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Staff notes that there are additional relevant background materials available on the MAFMC website, 

particularly the May 2011 SSC briefing document site: 

http://www.mafmc.org/meeting_materials/SSC/2011-05/SSC_2011-05.htm and the 2012 SMB 

specifications site: http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb_files/msbSpecs2012.htm.   
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May 27, 2011 -- Squid Mackerel Butterfish Monitoring Committee 
DRAFT Summary and Recommendations 

 
 
The purpose of this Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) Squid Mackerel Butterfish 
(SMB)  Monitoring Committee (MC) meeting was to develop management recommendations for the 
Council based on the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC) Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) 
recommendations and the pending requirements of the Council’s Omnibus Annual Catch Limit 
(ACL)/Accountability Measures (AM) Amendment (including Annual Catch Targets – ACTs).  The 
Omnibus Amendment applies to Atlantic mackerel and butterfish.  This summary will be part of the 
briefing package for the Council to consider at its June 2011 meeting when 2012 specifications are 
developed for the SMB fisheries.  The meeting was held via Webinar.  Attendees included: 
 
Monitoring Committee (MC): 
Didden, Jason   Council 
Peters-Mason, Aja  NMFS NERO 
Miller, Tim   NMFS NEFSC (butters) 
Hendrickson, Lisa NMFS NEFSC (squids) 
Kiersten, Curti  NMFS NEFSC (macks) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public: 
Robins, Richard  
Monsen, Geir  
Fuller, Erica 
Kaelin, Jeff 
Gromen, Pam 
Crawford, Jud 
Rudolph, Tom 
Sohn, Joel 
DiDomenico, Greg  
Ellenton, Dave 
Cevoli, Kristen 
Clark, Mary

 
NOTE: Some of the numbers discussed on the call have been slightly modified because of rounding 
issues.  The mackerel numbers have also been modified to be consistent with the procedure used last 
year whereby US discard information was used to estimate Canadian catch from Canadian landings 
(these will be updated before the Council meeting based on the latest update from the Canadian 
fisheries agency- DFO). The regulations also specify that it is not Canadian landings but Canadian 
catch that must be deducted (see below).  
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Summary Table - (Values used to populate this table are underlined in the text.) 
 

Illex Loligo Mackerel Butterfish
Max OY (mt) Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
ABC (mt ‐ Set by SSC) 24,000 23,400 80,000 3,622
Expected Canadian Catch (mt) NA NA 41,285 NA
U.S ABC (mt) NA NA 38,715 NA
ACL NA NA 38,715 3,622
Recreational Allocation (6.2%) NA NA 2,400 NA
Commercial Allocation (93.8%) NA NA 36,315 NA
Recreational ACT Buffer NA NA 10% NA
Recreational ACT (mt) NA NA 2,160 NA
Commercial ACT Buffer NA NA 5% 10%
Commercial ACT (mt) NA NA 34,499 3,260
Commercial Discard Set‐Aside 4.52% 4.08% 3.11% 66.67%
IOY (mt) 22,915 22,445 NA NA
DAH (mt) 22,915 22,445 33,426 1,087
DAP (mt) 22,915 22,445 33,426 1,087
Butterfish Cap (mt) NA NA NA 2,445

Summary of Monitoring Committee Recommendations for 2012 MSB Specifications

 
 
 
Illex 
 
Staff noted that the SSC’s 2012-2014 Illex ABC is 24,000 metric tons (mt) (2013-2014 subject to annual 
review).  Staff summarized the nature of recent landings and NMFS NorthEast Fisheries Science Center 
(NEFSC) trawl indices and noted that additional background documents are available on the Council 
website further describing the fishery and stock.   
 
The MC discussed various ways to account for discards.  The MC ultimately settled on a process of 
examining the most recent 10 years of data where discards are available (1995-2004), and assuming a 
discard rate equal to the mean plus one standard deviation of the observed ratios of discards to total 
catch.  This should result in underestimating discards infrequently.  Since achievement of the quota also 
occurs infrequently, exceeding the ABC should occur quite infrequently.  The resulting discard rate 
would be 4.52%, and leads to an optimum yield (IOY) of 22,915 mt = Domestic Annual Harvest (DAH) 
= Domestic Annual Processing (DAP). 
 
The MC also discussed the post-closure incidental trip limit (10,000 pounds - no changes recommended) 
and the directed fishery closure threshold (95%).  While in both years since 1997 (1998 and 2004) where 
DAH was approached there was a quota overage, since monitoring and closure projecting has improved 
since then, the MC thought that a 95% closure threshold would likely be appropriate and that the MC 
would closely observe performance when the next closure occurs and consider if any changes are 
appropriate at that time. 
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The MC also discussed that the Magnuson-Stevens Act as currently amended (MSA) states that 
optimum yield (OY) is based on Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) as reduced by relevant economic, 
social, or ecological factors.  The new National Standard 1 (NS1) guidelines suggest that the Council 
must consider each factor.  The MC is not aware of any economic or social factors that would suggest 
lowering quotas but noted that the NS1 guidelines recommend considering managing forage stocks more 
conservatively than standard MSY-based management would suggest.  Especially given A) There are no 
MSY estimates for SMB species and  B) the Council is investigating ecosystem management in a larger 
context, the MC was not comfortable making any specific recommendations but did feel that providing a 
summary of the Council’s actions on investigating ecosystem management and a summary of the 
NEFSC’s “Ecosystem Status Report for the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem” 
could help contextualize the Council’s specifications decision making and help the Council consider 
“ecological factors” as required by the MSA and the NS1 guidelines.  This summary is included in 
Appendix A.  This paragraph applies to all species in this plan.  Public comments both supported and 
opposed potential additional considerations for ecological-based reductions when deriving OY. 
 
Loligo 
 
Staff noted that the SSC’s 2012-2014 Loligo ABC is 23,400 metric tons (mt) (2013-2014 subject to 
annual review).   Staff summarized the nature of recent landings and NEFSC trawl indices and noted 
that additional background documents are available on the Council website further describing the fishery 
and stock.  Staff also noted that this species’ scientific name has been officially changed from Loligo 
pealei to Doryteuthis (Amerigo) pealeii.  Staff will consult with NMFS staff on switching names in 
official documents. 
 
Consistent with the Illex discussion above, the MC recommended that a percentage of the ABC for 
discards be set aside equal to the mean plus one standard deviation of the ratios of discards to total catch 
observed in the most recent 10 years for which discard data is available (2000-2009) (this timeframe 
also coincides with adoption of in-season management).  This should result in underestimating discards 
infrequently.  Since achievement of the quota also occurs infrequently, exceeding the ABC should occur 
quite infrequently.  The resulting discard rate would be 4.08%, and leads to an optimum yield (IOY) of 
22,445 mt = Domestic Annual Harvest (DAH) = Domestic Annual Processing (DAP).   
 
The MC discussed additional Loligo reductions from ABC related to management uncertainty in the 
butterfish cap program but decided to deal with that uncertainty in butterfish discussions.  There were 
public comments for and against such additional reductions.  One aspect of those comments noted 
concern about slippage of hauls on observed trips and potential uncertainty regarding discards.  The MC 
noted that preliminary analysis of Trimester 1 2011 observer data suggests that slippage on Loligo trips 
is related to discarding of non-target species rather than Loligo (e.g. dogfish) so systematic substantial 
discarding of Loligo is not a major concern at this time.  Given that the IOY would be equal to ABC-
discards, the MC concluded that no changes were warranted to the directed fishery closure threshold or 
the post-closure trip limit (more liberal limits could lead to ABC overages). 
 
