 
response to the findings of the SAW/SARC findings.   
 
 
OFL 
 
The SSC could designate an OFL proxy.  Setting a proxy OFL would establish a catch threshold that, if 
exceeded, would trigger development of additional management measures (ACLs).  Staff suggests setting a 
proxy OFL such that ABC = 75% of the OFL (which is consistent with previous SSC determinations), i.e. OFL 
= 28,572 mt. 
 
 
Scientific Uncertainty 
 
There is very high uncertainty about what MSY might be in a given year for Loligo due to the variability in the 
relevant data and the resulting difficulty in interpreting the data in the context of Loligo’s life history. What 
appears less uncertain is that catches less than 21,429 mt do not appear to have caused negative consequences 
on trends in catches and/or fall NEFSC indices in the years following such catches.  Relative certainty in 
regards to MSY in a given year would require in-season assessments, however resources for such assessments 
are not currently available. 
 
 
Other Management Measures 
 
The need for changes to any other management measures (including ACLs/ACTs/AMs) will be evaluated by 
the Monitoring Committee once the ABC is known since the ABC specification may impact what management 
measures may be necessary.  Potential changes to Trimester 1 closure buffers will be recommended as 
described above. 
 
Also, the SSC and/or Monitoring Committee should discuss the potential merits of squid jigging.  Commercial 
jigging for the Loligo stock managed by the MAFMC is not currently practiced and it is unknown if jigging 
could be successful.  However, since jigging bycatch of butterfish would likely be low, jigging for squid should 
not be prohibited if the Loligo fishery closes because of the butterfish cap.   
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Butterfish 

 

Summary 
 

-The status of butterfish is currently �“unknown�” with respect to mortality rates and stock size.  The most recent 
assessment did conclude that the butterfish stock was experiencing a long-term declining trend but that 
overfishing appeared unlikely and that fishing mortality appeared quite low and was not a substantial driver of 
butterfish's decline. 
 

-For the 2012 fishing year, staff recommends a process that would allow the Council and NMFS to 
automatically incorporate the fall 2011 NEFSC Trawl data and the fall 2011 NEAMAP data in order to make 
incremental changes from the status quo ABC.  The process is detailed below. 
 

-After the May SSC meeting, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee will meet to discuss if 
consideration of any changes to other management measures is recommended, including Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs). 
 

Catch and Landings 

Mandatory Reporting began in 1997 so quota performance since 1997 is most relevant: 

Year Harvest (only 
commercial) Quota

Percent of 
Quota 

Landed

1997 2,794 5,900 47%
1998 1,966 5,900 33%
1999 2,110 5,900 36%
2000 1,449 5,900 25%
2001 4,404 5,897 75%
2002 872 5,900 15%
2003 536 5,900 9%
2004 537 5,900 9%
2005 437 1,681 26%
2006 554 1,681 33%
2007 674 1,681 40%
2008 451 500 90%
2009 435 500 87%
2010 575 500 115%
2011 NA 500 NA  

 

Beginning in 2011, a butterfish mortality cap for the Loligo fishery was implemented to control discard 
mortality of butterfish in the Loligo fishery.  Previous analysis suggested that this fishery was responsible for 
most butterfish mortality in recent years.  For 2011, the overall butterfish ABC was 1,811 mt (as amended 
through emergency action due to the SSCs revision of its initial 1,500 mt ABC and subsequent Council action) 
and 1,311 mt of that ABC was reserved for the operation of the butterfish cap on the Loligo fishery.  Council 
and/or NMFS staff will provide a preliminary update on the operation of the butterfish cap in 2011 at the May 
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2011 SSC meeting.  A full review of the performance of the cap will occur once the first year of the cap's 
operation has concluded (i.e. during the specification process in 2012 for development of the 2013 
specifications). 
 

Regulatory Review 
 

The 2011 ABC for butterfish is 1,811 mt which results in a U.S. DAH of 500 mt after discards and management 
uncertainty were accounted for by the Council.  There is no recreational fishery.  The fishery operates under 
limited access and the "directed fishery" closes at 80% of domestic annual harvest (DAH), though trip limits 
have generally regulated the fishery into just an incidental retention fishery.  The butterfish cap on the Loligo 
fishery is a major aspect of butterfish catch regulation. 
 
The last year of substantial butterfish landings was 2001.  Landings were low from 2002 until the 2004 
assessment after which regulations were imposed to avoid re-establishment of a directed fishery while 
rebuilding plans were developed.  While the 2010 assessment may call into question rebuilding, the butterfish 
cap would still be necessary to track and manage butterfish under ACLs/AMs since discarding of butterfish is 
likely to occur in the Loligo fishery.   
 
2011 ABC SSC Rationale (http://www.mafmc.org/committees/SSC/SSC_Report_11-12_May_%202010.pdf) 
 
Original (1,500 mt): �“The SSC recommends a status quo ABC, 1500 mt. Assessment reports that abundance 
trends are in decline and at historically low levels. However F appears very low. SSC concluded that 
maintaining ABC levels at this time is warranted. Available information suggests stock improvement at 1500 
MT ABC, if environmental conditions improve.�” 
 
Amended (1,811 mt - http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/SSC_butterfish_Feb7_2011.pdf): �“The SSC 
revisited the 2011 ABC and increased it to 1,811 mt based on catch history (average landings and discards) for 
the years 2002-2008. This time period was selected because it: a) reflected a period of the catch history 
dominated principally by discards; b) comparable estimates of discards were available (time series of discard 
estimates terminated in 2008); and c) the stock abundance appeared relatively stable (albeit low) based on 
NEFSC fall survey data for butterfish.�”   
 
 
 Biological Reference Points 
 

The butterfish stock was most recently assessed at SARC 49 (2010). The SARC review panel did not accept the 
adequacy of the proposed redefined BRPs or the BRPs used for stock status determination in the 2004 butterfish 
assessment. The review panel questioned the application of MSY theory to a short-lived recruitment-dominated 
population, particularly the use of equilibrium methods when trends in the data suggest the stock is declining 
even with low fishing mortality. 
    
 
Stock Status and Projections 
 

SARC 49 concluded that overfishing was not likely occurring and that the decline in the butterfish stock 
appears to be driven by environmental processes and low recruitment.  Determination of an overfished versus 
not overfished condition was not resolved at the meeting, which left the overfished status of butterfish as 
unknown.  
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Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 
 

Some of the key points of the AP Fishery Performance Report (FPR) considered by staff included: 
  

-Low butterfish availability/abundance resulted in low landings in the 1990s and it has been very difficult to re-
establish a market given the low quotas.  It would take several years to re-establish markets, and landings would 
likely slowly increase if there was a larger quota. 
 
-Butterfish is caught in much higher quantities than many other fish in the NEFSC Surveys which have higher 
associated quotas than butterfish �– this situation seems incongruous. 
 
-On-the-water observations from the AP suggest butterfish abundance declined in the 1990s but has increased 
through the 2000s to a relatively high level. 
 
-Management over the last 5-8 years has limited directed effort and landings to a degree that landings are not a 
good indicator of abundance. 
 
-Compared to historical fishing effort (numbers of vessels), there are currently few vessels searching for 
butterfish to really know if there are butterfish out there to be caught. 
 
 
2012 ABC Recommendations 
 

ABC 
 
Staff anticipates that this stock will be included in the Tier 4 assessment uncertainty category for reasons 
discussed above and below. 
 
Especially with NMFS's resource constraints, and given butterfish's very short lifespan (1-3 years), high natural 
mortality, highly uncertain and highly variable survey indices, and highly uncertain and highly variable catch 
estimates, it is quite possible that in the next 10 years we will not have an assessment that provides high 
certainty about the condition and productivity of the butterfish stock.  Moreover, even if we did have such an 
assessment, it would likely be out of date as soon as it is completed because by the time it is completed it is 
already a year or two from the last data inputted into the model.  Most of the butterfish that were alive then are 
already dead upon final review of the assessment, and even less would be alive by the time that information 
worked its way through the specification process to the beginning of a fishing year.  If an assessment approach 
can be developed to manage butterfish in real time then that would be preferable.   
 