The MC agreed that Loligo RSA should be limited to an amount that can be supported by a sufficient 
amount of butterfish RSA to cover likely butterfish discards in those RSA Loligo catches (same as last 
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year).  The MC also agreed that it appeared reasonable to exempt jigging-only (no trawl gear onboard) 
fishing for Loligo by moratorium permit-holders from the 2,500 pound post-butterfish-cap-closure trip 
limit in the case where the Loligo fishery is closed because of the butterfish cap (but not when the 
directed Loligo fishery itself has been closed). 
 
The MC noted that on the last MC call the MC concluded that the recent assessment’s findings alone did 
not currently warrant consideration of changes to Trimester allocations based on the assessment’s 
findings regarding differential seasonal productivity of Loligo.   
 
 
Annual Catch Limit/Accountability Measure Omnibus Amendment Primer 
 
For this fishery management plan (FMP), applies to Atl mackerel and butterfish. 
The Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) is set by Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) 
The Annual Catch Limit (ACL) = ABC 
ACL overages in one year are deducted from the following year. 
The Annual Catch Target (ACT) is a soft target.   
Catches should fluctuate around ACT but not exceed ACL. 
The ACT deals with two kinds of management uncertainty: 

1) The ability to limit catches to a given number (keeping the paper # at or below a quota) 
2) The ability to believe any given catch estimate (how close is the paper # to the real #) 

 
Existing closure thresholds and monitoring should take care of #1 pretty well but not # 2.  #2 is the 
primary reason why the ACT is buffered from the ACL even though there are already directed fishery 
closure thresholds.  Theoretically one could eliminate directed fishery closure thresholds and have a 
larger ACT buffer but the MC decided to work within the framework of existing management measures 
like directed fishery closure thresholds and the recommended ACT buffers primarily address those 
management uncertainties not otherwise already addressed through existing management measures. 
 
 
 
Atlantic Mackerel 
 
Staff noted that the SSC’s 2012 mackerel ABC is 80,000 metric tons (mt).  Staff summarized the nature 
of recent landings and NEFSC trawl indices and noted that additional background documents are 
available on the Council website further describing the fishery and stock.   
 
With mackerel, the U.S. ABC (=ACL) equals the total ABC (80,000 mt) minus expected Canadian 
catch.  Since 2011 U.S. mackerel landings were so low the methods used by the Council to estimate 
Canadian catch last year are unfeasible.  The MC investigated several other methods and correlations 
with most recent available year’s landings (2-year time lag) proved to be better than a recent three year 
average.  Thus the MC recommended that a recent update for 2010 Canadian landings be used as a 
proxy estimate for 2012 Canadian landings and be deducted accordingly.  The most recent information 
from Francois Gregoire, the Canadian DFO mackerel assessment lead suggested that 2010 Canadian 
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landings would likely total about 40,000 mt by the end of the year.  Staff will obtain an update on 
Canadian landings before the Council meeting.   
 
NOTE: While not specifically discussed on the call, last year the U.S. discarding rate was used to 
estimate Canadian catch from Canadian landings.  While landings were focused on during the call, the 
fishery management plan (and regulations) requires that Canadian catch be deducted.  For the rest of 
this document 40,000 mt will be the assumed Canadian landings for a total catch of 41,285 mt (3.11% 
discards).  However, the updated Canadian data will be used to update the numbers before the Council 
meeting and the numbers will be re-calculated, as discussed on the MC call.  The resulting U.S. ABC is 
therefore 38,715 mt = ACL.  Follow-up with relevant NMFS staff indicated this would be a necessary 
and reasonable consideration, though there is considerable uncertainty in using U.S. discard 
information as a proxy for Canadian discarding but no better options are apparent. 
 
Based on Amendment 11, the recreational fishery would be allocated 6.2% (6.2% of 38,715 = 2,400 mt).  
The ACL/AM Omnibus also provided for the provision of a recreational allocation.  The MC 
recommended that if Amendment 11 is not final the Council specify a recreational harvest limit 
consistent with a 6.2% recreational allocation to facilitate sector-specific ACTs (though any range could 
be considered in specifications until Amendment 11 has gone final).  The MC recommended that a 
recreational ACT be specified at 90% of the recreational component of the ACL (90% of 2,400 mt is 
2,160 mt) given the uncertainty in recreational estimates and history of relatively low recreational 
catches.  Council staff also recommended that the Council give NERO the flexibility to not close the 
recreational fishery if the commercial fishery has not caught much of its quota.  NERO staff will follow-
up on this issue.  Since there are relatively low discards and no numbers to weight conversions for 
discards or estimates of discard mortality, discarding would be accounted for in the ACT.  Thus the 
recreational harvest limit would equal the ACT minus any research set-aside quota (which would be 
deducted in proportion to the overall recreational allocation).  As improvements to recreational data 
collection continue to be implemented the MC will re-examine the recreational ACT and consider if 
discards should be broken out separately. 
 
Based on Amendment 11, the commercial fishery would be allocated 93.8% of the ABC.  93.8% of 
38,715 = 36,315 mt.  The MC recommended a commercial ACT be specified at 95% of the commercial 
allocation.  95% of 36,315 = 34,499 mt.  This buffer is not so much because of closure and reporting 
timing issues (these are largely addressed by the directed fishery closure threshold) but because of 
uncertainty in discard estimates and possible misreporting.   
 
To determine the commercial domestic annual harvest (DAH) the MC recommends subtracting 3.11% 
from the ACT for presumed discards.  3.11% is the mean plus one standard deviation of the ratios of 
discards to total catch in the most recently available data (1999-2008).  This should result in 
underestimating discards infrequently.  Reducing the ACT by 3.11% results in a DAH of 33,426 mt.  
Any research set-aside quota would also have to be deducted to get the DAH. 
 
NOTE: On the call Council staff incorrectly identified the status-quo mackerel closure threshold as 
95% of the DAH - it is in fact 90% currently.  However, subsequent staff-to-staff exchanges suggested 
that 95% should be reasonable as long as the recreational fishery has a separate allocation as per 
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Amendment 11 or as can be set in specifications per the Omnibus (part of the rationale behind the 
status-quo 90% commercial closure threshold has been to cover recreational catches).  
 
The Council would also need to identify an option if neither the Omnibus nor Amendment 11 is 
implemented by January 1, 2012.  In this case, the MC recommends that the Council set a U.S. ABC that 
accounts for Canadian catch in the same way as described above (i.e. U.S. ABC = 38,715 mt)  and set an 
IOY based on the U.S. ABC minus 3.1% for discards = 37,510 mt = DAH.  Since the gap between the 
commercial fishery closure threshold and IOY would also need to cover recreational catch, it would 
appear that a 90% commercial closure threshold would be appropriate in this situation.  DAP would 
equal 22,510 mt (37,510 -15,000) because of the 15,000 mt currently assumed for recreational catch.    
 
A question from the public asked how the SSC came up with a 80,000 mt quota.  Staff referred to the 
SSC summary (available at http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/SMB_files/SMBSpecs2012.htm) for their 
rationale.  Public comment also suggested that sharing of a single stock appears to be an unlikely 
scenario based on industry's encounters with various sized mackerel and that additional investigation of 
this issue should take place in cooperation with Canada.  Staff noted that the current procedure for 
accounting for Canadian catch is hardwired into the fishery management plan and that the NEFSC is 
organizing a research group for mackerel assessment issues. 
 