Two critical points from the last assessment suggest that an incremental approach to changing the butterfish 
ABC (up of down) based on recent fall trawl data may be appropriate.   
 
First, the assessment suggested that the fall NEFSC survey is likely the best indicator of butterfish abundance.  
Other indicators are likely to be too impacted by external factors (coverage issues with spring survey, 
regulatory impacts on catch, etc.) to be explanatory.  However, the fall NEFSC survey no longer covers inshore 
strata (2009 to present) and NEAMAP data is likely important because it covers the now-excluded inshore 
strata and has relatively low CVs.   
 
Second, the assessment suggested that while the butterfish stock has declined, fishing mortality appears very 
low.  This would suggest that the risk involved in making small incremental changes to ABC is also likely to 
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involve little risk of overfishing.  Given this, the following is a proposal for an ABC decision rule for butterfish: 
 
1a. Compute the 10 year median for NEFSC trawl series (initially 2002-2011) (# and kg).   
1b. Compute median to date for NEAMAP series (initially 2007-2011) (# and kg). 
2a. Compute ratio of fall 2011 values to the medians (# and kg) for each survey. 
2b. Average the # and kg ratios for each survey. 
 
3.  Use the table below to adjust the subsequent year's ABC.  The NEFSC and NEAMAP results could be 
additive or could cancel each other out.  NEAMAP covers a much smaller area than the NEFSC trawl but it has 
very low CVs and covers important inshore habitat of juvenile butterfish (fall juveniles make up a substantial 
portion of the following year's biomass).  Based on this situation, the percentages below effectively weight the 
NEAMAP survey at half of the NEMFC survey. 
 
NEFSC Trawl Rule  
 
If #2b < 0.5         ABC reduced by 15.0%    
If #2b 0.5 and <0.75   ABC reduced by 10.0%    
If #2b 0.75 and <1    ABC reduced by 5.0% 
If #2b 1 and <1.25     ABC increased by 5.3%     
If #2b 1.25 and <1.5    ABC increased by 11.1%  
If #2b  1.5         ABC increased by 17.6%   
 
NEAMAP Trawl Rule  
 
If #2b < 0.5         ABC reduced by 7.5%    
If #2b 0.5 and <0.75   ABC reduced by 5.0%    
If #2b 0.75 and <1    ABC reduced by 2.5% 
If #2b 1 and <1.25     ABC increased by 2.6%     
If #2b 1.25 and <1.5    ABC increased by 5.3%  
If #2b  1.5         ABC increased by 8.1%  
 
The reason why the increase percentages are higher than the reduction percentages is just to maintain algebraic 
equivalence.  If one starts at 100 and reduces by 15% the result is 85.  If one increases 85 by 15% the answer is 
only 97.75.  One has to increase 85 by 17.6% to get back to 100. 
 
The starting point would be the 2011 ABC of 1,811mt.  Depending on the fall 2011 results of each survey, the 
ABC would be adjusted accordingly.  To illustrate how this would all work, one can examine what would have 
happened for 2011 if this rule had been in place. 
 
2001-2010 NEFSC series # median = 115.285                  2001-2010 NEFSC series kg median = 3.04 
2010 NEFSC # result = 128.2 (ratio=1.11)                        2010 NEFSC kg result = 5.59 (ratio=1.84)  
Avg of # and kg ratios = 1.48 - increase by 11.1% 
 
2007-2010 NEAMAP series # median = 5.23                    2007-2010 NEAMAP series kg median = 1.83 
2010 NEAMAP # result = 5.40 (ratio=1.03)                      2010 NEAMAP # result = 2.16 (ratio=1.18)  
Avg of # and kg ratios = 1.11 - increase by 2.6% 
 
The total increase would have been 13.7% (11.1% + 2.6%).  The 2010 ABC was 1,500 mt so the 2011 ABC 
would have been 1,705 mt under this rule.  The rationale for making incremental changes even if there are big 
swings in the indices is that big swings are expected due to the type of sampling and life history of butterfish.  
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Also, given the apparent low role of fishing mortality, large changes to ABC appear generally unwarranted.  
The most recent fall indices would seem to give the best idea of the trend of the butterfish stock given current 
environmental conditions.  Basing an ABC adjustment on this seems as reasonable as any other currently 
available approach, especially given the life history of butterfish.  The decision rule would be hardwired into 
the specifications process so that the SSC would not be faced with revisiting the butterfish ABC each year when 
new fall data becomes available as occurred earlier this year.   
 
To operationalize this framework, the SSC would recommend status quo unless the decision rule indicates 
otherwise.  The Council could then do the same.  The specifications EA would analyze status quo plus 25.7% to 
minus 22.5%, the possible range given the decision rule.  The proposed rule could do the same.  The fall survey 
results should be available by the time a Final Rule is due to be published.  Even if the fall survey results are 
late, since there are roll-over provisions in the plan and since the ABC would only being changed 
incrementally, even if the final rule was slightly delayed there would likely be minimal consequences since a 
similar ABC would be rolling over until the Final Rule was published. 
 
 
OFL 
 
The fall NEFSC indices have essentially been level since 1995.  As such, staff recommends identifying the 
highest catch over that time period as a proxy OFL = 11,037 mt.   
 
 
Scientific Uncertainty 
  
The large differences in the scale of biomass estimates between the most recent and previous assessment are 
due primarily to the inclusion of prior information about the catchability of age 1+ fish in the NEFSC fall 
survey as they relate to survey catch efficiency estimates of the FSV Bigelow relative to the R/V Albatross IV 
as well as  assumptions on the range of possible values for the ratio of the survey to stock area and the 
efficiency of the FSV Bigelow.  While involving substantial uncertainty, these estimates were highly likely to 
be improvements from the previous assessment. 
 
Spawning stock biomass and recruitment have declined in recent years, even in the absence of substantial 
fishing pressure. The cause of poor recruitment is unknown.  However, high natural mortality rates imply short 
life spans for incoming recruits and few older fish in the population, even if fishing mortality is low. 
 
Validity of KLAMZ model estimates of biomass and fishing mortality was supported by the application of a 
simple �“envelope�” analysis method that established a feasible range for biomass (Figure B6). Model based 
estimates of stock biomass and fishing mortality rates were consistent with simple empirical interpretations of 
the data. The method was based on a feasible range of assumed fishing mortality rates applied to the observed 
catch series, and a feasible range of catchabilities applied to the NEFSC fall trawl survey catch weights per tow. 
Additional details are provided in Appendix B of the butterfish Assessment Report. 
 
Additional sources of uncertainty include low precision in the discard estimates in some years due to low levels 
of observer coverage, low catchability for this pelagic fish, and conflicting trends among research bottom trawl 
surveys, most notably between the NEFSC spring and fall surveys. In the spring, seasonal migrations result in a 
high concentration of butterfish in deeper offshore strata, and possibly outside the survey area at that time. 
 



20 
 

Other Management Measures 
 
The need for changes to any other management measures (including ACLs/ACTs/AMs) will be evaluated by 
the Monitoring Committee once the ABC is known since the ABC specification may impact what management 
measures may be necessary.  The Monitoring Committee will consider recommending additional closure 
buffers for the directed fishery since there was a quota overage last year. 
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Appendix 1 
April 25, 2011 --  SMB Monitoring Committee 