Public comments suggested that the potentially poor state of the mackerel stock should be considered 
when setting ACTs and/or other proactive accountability measures in the sense that the consequences of 
going above the ABC could be greater than would be the case with a stock not in trouble.   
 
Public comment asked about the consistency of an 80,000 mt ABC with the Council’s risk policy.  
Staff’s understanding is that the risk policy states that with a Tier 4 stock ABCs should not be increased 
unless the SSC can justify otherwise.  The SSC did not increase the ABC. 
 
Public comment expressed concern about maintaining an 80,000 mt ABC given recent catch and other 
data and that the further OY adjustments downward should be made based on ecosystem considerations 
(or an ecosystem report in the future analogous to the Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report). 
 
Public comment stated that public concern about the mackerel stock was not effectively communicated 
to the SSC.  Staff noted that such concerns were communicated to the SSC (e.g. see “The materials 
considered in reaching its recommendations” in the mackerel section of SSC report at: 
http://mafmc.org/fmp/SMB_files/2012_Specs/SSC_Report_25-26_May_2011.pdf).   
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Atlantic Butterfish 
 
Staff noted that the SSC’s 2012 butterfish ABC is 3,622 metric tons (mt) = ACL.  Staff summarized the 
nature of recent landings and NEFSC trawl indices and noted that additional background documents are 
available on the Council website further describing the fishery and stock.   
 
Staff noted that there was a 21% overage of the DAH in 2010, or 103 mt.  Landings occurred at about a 
rate of 1.5 mt/day after the closure.  Given the higher ABC and presumably higher DAH for 2012, an 
80% DAH buffer will involve a higher absolute buffer so as long as DAH is higher and post-closure trip 
limits are not changed then an overage would not necessarily re-occur next year.  However, uncertainty 
in discards is a substantial source of management uncertainty (discards from 2010 were not available on 
the call so it is unknown if the ABC was exceeded) as discussed below. 
 
The mean CV from 1999-2008 for discards was 0.62.  A CV of .62 means that resampling and re-
estimation would be expected to return a value between 0 and plus 124% of the estimate 95% of the 
time.  It is hoped however that the cap and associated monitoring should avoid a high absolute estimate 
(the Loligo fishery will be closed at a certain point) and should also reduce CVs related to additional 
observer coverage.  There is also a 10% buffer on the annual butterfish cap for the Loligo fishery. 
 
Given the discard estimate uncertainty and the high proportion of catch accounted for by discards it is 
difficult to quantitatively establish an ACT to effectively deal with management uncertainty.  The MC 
settled on recommending a minimum of a 10% ACT buffer (something at least higher than mackerel 
would be consistent because of discarding issues) and the science center will work on additional ways to 
quantify management uncertainty before the Council meeting.  The MC noted however that this should 
be considered a minimum and a larger buffer would likely be necessary if the Council wanted to be sure 
that actual catch (versus the paper catch that is estimated) is below the ABC. 
 
Amendment 10 set the butterfish cap on the Loligo fishery at 75% of the ABC though when the Council 
used the extra 311 mt added by the SSC for 2011 only for the cap it effectively increased the percentage 
to 79% for the cap.  The MC noted that if the cap is set based on the ABC it may be difficult to ensure 
that the final catch is below the ACL (which equals the ABC).  Thus it is probably warranted to base the 
cap on the ACT, which also allows the ACT to consider how the cap relates to management uncertainty 
and the butterfish cap.  If the Council uses a 10% buffer for the ACT, the ACT would equal 3,260 mt.  
75% of 3,260 equals 2,445 mt for the butterfish cap on the Loligo fishery.  Since discards have been 
around 2/3 of catch (mean of 66% 1999-2008) the DAH could be set at 1/3 of 3,260 mt or 1,087 mt.  
Since the cap consists of both discards and landings one cannot add the cap (2,445 mt) and landings 
(1,087 mt) to compare to any other quantity since the 1,087 is only landings.  Another was to think about 
it is that the two are tracked in parallel, not added together.  
 
Stimulated by a public comment, there was substantial discussion if closure thresholds on the Trimester 
1 butterfish cap for the Loligo fishery (80%) could be increased (i.e. the buffer decreased) given the 
performance of the butterfish cap in Trimester 1 of 2011.  However, since a full year has not elapsed and 
since there has not been a closure to evaluate the effectiveness of the closure threshold the MC does not 
recommend changes at this time.  Perhaps somewhat paradoxically, if the cap had closed the fishery and 
there was an opportunity to evaluate the performance of the closure threshold then there would be 
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something to evaluate and perhaps consider a smaller buffer.  Also, since any Trimester 1 overage is 
counted against Trimester 3, a less conservative closure threshold in Trimester 1 could result is less cap 
quota being available in Trimester 3 if there is an overage.   
 
In addition, since there are no closures in Trimester 2 but the cap is tracked in Trimester 2, any paper 
Trimester 2 overage is counted against Trimester 3.  Keeping the 80% closure threshold in Trimester 1 
thus creates a buffer if Trimester 2 discards turn out to be higher than expected.  While it is possible that 
reserved quota in Trimester 1 never gets used later in the year when it could have been used to keep the 
Loligo fishery going in Trimester 1, this is primarily an allocation question.  In addition, any ACL 
overage for the full year will be counted against the following year. 
 
The MC also discussed if the higher ABC, which means a 20% buffer results in a higher absolute (in 
metric tons) buffer, means a lower percentage buffer would be appropriate.  However, if a higher cap 
amount is approached that means either butterfish encounters or Loligo landings are high so a 20% 
buffer may still be needed to avoid an overage. 
 
Public comment asked why the 75% used to set the cap does not serve as the ACT.  The other 25% is 
caught by fisheries other than Loligo so it is not really a buffer.  In addition, the 90% annual closure 
threshold on the cap means that the cap is not likely to be exceeded on paper but does not address the 
uncertainty on discard uncertainty.  This kind of uncertainty is primarily dealt with in the ACT.   
 
NOTE: While not specifically discussed on the call, the working documents reviewed on the call 
suggested that in case the Omnibus is not implemented on January 1 2012, a mapping out of terms or an 
indication of Council intent is necessary.  Council staff notes that if last year was used as a model, ABC 
would equal 3,622 mt and IOY= 1/3ABC = 1,207 = DAH = DAP.  The butterfish cap would equal 75% 
of 3,622 = 2716 mt. 
 
NOTE: While not specifically discussed on the call, Council staff notes that the SSC provided its 
rationale for increasing the butterfish ABC (aware of the pending Council risk policy) in its report, 
which is available at: http://mafmc.org/fmp/SMB_files/2012_Specs/SSC_Report_25-26_May_2011.pdf.   
 
NOTE: While not specifically discussed on the call, the higher DAH could potentially allow more 
liberal “open-season” trip limits.  Council staff will follow-up with NMFS Staff on this issue.  Due to the 
DAH overage in 2010, the MC did discuss that the directed closure threshold and post-closure trip 
limits should likely remain unchanged (see above). 
 
The MC also noted that no other changes to closure thresholds appear warranted. 
 
The MC noted that preliminary observer reports suggest that 4% of hauls on Loligo trips were slipped, 
mostly because of non-target catch, especially dogfish but sometimes other species including butterfish.  
Given that previous analysis suggested that 1% of hauls can account for about half of observed 
butterfish discards, slippage of hauls adds to uncertainty regarding whether the cap estimates on paper 
reflect reality.  While measures to address slippage are beyond the scope of measures that the MC can 
recommend, NERO will provide additional input on whether such measures could be recommended by 
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the Council and implemented via specifications given the following language in the regulations: the 
Council “must recommend to the Regional Administrator appropriate specifications and any measures 
necessary to assure that the specifications will not be exceeded” [§ 648.21(d)(1)].  The Council could 
also consider increasing the ACT relative to this uncertainty if other measures cannot be considered. 
 