 
 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to gather non-decisional input from the Monitoring Committee (MC) on 
Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) recommendations made by Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
(Council) staff.  This summary will accompany the MAFMC ABC staff recommendations as part of the briefing 
package that is provided to the Council�’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) in preparation for their 
meeting on May 25-26, 2010, when they will develop ABC recommendations for the Council.  The meeting 
was held via Webinar.  Attendees included: 
 
 
 
Monitoring Committee: 
Didden, Jason   MAFMC 
Peters-Mason, Aja  NERO 
Miller, Tim   NEFSC (butterfish) 
Hendrickson, Lisa NEFSC (squids) 
Kiersten, Curti  NEFSC (mackerel) 
 
 
 
Public: 
Sohn, Joel   Harvard 
Monsen, Geir   Seafreeze 
Ellenton, Dave  Cape Seafoods 
Kaelin, Jeff   Lunds 
Reichle, Jeffrey  Lunds 
DiDomenico, Greg  GSSA 
Labriola, Theresa  PEW 
Gromen, Pam   NCMC 
McCay, Bonnie  MAFMC SSC/ Rutgers 
Rudolph, Tom  PEW 
Paquette, Patrick  MSBA 
Taylor, Kate   ASMFC 
Read, Alesia   MD Sea Grant 
Cevoli, Kristen  PEW 
Steele, Lori   NEFMC 
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Illex Squid 

 
Staff ABC Recommendation: 24,000 mt  

see http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm   
 
Staff reviewed the ABC memo as it pertains to Illex.  The monitoring committee noted that recent fall NEFSC 
indices (number per tow) were above the long term median.  The monitoring committee input supported the 
staff ABC recommendations as appearing reasonable given the available information.  The monitoring 
committee also supported that setting the quota for 3 years was reasonable given that with Illex, one would not 
necessarily want to react to the highly variable catches and survey indices from any given year. 
 
Public Comments (I1): 
 
I1.  Why not increase quotas incrementally?  MC response/discussion: History of catches appears to not have 
caused stock problems but unclear if increasing mortality would or would not cause problems.  While squids are 
not included in ACL/AM Amendment, Council�’s risk policy for other Tier 4 assessment-species is to not 
increase ABCs. 

 
 

Loligo Squid 
 

Original Staff ABC Recommendation: 21,429 mt 
Revised Staff ABC Recommendation: 23,387 

 see http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm   
 
Staff reviewed the ABC memo as it pertains to Loligo.  The monitoring committee input supported the staff 
ABC recommendations as appearing reasonable given the available information.  However, given the 
assessment finding that the range of levels of observed exploitation had not negatively impacted the stock, and 
since the 1993 catch of 23,387 mt involved the highest annual exploitation index recorded, 23,387 mt would 
also appear reasonable as an ABC that would not be expected to cause sustainability concerns given the 
findings of the latest assessment (see additional discussion below).  
 
There was no direct discussion of the proposal to set specifications for three years. 
 
 
Public Comments (L1-L5): 
 
L1.  Why transfer any tonnage from Trimester 1 with larger squid to Trimester 3 with smaller squid?  You end 
up killing more squid.  Does not seem to make any sense.   MC response/discussion: Fall squid are smaller so 
the point is well taken.  On the other hand productivity appears substantially higher in the fall so there may be 
more squid to catch in the fall.  Given the uncertainty, it appears reasonable to maintain the status quo 
Trimester divisions for now and try to research the differential productivity issue in the future. 
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L2.  Why reduce ABC from last year�’s 24,000 mt?  MC response/discussion: Last year�’s 24,000 mt was based 
on an OFL of 32,000 mt from an assessment that has since been eclipsed.  Staff therefore started over when 
developing an ABC recommendation this year and staff�’s recommendation was based on the new assessment, 
which generally found the Loligo fishery to be lightly fished but that it would be difficult to identify how much 
more Loligo could be harvested without in-season assessments.  Staff therefore started with last year�’s quota of 
20,000 mt and increased that to get an ABC that would provide for effectively status quo quotas. 
 
Still in response to this public comment, the MC then noted that since the assessment found the stock to be 
�“lightly fished�” it would be useful to examine the highpoints of catch over the relevant time series where 
exploitation indices were calculated (1987-2009).  The highpoints were 24,544 mt in 1989, 23,387 mt in 1993, 
and 24,566 mt in 1994, i.e. there were multiple years with catches over staff�’s ABC recommendation of 21,429 
mt.  The discussion also noted that the 1993 catch of 23,387 mt was associated with the highest annual 
exploitation index (catch/biomass) of 0.66 (0.42 for catch against a 2-year moving average of biomass).  Given 
the assessment finding that the range of levels of observed exploitation had not negatively impacted the 
stock, and since the 1993 catch of 23,387 mt involved the highest annual exploitation index recorded, 
23,387 mt would appear reasonable as an ABC that would not be expected to cause sustainability 
concerns given the findings of the latest assessment.  Approaching an OFL proxy in the same way as the 
staff memo produces a new OLF Proxy of 31,183 mt. 
 
L3.  You sound like you know a lot about what is going to happen with squid next year but given the data is a 
few years old you have no idea about what next year is going to be like.  MC response/discussion: While the 
point is well taken, the approach here has been to look at the range of catches in the context of the assessment 
finding that the range of exploitations have not substantially impacted the Loligo stock.   
 
L3.  Where did the jigging idea come from?  MC response/discussion:  Staff is aware that jigging for squid is 
used in some fisheries.  This is not a requirement but just an exemption in case someone wants to try it. 
 
L4.  Finfish predation was relatively low from 1985-1998. MC response/discussion: The concern here would be 
that high finfish predation coupled with relatively high fishery mortality might cause a problem for the Loligo 
stock.  The MC noted that the consumption estimates are preliminary and that it is difficult to compare the 
biomass estimates (which are an average of the spring-fall cohort biomasses) and the consumption estimates 
(which are additive for the spring and fall cohorts).  [Council staff subsequently also noted that the stock 
supported both catches near or above 23,387 mt and relatively high finfish consumption in 1980, 1981, and 
1983 though annual exploitation indices are not available before 1987]. 
 
L5.  The range of catches from the assessment went up to 26,144 mt so why would that not be appropriate.  MC 
response/discussion: See discussion about exploitation rates above.       
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Butterfish 
 

Staff ABC Recommendation: 1,811 mt to be adjusted automatically with fall 2011 Survey Data 
 see http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm   

 
 
Staff reviewed the ABC memo as it pertains to butterfish.  The MC generally agreed that something like the 
staff proposal should be reasonable and could be helpful to the SSC.  Additional supporting analyses would be 
useful however, preferably a management strategy evaluation.  Cox and Kronlund 2008 
(http://research.rem.sfu.ca/papers/cox/FRv94i3-224-237.pdf) describe how a roughly similar strategy could be 
successful for sablefish.  A similar level of analysis is not available for butterfish.  However, given the 
assessment finding that fishing mortality appears to be a relatively small factor influencing the butterfish stock, 
it would appear that the risk from taking an incremental approach would be relatively low. 
 
NERO staff also noted that observer reports suggest that slipped hauls of butterfish may be an issue with the 
performance of the butterfish mortality cap and NERO will provide additional information at a later date for 
future SSC/MC consideration. 
 
 

Public Comments (B1-B6): 
 
B1.  Where did 1,500 mt ABC come from?  MC response/discussion: The stock was declared overfished in a 
2004 assessment.  After that assessment, to prevent re-development of a directed fishery while a rebuilding plan 
was developed, the Council reduced the ABC from 7,200 mt in 2004 to 4,545 mt in 2005.  Given catches 2003-
2006 appeared to be around 1,500 mt despite a higher quota, the Council reduced the ABC to 1,500 mt in 2008, 
again to prevent re-development of a directed fishery while a re-building plan was implemented.  The stock 
status was found to be unknown in a 2010 assessment.  The SSC originally chose to maintain a status quo 1,500 
mt ABC in 2011, which is consistent with the Council�’s (adopted but not yet published in a proposed rule) Tier 
4 Assessment Risk Policy of not increasing ABCs for Tier 4 Assessments absent clear justification.  The SSC 
revisited the 2011 ABC and increased it to 1,811 mt based on catch history (average landings and discards) for 
the years 2002-2008. This time period was selected because: a) it reflected a period of the catch history 
dominated principally by discards; b) comparable estimates of discards were available (time series of discard 
estimates terminated in 2008); and c) the stock abundance appeared relatively stable (albeit low) based on 
NEFSC fall survey data for butterfish.   
 