Public comment asked if the indices are or should be the main component of assessments for butterfish 
(or other species).  The MC noted that indices and a variety of other data are incorporated depending on 
the type of model utilized and the assessment working group’s consensus regarding the most appropriate 
data to be used.  The MC also noted SSC discussions that looking at one survey point in particular could 
be problematic given the variable and uncertain nature of butterfish survey data points. 
 
A public comment requested the MC’s input on what could reduce scientific uncertainty for butterfish 
over time.  This was considered out of the scope of this call but will be followed up on based on 
recommendations from the SSC and the last assessment. 
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Appendix A - Ecosystem Considerations That May Pertain to 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Specifications 

 

1.   Introduction 

 The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) has engaged its Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) to help the Council: 

 -Develop ecosystem level goals, objectives, and policies; 

-Incorporate ecosystem structure and function in fishery management plans and annual     

specifications to ensure effective accounting for ecological sustainability; 

-Anticipate and/or respond to shifts in ecological conditions and/or processes; and 

-Consider evolving current fishery management plans into regional ecosystem-based plans. 

Developing policies based on the above considerations will be a multi-year process. In the meantime, 
this section provides background on the primary broad ecosystem in which the Atlantic Mackerel, 
Squid, and Butterfish fisheries take place.  This section is generally adapted from the “Ecosystem Status 
Report for the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem” (EAP 2009 - 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0911/crd0911.pdf).  It is expected that an update of 
NMFS’ Ecosystem Status Report for the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem will 
be available in late 2011 utilizing data through 2010. 

 

2.  Description of the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem 

In 2009 the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) produced an “Ecosystem Status Report for the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine 
Ecosystem” (EAP 2009) utilizing data through 2008.  This report noted that the Northeast U.S. 
Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (NES LME) is a dynamic, highly productive, and intensively 
studied system providing a broad spectrum of ecosystem goods and services.  This region, encompassing 
the continental shelf area between Cape Hatteras and the Gulf of Maine (Figure 1), spans approximately 
250,000 km2 and supports some of the highest revenue fisheries in the U.S.  The system historically 
underwent profound changes due to very heavy exploitation by distant-water and domestic fishing fleets.  
Further, the region has experienced changes in climate and physical forcing that have contributed to 
large-scale alteration in ecosystem structure and function.   Projections indicate continued future climate 
change (EAP 2009). 
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Figure 1.  Map of Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (NES LME). 

In the 2009 Ecosystem Status Report for the NES LME, NMFS tracked changes in key indicators of 
climate, physical forcing, ecosystem dynamics, and the role of humans in this system. These indicators 
can be broadly classified into natural and anthropogenic drivers, resulting pressures, and ecosystem 
states. Drivers are identified as forcing factors such as climate and human population size underlying a 
constellation of pressures exerted on the system. Pressures include human-related impacts such as 
removal or degradation of living marine resources through harvesting, shipping, pollution, and impacts 
on the coastal zone such as habitat loss. Climate-related pressures include changes in atmospheric and 
oceanographic processes directly or indirectly affecting marine life.  The primary findings as of 2009 
included: 

- The Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (NES LME) has undergone sustained 
perturbations due to environmental and anthropogenic impacts over the last four decades, resulting in 
fundamental changes in system structure.  
 
- Thermal conditions in the NES LME are changing due to warming of coastal and shelf waters and 
cooling in the northern end of the range. As a consequence, there has been a constriction of thermal 
habitats in the ecosystem, a northward shift in the distributions of some fish species and a shift to a 
warmer-water fish community.  
 
- Zooplankton community structure has also changed in concert with climate and physical processes 
acting over the North Atlantic Basin indicating the importance of remote forcing to the function and 
structure of this ecosystem.  
 
- Important changes in some components of benthic communities, notably increased abundance of sea 
scallops and lobster are evident, reflecting changes in fishery management and/or ecological conditions.  
 
- The direct and indirect effects of species-selective harvesting patterns have also contributed to shifts 
fish community composition which is now dominated by small pelagic fishes and elasmobranch species 
(skates and small sharks) of low relative economic value.  
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- The trajectory of regional human population size suggests that anthropogenic pressure in the ecosystem 
will continue to increase.  
 
- The Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf is classified as experiencing ecosystem overfishing according to 
published criteria for this designation, although improvement in the condition of several resource species 
has occurred and exploitation effects have been reduced for some system components over the last 
decade (EAP 2009) 
 
3. Current Climate and Oceanographic Conditions. 

Pages 2-11 of the Ecosystem Status Report for the NES LME describe current climate and 
oceanographic conditions including the North Atlantic Oscillation, Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation, 
carbon dioxide Levels, The Gulf Stream, Labrador Slope Water, river flow, winds, temperature, salinity, 
and stratification.  Pages 11-17 of the Ecosystem Status Report for the NES LME describe trends in 
primary and secondary production including chlorophyll and phytoplankton concentrations, a “color 
index,” and zooplankton abundance (EAP 2009).   

4.  Prey Abundance 

Since mackerel, butterfish, and squid feed at least partially on zooplankton at some life stage, Figure 2 
provides a time series of annual zooplankton biovolume from the northeast U.S. continental shelf 
ecosystem from 1976-2008 (EAP 2009).  Since adult mackerel and/or adult squids at least partially feed 
on small pelagics and groundfish (or their larvae) at some life stage, refer to Figure 3 for trends in those 
species groups.  Additional similar figures for other communities are described in pages 18-21 of the 
Ecosystem Status Report for the NES LME (EAP 2009). 

 

 

Figure 2.  Time series of annual zooplankton biovolume from the northeast U.S. continental shelf ecosystem. Approximately 
600-800 samples are included annually. Biovolume is log-transformed and then averaged across all samples. 
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5.  Predator Abundance 

Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and butterfish are preyed upon by a wide variety of finfish, seabirds, and 
marine mammals.  While overall seabird population estimates are not currently available (see 
http://www.fws.gov/birds/waterbirds/MANEM/Species%20Profiles.htm for species profiles of Mid-
Atlantic/New England water and sea birds), finfish populations in the NES LME have been generally 
increasing recently (figure 3) as has total consumption by marine mammals (Figure 4) (EAP 2009).  

            

Figure 3.  Mean catch (kg) per tow caught in NEFSC bottom trawl surveys by species group. 

 

 

Figure 4.  Estimated total consumption by selected marine mammal species (in millions of mt). 
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Ecosystem Appendix References 

 

Ecosystem Assessment Program (EAP). 2009. Ecosystem Assessment Report for the Northeast U.S. 
Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem. US Dept Commer, Northeast Fish Sci Cent Ref Doc. 09-11; 
61 p. Available from: National Marine Fisheries Service, 166 Water Street, Woods Hole, MA 02543-
1026, or online at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0911/crd0911.pdf.   

 

Individual Profiles: Mid-Atlantic/New England/Maritimes Waterbird Conservation Plan.  U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  Available at:  
http://www.fws.gov/birds/waterbirds/MANEM/Species%20Profiles.htm.   
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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

DATE: May 27, 2011  

TO: Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

FROM: John Boreman, Ph.D., Chairman, MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee 

Subject: Report of May 2011 Meeting of the MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee 

 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
(MAFMC) met on 25-26 May 2011 to review stock assessment information and develop acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) recommendations for four species under the management purview of the 
MAFMC: Loligo squid, Illex squid, butterfish, and Atlantic mackerel.  A total of 12 SSC members were 
in attendance on May 25th and 11 on May 26th, which represented a quorum each day as defined by the 
SSC standard operating procedures.  Also in attendance were representatives of the MAFMC, MAFMC 
staff, and the public.  Stock assessment scientists from the Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
participated by phone during the ABC discussions (see attached attendance list). 
 
For each species, MAFMC staff described the assessment history, the most recent survey and landings 
information, and comments from the Advisory Panel and Monitoring Committee.  Scientists from the 
NEFSC were then asked to comment, followed by the SSC species lead on socioeconomics then the 
SSC species lead on biology.  The public was then invited to comment.  The SSC species lead for 
biology led the SSC discussion on selection of an ABC for the 2012 fishing year (and beyond in some 
cases).  Once the discussion was completed, the SSC provided consensus statements in response to the 
terms of reference provided by the MAFMC.  The terms of reference were the same for each of the six 
species.  The SSC also developed research recommendations for investigations that would likely lead to 
reduction in scientific uncertainty associated with the ABC recommendation. 
 
The following represents the consensus responses by the SSC to the ABC terms of reference and 
research recommendations for each of the four species covered in the 25-26 May 2011 meeting. 
 
 
Loligo Squid 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations: 
 

• MAFMC Staff Memorandum from Jason Didden to Chris Moore: “2012 Atlantic Mackerel, 
Illex, Loligo, and Butterfish OFL/ABC Recommendations,” dated 3 May 2011 
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• Letter from Lars Axelson, Jeff Reichle, Dave Ellenton, Geir Monson, Peter Moore, Jeff Kaelin, 
and Hank Lackner to John Boreman, dated 13 May 2011. 

• Letter from the National Coalition for Marine Conservation to Rick Robins, dated 6 April 2011 
• MAFMC Staff Report: Loligo AP Informational Document, dated April 2011.  30pp. 
• SARC 51 panelist reports 
• SARC 51 panelist summary report.  51pp.  
• Loligo pealeii Stock assessment for 2010.  51st SAW stock assessment report.  158pp. 
• Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Report (FPR) – 

Loligo (undated).  1pp.  
 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the version of the proposed Omnibus Amendment submitted 
to the Secretary of Commerce: 
 
The SSC deemed the assessment to be Level 4 because of the lack of an OFL reference point. 
 
3) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) associated with the overfishing limit (OFL) based on the 
maximum fishing mortality rate threshold: 
 
Not possible as no OFL was provided. 
 
4) The level of catch (in weight) associated with the acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the stock.  
The ABC will be selected based on the overfishing definition contained in the FMP and to reflect the 
level of scientific uncertainty inherent in the stock assessment such that the recommended ABC is less 
than or equal to the overfishing limit in line with the Act and the National Standard 1 Guidelines to the 
Act:  
 
The SSC recommends an ABC of 23,400 mt, based on the catch in the year with the highest observed 
exploitation fraction (catch divided by the estimated biomass) during a period of apparent light 
exploitation (1976-2009).  Based on the results of the accepted SAW 51 assessment, the SSC interpreted 
this level of exploitation to be sustainable over the long term.   
 
5) If possible, the probability of overfishing associated with the OFL and ABC catch level 
recommendations (if not possible, provide a qualitative evaluation):  
 
Not possible, given available information. 
 
6) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

• Surveys cover unknown portion of entire range (variable availability). Range may extend beyond 
survey coverage; 

• Poor precision of U.S. discard estimates; 
• Using a bottom trawl survey gear for a semi-pelagic species may induce variation in the indices 

of abundance and obscure the true signal; 
• Highly variable survey trends; 
• Highly variable natural mortality; 
• Extremely short life-span (less than 1 year), and unknown, but likely high, impact of 

environmental factors on recruitment;  
• Because of its short life span, its high rate of natural mortality and the delay in collating survey 

and catch information, there is an inherent lag in information pertaining to the current state of the 
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stock; and 
• Inability to distinguish between inter-seasonal differences in productivity and inter-seasonal 

differences in catchability. 
 
7) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available:  
 
To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific 
information.  
 
Research Recommendation 
 
Explore alternative weightings of semi-annual surveys other than simple averaging. 
 
 
Illex Squid 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations:  
 

• MAFMC Staff Memorandum from Jason Didden to Chris Moore: “2012 Atlantic Mackerel, 
Illex, Loligo, and Butterfish OFL/ABC Recommendations,” dated 3 May 2011 

• Letter from Lars Axelson, Jeff Reichle, Dave Ellenton, Geir Monson, Peter Moore, Jeff Kaelin, 
and Hank Lackner to John Boreman, dated 13 May 2011. 

• Letter from the National Coalition for Marine Conservation to Rick Robins, dated 6 April 2011 
• MAFMC Staff Report: Illex AP Informational Document, dated April 2011.  19pp. 
• Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Report (FPR) – 

Illex (undated).  1pp.  
• Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  1996.  Report of the 21st Northeast Regional Stock 

Assessment Workshop (21st SAW): Stock assessment review committee consensus summary of 
assessments.  Northeast Fisheries Science Center Reference Document 96-05d.  200pp. 

• Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  1996.  Report of the 21st Northeast Regional Stock 
Assessment Workshop (21st SAW): Public review workshop.  Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Reference Document 96-05h.  50pp. 

• SARC 42 Assessment Working Group.  2006.  C.  Assessment of northern shortfin squid on the 
eastern USA shelf during 2003 and 2004.  83pp. 

• 42nd Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop (42nd SAW): 42nd SAW assessment 
summary report. Northeast Fisheries Science Center Reference Document 06-01. 61pp. 

• SARC 42 review panelist reports 
 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the version of the proposed Omnibus Amendment submitted 
to the Secretary of Commerce:  
 
The SSC deemed the assessment to be Level 4 because of the lack of an OFL reference point. 
 
3) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) associated with the overfishing limit (OFL) based on the 
maximum fishing mortality rate threshold:  
 
The SSC determined it was not possible to provide an OFL given currently available scientific 
information. 
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4) The level of catch (in weight) associated with the acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the stock.  
The ABC will be selected based on the overfishing definition contained in the FMP and to reflect the 
level of scientific uncertainty inherent in the stock assessment such that the recommended ABC is less 
than or equal to the overfishing limit in line with the Act and the National Standard 1 Guidelines to the 
Act:  
 
The SSC recommends an ABC of 24,000 mt.  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.  The SSC recommends this ABC for a three-year period (2012-2014), subject to 
SSC annual review.  
 
5) If possible, the probability of overfishing associated with the OFL and ABC catch level 
recommendations (if not possible, provide a qualitative evaluation):  
 
Not possible, given available information. 
 
6) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

• Surveys cover an unknown portion of the entire range (leading to variable availability); 
• Poor precision of U.S. discard estimates (but of low magnitude); 
• Using a bottom trawl survey gear for a semi-pelagic species may induce variation in the indices 

of abundance and obscure the true signal; 
• LPUE values are sensitive to availability; 
• Highly variable natural mortality; 
• Extremely short life-span (less than 1 year), and unknown, but likely high, impact of 

environmental factors on recruitment; and 
• No available estimates of biological reference points (F & B), and no estimates of recent biomass 

and/or fishing mortality. 
 
7) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available:  
 
To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific 
information.  
 