Public Follow-Up: The current assessment and management program does not appear to be well matched to the 
biology of butterfish �– there does not appear to be solid logic as to how to govern this fishery.  This causes 
despair among those subject to the resulting regulations. 
 
B2.  Will there be a range for the SSC like last year?  MC response/discussion:  Staff is providing a staff 
recommendation for a specific ABC or ABC process but the SSC can choose any ABC it justifies as 
appropriate. 
 
B3.  In order to re-develop a market a much larger increase is necessary and incremental changes will cause 
many millions of dollars of revenue to be forgone.  The survey catches a lot of butterfish and it does not make 
sense for the quota to be so low.   MC response/discussion: See above discussion re: risk policy and below re: 
surveys.  All parties acknowledge we are operating in a very high-uncertainty situation (see most recent 
assessment). 
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B4.  The only reason the ABC was 1,500 mt recently was because of the 2004 assessment, which was deemed 
by the most recent assessment to be not suitable for management purposes.  MC response/discussion: This is 
likely true.  See response to B1 above. 
 
B5.  What is the scientific justification for having such a low butterfish quota compared to the Loligo quota 
when they have the same reproduction strength and the recent surveys have been catching twice as much 
butterfish as Loligo squid.  MC response/discussion: The question was partly based on review of the 
�“Fisherman�’s Reports�” of the NEFSC annual surveys, which lists the pounds caught on the survey for 
frequently observed species.  MAFMC staff examined the Fall NEFSC trawl survey reports for the years of 
2009 (most recent available), 2008, 2006, 2005, and 2004 (2007 did not have annual totals) and of the 24 
frequently encountered species, butterfish had the 5th highest average catch by weight.  The table on the next 
page describes the poundages caught for the 20 species with the highest average over the above-stated years.  
While butterfish is caught relatively frequently, each species is assessed differently using different data.  For 
most species a variety of data sources are used in assessments such as catch numbers by age, NEFSC and other 
surveys, catch per unit of effort, etc.  Therefore one would not necessarily expect a direct correlation between 
the total poundages caught on just one or two surveys and quotas of any given two species.  The primary reason 
why the butterfish quota is currently low is tied to its management history, lack of an accepted assessment, and 
the SSCs evaluation of what is an acceptable ABC given the available data in the context of the high 
uncertainty with butterfish, as described above in B1.  As in previous years, the SSC will have to justify all of 
its recommendations for 2012 and the points discussed in relation to this comment will be provided to them. 
 
B6:  Butterfish represents an opportunity to �“start over�” to develop a rational method of governance that is not 
locked into previous history.  This is an opportunity to experiment with the fishery where there does not appear 
to be a risk of overfishing since fishing mortality has appeared to be unsubstantial.  MC response/discussion: 
These thoughts will be recorded in the MC notes. 
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SPINY
DOGFISH HADDOCK

ATLANTIC
CROAKER

ACADIAN
REDFISH BUTTERFISH

2004 58,923 11,160 12,279 5,170 2,231
2005 73,321 11,174 7,681 5,053 863
2006 69,031 10,390 12,824 6,231 5,151
2008 44,728 6,808 8,537 7,373 1,702
2009 42,372 9,679 3,766 13,259 9,813
Avg 57,675 9,842 9,017 7,417 3,952