Research Recommendations 
 

• Demographic information on growth, mortality, reproduction by sex, season, and cohort. 
• Consider a length-based assessment with a sub-annual time step, undertaking cooperative 

research with the fishing industry. 
• Expand investigations into oceanographic correlates with trends in recruitment and abundance.  
• Investigate range and range dynamics at depths >185 m. 
• Refine between-vessel survey calibration estimate for Ilex, and consider a size-based calibration.  
• Analyze the change in availability of Ilex to the survey and fishery, resulting from long-term 

changes in climate or other oceanographic factors.   
• Consider an Ilex index standardization for the NEFSC trawl survey.  
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Butterfish 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations:  
 

• Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  2010.  49th Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop 
(49th SAW) Assessment Summary Report.  NEFSC Ref. Doc. 10-01; 41 p.  

• Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  2010.  49th Northeast Regional Stock Assessment 
Workshop (49th SAW) Assessment Report.  NEFSC Ref. Doc. 10-03; 383 p. 

• SARC 49 review panelist reports 
• Open letter from Joel Sohn, dated 15 May 2011 
• Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Report (FPR) - 

Butterfish (undated).  1p. 
• MAFMC Staff Memorandum from Jason Didden to Chris Moore: “2012 Atlantic Mackerel, 

Illex, Loligo, and Butterfish OFL/ABC Recommendations,” dated 3 May 2011 
• Letter from Lars Axelson, Jeff Reichle, Dave Ellenton, Geir Monson, Peter Moore, Jeff Kaelin, 

and Hank Lackner to John Boreman, dated 13 May 2011. 
• Letter from the National Coalition for Marine Conservation to Rick Robins, dated 6 April 2011 
• MAFMC Staff Report: Butterfish AP Informational Document, dated April 2011.  21pp. 
• Berkson, J., L. Barbieri, S. Cadrin, S. L. Cass-Calay, P. Crone, M. Dorn, C. Friess, D. 

Kobayashi, T. J. Miller, W. S. Patrick, S. Pautzke, S. Ralston, M. Trianni.  2011.  Calculating 
Acceptable Biological Catch for Stocks That Have Reliable Catch Data Only (Only Reliable 
Catch Stocks – ORCS).  NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-616.  56pp. 

 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the version of the proposed Omnibus Amendment submitted 
to the Secretary of Commerce:  
 
The SSC deemed the assessment to be Level 4 because of the lack of an OFL reference point. 
 
3) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) associated with the overfishing limit (OFL) based on the 
maximum fishing mortality rate threshold:  
 
An estimate of OFL was not available from the most recent stock assessment (49th SAW). 
 
4) The level of catch (in weight) associated with the acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the stock.  
The ABC will be selected based on the overfishing definition contained in the FMP and to reflect the 
level of scientific uncertainty inherent in the stock assessment such that the recommended ABC is less 
than or equal to the overfishing limit in line with the Act and the National Standard 1 Guidelines to the 
Act:  
 
The SSC recommends an ABC of 3,622 mt, which represents a doubling of the 2011 ABC.   

• Survey indices appear to be stable or increasing. 
• Anecdotal observations of increased butterfish abundance, as described in the AP Fishery 

Performance Report. 
• Fishing mortality appears to be very low, particularly when compared to natural mortality. 
• The above 3 bullets suggest an increase in ABC from the 2011 level is warranted. 
• Analysis of the existing relationship among fishing mortality and yield for lightly exploited 

stocks contained in the OCRS report (Berkson, et al., cited above) suggests that OFLs could be 
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doubled (ORCS Report); the same rationale was applied to 2011 butterfish ABC. 
 
5) If possible, the probability of overfishing associated with the OFL and ABC catch level 
recommendations (if not possible, provide a qualitative evaluation):  
 
Not possible, given available information. 
 
6) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

• Discards imprecisely estimated; 
• Survey indices, except for the NEFSC fall survey; 
• Model-based estimates of biomass and F are generally imprecise; 
• Survey efficiency and stock area coverage; 
• High natural mortality; 
• Possible low survey catchability (pelagic fish); 
• Conflicting trends among surveys; 
• No accepted reference points; and 
• Probable large role of environmental drivers (including predation). 

 
7) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available:  
 
To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific 
information.  
 
 
Atlantic Mackerel 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations:  
 

• Letter from Lars Axelson, Jeff Reichle, Dave Ellenton, Geir Monson, Peter Moore, Jeff Kaelin, 
and Hank Lackner to John Boreman, dated 13 May 2011. 

• Letter from Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association to Rick Robins, dated 7 April 
2011. 

• Letter from the National Coalition for Marine Conservation to Rick Robins, dated 6 April 2011 
• Letter from James Dow, Janet Messineo, Capt. Patrick Paquette, and Stephen Medeiros to Rick 

Robins, dated 8 April 2011 
• MAFMC Staff Report: Mackerel AP Informational Document, dated April 2011 
• MAFMC Staff Memorandum from Jason Didden to Chris Moore: “2012 Atlantic Mackerel, 

Illex, Loligo, and Butterfish OFL/ABC Recommendations,” dated 3 May 2011 
• Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Report (FPR) – 

Atlantic Mackerel (undated) 
• Transboundary Resources Assessment Committee.  2010.  Atlantic mackerel in the Northwest 

Atlantic - 2009 (NAFO Subareas 2 – 6).  Summary of Status Report 2010/01.  12pp. 
• Deroba, J. J., G. Shepherd, F. Gregoire, J. Nieland, and J. Link.  2010.  Stock assessment of 

Atlantic mackerel in the Northwest Atlantic – 2009.  Transboundary Resource Assessment 
Committee.  Reference Document 2010/01.  64pp. 

 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the version of the proposed Omnibus Amendment submitted 
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to the Secretary of Commerce:  
 
Level 4: an OFL was not provided in the most recent stock assessment (2010 TRAC). 
 
3) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) associated with the overfishing limit (OFL) based on the 
maximum fishing mortality rate threshold:  
 
An estimate of OFL was not provided in the most recent stock assessment (2010 TRAC), and thus the 
SSC cannot provide a catch in weight associated with OFL. 
 
4) The level of catch (in weight) associated with the acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the stock.  
The ABC will be selected based on the overfishing definition contained in the FMP and to reflect the 
level of scientific uncertainty inherent in the stock assessment such that the recommended ABC is less 
than or equal to the overfishing limit in line with the Act and the National Standard 1 Guidelines to the 
Act:  
 
The SSC recommended an ABC of 80,000 mt, based on the results of the most recent TRAC (2010).  
No information was presented to the SSC to cause the SSC to deviate from the TRAC recommendation. 
 
Recent survey data are inconclusive because of:  

• Potential changes in catchability in the change from RV Albatross to R/V Bigelow have yet to 
adequately specified.  In particular, the SSC currently lacks estimates of length-specific 
catchability.  

• Concerns remain over the extent to which the survey provides a reliable index of abundance 
given changes in availability. 

 
Catch data may be inconclusive because:  

• Catch may not be a reliable index of abundance owing to concerns related to availability and the 
short duration of the fishing season. 

• Increases in fuel prices may have limited the flexibility of the fishery to search for mackerel. 
 
5) If possible, the probability of overfishing associated with the OFL and ABC catch level 
recommendations (if not possible, provide a qualitative evaluation):  
 
No OFL is available for this stock, and thus it is not possible to provide a quantitative estimate of the 
probability of overfishing.  Also, the SSC is unable to specify in a qualitative sense of the level of risk 
assumed by the adoption of the recommended ABC. 
 
6) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

• Disparate trend between NEFSC trawl survey and both the commercial CPUE trend and 
landings; 

• Apparent, but not fully explainable changes in survey catchability, which may alias a number of 
unidentified factors; 

• Lack of quantification of the linkage between US and Canadian catches; 
• Surveys cover an unknown portion of entire range (variable availability); 
• No Canadian discard information and poor precision of U.S. discard and recreational estimates 

(though likely low); 
• Using a bottom trawl survey gear for a semi-pelagic species may induce variation in the indices 

of abundance and obscure the signal; 
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• Conflicting catch-at-age and survey information; and 
• No satisfactory explanation of model retrospectives. 

 
7) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available:  
 
To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific 
information.  
 
Research Recommendations 
 

• Explore patterns in consumption as an additional index of abundance. 
• Collaborate with industry to explore the spatial and temporal pattern and variability in catch to 

evaluate issues of abundance and availability. 
• Re-evaluate existing data. 

 
The SSC also endorse the following research recommendations developed during the 2010 TRAC: 
 

• Explore opportunities for the development of alternative indices of abundance. 
• Attempt to develop total stock abundance. 
• Initiate broad scale international egg surveys covering potential spawning habitat that is 

consistently representative of the total stock area, including the shelf break. Investigate potential 
to conduct work in cooperation with commercial fishing industry (priority: high, long term). 

• Explore spatial distribution of stock relative to the mixing of the northern and southern 
‘contingents’ of mackerel i.e. tagging, genetics, chemical assay, microchemistry of otoliths 
(priority: high, medium-long term). 

• Explore influence of environmental factors on spatial distribution of the stock e.g. rate of mixing 
and distribution of stock relative to the survey area (high priority, short term) 

• Extend predation estimates to include DFO data and entire predator spectrum (marine mammals, 
highly migratory species). 

• Examine methodology for incorporating consumptions estimates in the assessment. 
• Quantify the magnitude of additional sources of mortality in Canada including the bait fishery, 

recreational catch and discards (high priority; short term) 
• Exploration of bottom trawl characteristics for catchability of mackerel. 
• Participate with industry in investigating the contemporary overlap of survey stock area, 

commercial fishery, and mackerel distribution and explore historical databases for the same 
purpose to better understand interpretation of abundance indices (survey, cpue) (medium term) 

• Collaborate with industry to investigate alternative sampling gear (i.e. jigging) to survey adult 
abundance (long term) 

• Explore MARMAP database relative to spatial distribution of survey indices. 
• Investigate alternative assessment models that incorporate spatial structure (i.e. northern and 

southern contingents, different age groups). 
• Explore alternative assessment models that incorporate covariates. 
• Initiate a technical TRAC WG in order to advance and monitor progress of research 

recommendations. 
 
Attachment 
 
cc:  Members, MAFMC SSC, R. Seagraves, L. Anderson, J. Didden, J. Saunders 
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MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee Meeting 
Baltimore, MD 

 
May 25, 2011 
 
SSC Members in Attendance  
 
Name      Affiliation 
John Boreman (SSC Chairman) North Carolina State University 
Tom Miller (SSC Vice-Chair) University of Maryland - CBL 
Mike Wilberg    University of Maryland - CBL 
Robert Latour    Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
David Tomberlin   NMFS/S&T 
Dave Secor    University of Maryland - CBL 
Doug Lipton    University of Maryland - College Park 
Cynthia Jones    Old Dominion University 
Wendy Gabriel   NMFS/NEFSC 
Yan Jiao    Virginia Tech 
Bonnie McCay   Rutgers University 
Mike Frisk    SUNY Stony Brook     
 
Others in attendance 
 
Rich Seagraves   MAFMC staff 
Jason Didden    MAFMC staff 
Rick Robins    MAFMC Chair 
Lee Anderson    MAFMC Vice-Chair/University of Delaware 
Fred Serchuk    NMFS/NEFSC 
Pam Lyons Gromen   NCMC 
Jud Crawford    Pew Environmental Group 
Joel Sohn    Seafreeze/Harvard University 
Jeff Kaelin    Lunds Fisheries 
Greg DiDomenico   Garden State Seafood Association 
Jeff Reichle    Lunds Fisheries 
Josh Kohut    Rutgers University 
Laura Palmara    Rutgers University 
 
By phone 
 
Lisa Hendrickson   NMFS/NEFSC 
Kiersten Curti    NMFS/NEFSC 
Tim Miller    NMFS/NEFSC 
Jon Deroba    NMFS/NEFSC 
Aja Peters-Mason   NMFS/NERO
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May 26, 2011 
 
SSC Members in Attendance  
 
Name      Affiliation 
John Boreman (SSC Chairman) North Carolina State University 
Tom Miller (SSC-Vice-Chair) University of Maryland - CBL 
Mike Wilberg    University of Maryland - CBL 
Robert Latour    Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
David Tomberlin   NMFS/S&T 
Dave Secor    University of Maryland - CBL 
Doug Lipton    University of Maryland - College Park 
Wendy Gabriel   NMFS/NEFSC 
Yan Jiao    Virginia Tech 
Bonnie McCay   Rutgers University 
Mike Frisk    SUNY Stony Brook     
 
Others in attendance 
 
Rich Seagraves   MAFMC staff 
Jason Didden    MAFMC staff 
Rick Robins    MAFMC Chair 
Lee Anderson    MAFMC Vice-Chair/University of Delaware 
Fred Serchuk    NMFS/NEFSC 
Jud Crawford    Pew Environmental Group 
Jeff Kaelin    Lunds Fisheries 
Greg DiDomenico   Garden State Seafood Association 
Jeff Reichle    Lunds Fisheries 
Tom Alspach    Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Industry Advisory Panel 
 
By phone 
 
Lisa Hendrickson   NMFS/NEFSC 
Aja Peters-Mason   NMFS/NERO 
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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.  
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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. 

30



6 
 

 
 
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.   
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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. 
 

44



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. 
 

47



23 
 

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. 
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2011 Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP)  
Fishery Performance Reports (FPRs) 

 

 

The Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP) met April 14-15 2011 to develop 
the Fishery Performance Reports (FPRs) below.  These FRPs represent a consensus of the SMB 
AP.   

 

The Advisers in attendance are listed below however a draft of the report was circulated to all of 
the SMB AP members for comment. 

 

Axelsson, Lars 

Reichle, Jeff 

Ellenton, Dave 

Moore, Peter 

Kaelin, Jeff 

Monsen, Geir 

 

A more detailed summary of attendee comments follows the consensus summaries below.  

 

  

53



Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP)  
Fishery Performance Report (FPR) - Atlantic Mackerel 

 
 
The charge to the SMB AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over 
time.  The following is the consensus report from the SMB AP.  The final section captures input 
generated during discussions that may not as directly relate to immediate ABC levels but were 
issues that the AP still felt were important to document. 
 
Market Issues 
 
Mackerel prices within a “normal” range are not a major factor in large scale mackerel fishing. 
 
Fuel prices influence effort – especially in high search time fisheries.  Fuel prices have been high 
recently but not high enough to really deter fishing if fish were readily available.  However, 
current fuel prices do reduce participants’ ability to search for fish (the primary mackerel vessels 
are large vessels with substantially higher operating costs, including fuel than many other 
vessels). 
 
International supply and prices determine what prices U.S. producers receive and the preliminary 
import/export data gathered by staff appears to contain substantial flaws. 
 
Environmental Issues 
 
Availability is the primary driver for catches, and availability is likely highly sensitive to 
external environmental factors. 
 