LOLIGO SPOT
SILVER
HAKE SCUP

ATLANTIC
COD

2004 2,195 892 1,092 3,637 1,894
2005 2,680 2,477 706 1,200 1,280
2006 5,577 2,233 1,269 2,221 1,831
2008 3,497 2,924 1,763 2,729 1,883
2009 5,783 10,081 9,600 4,097 5,600
Avg 3,946 3,721 2,886 2,777 2,498

WEAKFISH
WINTER
FLOUNDER

AMERICAN
LOBSTER

YELLOWTAIL
FLOUNDER ILLEX

2004 3,091 1,068 1,294 521 310
2005 2,305 1,334 967 328 705
2006 2,711 1,572 1,274 860 1,666
2008 1,082 1,808 1,606 1,480 666
2009 201 3,423 2,881 3,635 2,206
Avg 1,878 1,841 1,604 1,365 1,111

POLLOCK
SUMMER
FLOUNDER

WHITE
HAKE BLUEFISH GOOSEFISH

2004 1,214 1,241 609 1,029 388
2005 2,893 1,054 554 888 436
2006 679 893 763 962 515
2008 637 895 1,123 1,044 324
2009 108 1,408 2,115 1,020 1,841
Avg 1,106 1,098 1,033 989 701  

Table 1.  Pounds of frequently observed species in Fall NEFSC survey. 
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Atlantic Mackerel (Mackerel) 
 

Staff ABC Recommendation: 56,200 mt  
 see http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm   

 
Staff reviewed the ABC memo as it pertains to mackerel.  The monitoring committee input supported the staff 
ABC recommendations as appearing reasonable given the available information.  After the call the MC 
investigated if additional clarification of the TRAC ABC recommendation was possible but discussions with 
NEFSC staff did not suggest this was possible and that it would be up to the SSC to interpret the TRAC advice 
and/or evaluate if the new information since the TRAC indicates that another quota is more appropriate. 
 
Public Comments (M1-M5): 
 

M1:  A different interpretation of the TRAC advice is to not allow landings to exceed 80,000 mt until there is 
additional information and landings have not exceeded 80,000 mt.  The staff advice would seriously impact the 
US industry and allow the Canadians to ignore the TRAC advice of limiting catch to 80,000 mt.  The risk policy 
discussion earlier on this call suggested that the risk policy in a Tier 4 situation is to not increase ABCs.  There 
is no indication that U.S. catches have caused a decline in the mackerel stock and the status quo should be 
maintained with perhaps an initial quota of 40,000 mt adjustable up to the status quo. 
 
M2: This stock had an ABC of 256,000 mt ABC just a few years ago.  How could we have caught enough fish 
to drop the ABC so low.  If there has been a regime shift, under what process could the ABC go up if the fish 
become available again?  
 
 MC response/discussion to M1/M2:  Maintaining an indefinite 80,000 mt quota until new information suggests 
a different quota is more appropriate could be another interpretation.  There is no mechanism to get additional 
input from the TRAC to clarify this recommendation.  It is up to the SSC to interpret the TRAC advice and/or if 
the new information since the TRAC indicates that another quota is more appropriate.   
 
M3: Looking at the most recent three years of catch is unfair because other factors (limitations on herring) have 
caused substantial financial hardship on the industry overall which has hampered their ability to go out 
searching for mackerel.  Availability was also an issue but lower revenues because of herring restrictions have 
shrunk operating margins, making extensive searching for mackerel less feasible.   MC response/discussion: 
This comment has been noted and similar thoughts are included in the Mackerel Fishery Performance Report, 
which indicated availability was the primary cause of lower catches.   
 
M4: Weather and the haddock cap on herring fishery also curtailed ability to search for mackerel in 2011.   MC 
response/discussion: This comment has been noted. 
 
M5: Does the NEFSC spring survey cover the offshore areas that industry indicates it has been unable to 
fish/search.  MC response/discussion: Survey stations are described in annual trawl reports, available at: 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/esb/spring_rsr.html. 
 