The Labrador current may be an important driver of relevant food chains (jellyfish as an 
indicator?).  The AP perceives a possible environmental regime shift as evidenced by the 
development of a major Canadian fishery off of Newfoundland. 
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 
A high percentage of vessels targeting herring and mackerel are dependent solely on mackerel 
and/or herring.  A lack of access to herring as historically occurred affects effort for mackerel to 
some degree (e.g. NORPEL).  The management uncertainty regarding future access also inhibits 
new vessel outfitting/participation. 
 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 
 
Major processing increases in the late 1990s/early 2000s accompanied/facilitated higher 
landings.  Shore-processing costs factor into overall decision making but substantial unused 
capacity exists currently.  Overall costs inhibit prospective fishing/new vessel 
outfitting/participation. 
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The current fleet is not equipped technologically or financially to search in deep water (landings 
did occur in deeper water historically).  It can cost $5-$6 million dollars to set up a new vessel 
for large-scale pelagic fishing.   
 
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. 
 
Other Issues for Council/SSC Consideration as Appropriate 
 
TRAC Advice was 80,000mt (2006-2008) average catch until new information suggests 
something different would be more appropriate. 
 
Canadian landings have to be deducted off the top and Canada set post-TRAC quotas at 60,000 
mt for 2010-2011.  There is a strong need for bilateral sharing agreement to protect U.S. interests 
when fish are available. 
 
Joint research proposals have not been addressed by either Country. 
 
Spawning does or at least has occurred in U.S. waters (it’s not just a Canadian spawning stock). 
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Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP)  
Fishery Performance Report (FPR) - Illex 

 
 
The charge to the SMB AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over 
time.  The following is the consensus report from the SMB AP.   
 
 
Market Issues 
 
Price and demand are mostly dependent on S. Atlantic landings, which drive world trade prices 
and/or demand for US Illex. 
 
Processors can carryover significant frozen product from year to year.  If they do carry over a lot 
then they will not be as interested in buying the next year which likely caused some historical 
dips (but not so much last 10 years). 
 
Environmental Issues 
 
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 has happened before). 
 
Lunar phases can affect availability.  Water temperature eddies can affect availability - Illex 
seem to “ride” or be replenished by eddies onto bank (shelf edge). 
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 
Fixed/Mobile Gear conflicts limit availability of area open to Illex (and Loligo) fishing. 
 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 
 
In recent years more small vessels have been participating during times of good availability.  A 
large RSW vessel entered 2004. 
 
More vessels are scalloping outside of Illex season and also fishing Illex during Illex season.  
Scallop openings during the Illex season cause a diversion of effort from Illex to scallops. 
 
Many vessels have added catch indicators on cod-ends to better track hauls to control haul sizes 
so that product can be frozen consistently. 
 
Latent capacity exists. 
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Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP)  
Fishery Performance Report (FPR) - Loligo 

 
 
The charge to the SMB AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over 
time.  The following is the consensus report from the SMB AP.   
 
 
Market Issues 
 
Price/Demand is sufficient to spur effort (2011 prices have been even higher) but fuel prices 
probably constrain search effort. 
Food commodity prices increasing (higher demand for other protein sources like squid). 
 
Environmental Issues 
 
Loligo distribution (May-June) inshore/offshore appears to have changed (less inshore). 
 
Loligo has incredibly variable productivity.  Loligo availability was low in 2010, higher in 2011. 
 
There has been increased effort in 2011 (partly due to no mackerel availability in 2011). 
 
Weather is a critical factor for the mix of boat sizes that participate in this fishery. 
 
There have been some Canadian Loligo landings at times (speaks to range and availability 
variability) 
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 
Scup GRAs made Loligo fishing more difficult/less profitable leading to less effort.   
 
Fixed/Mobile Gear conflicts limit availability of area open to Loligo (and Illex) fishing. 
 
Latent capacity exists. 
 
At one point there were groundfish boats shifting toward Loligo but they have not been as active 
recently. 
 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 
 
Vessels have been focusing on other species (some other quotas have been increasing - e.g. 
summer flounder  & scallops).  
 
At least 3 high capacity vessels that used to focus on Loligo were retrofitted for pelagic fishing 
and have not been Loligo fishing and would have to re-retrofit to get back into it at significant 
cost (which is an especially important given state of pelagic fisheries) 
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Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish (SMB) Advisory Panel (AP)  
Fishery Performance Report (FPR) - Atlantic Butterfish 

 
 
The charge to the SMB AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over 
time.  The following is the consensus report from the SMB AP.  The final section “Other Issues” 
captures input generated during discussions that may not as directly relate to immediate ABC 
levels but were issues that the AP still felt were important to document. 
 
Market Issues 
 
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. 
 
Environmental Issues 
 
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 and reduces 
confidence in the management process absent clear and scientifically robust explanations.  
 
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.  There have also been suggestions in 
some literature that there could be regional butterfish sub-stocks which would add complexity to 
the perception of abundance/availability if true.  
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 
Management over the last 5-8 years has limited landings to a degree that landings alone are 
likely uninformative about abundance. 
 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 
 
Compared to historical fishing effort (numbers of vessels) there are hardly any vessels out 
searching for butterfish to really know if there are butterfish out there to be caught. 
 
Vessels are trying to avoid butterfish due to the Loligo-butterfish cap but still have been 
encountering substantial butterfish catches. 
 
Other Issues 
 
Calibration issues should be highlighted, especially potential effect of tow-time changes.  Raw 
data for 2009 and 2010 appeared to show high butterfish trawl catches relative to both other 
species and historical butterfish catches, however the calibration substantially dampens this 
observation and highlights the critical importance of how the calibration is handled.   
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The 2001 fall NEFSC survey was quite low but catches that year were quite high – this seems to 
call into question the true link between the fall NEFSC survey and actual abundance (and most 
2001 catches were just from a very few (2) vessels). 
 
Short lived species with high natural mortality and potentially high productivity need more 
assessment and management resources to facilitate exploration of different assessment and 
management approaches (real time/adaptive approaches).  AP recommends adding more 
management history information in the informational document. 
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AP Fishery Performance Report  

April 14‐15, 2011 

Summary Notes of Comments by Attendees 

 

Attendees 

 

Mark Holliday (SSC), Jeff Reichle (AP), Jeff Kaelin (AP), Peter Himchak (MAFMC ‐ NJ), Lars Axelsson (AP), 
Geir Monsen (AP), Rick Robins (MAFMC Chair – VA), Erling Berg (MAFMC – NJ), Greg DiDomenico (Public 
‐ GSSA), Eleanor Bochenek (Public ‐ Rutgers), Bonnie McCay (SSC), Jason Didden (MAFMC Staff), Chris 
Moore (MAFMC Exec. Dir.), Peter Moore (AP), Tom Rudolph (Public – PEW), Dave Ellenton (AP), Aja 
Peters‐Mason (NMFS NERO),  Kristen Cevoli (Public ‐ PEW),  Michael Loper (Public), Vidar Wespestad 
(Public), Eoin Rochford (Public ‐ Norpel), Theresa Labriola (Public ‐ PEW), Steve Weiner (Public – CHOIR), 
Patrick Paquette (Public ‐ Massachusetts Striped Bass Association), Steven Gray (Public – Rutgers).  

 

Mackerel 

 

Jeff Reichle: Very large catches at time of very low indices, adding to uncertainty of assessment.   That’s 
exactly the point I was getting to, even though it’s going down in the last few years, makes you wonder 
how much it relates to actual catch.   

 

Geir Monsen:  import/export figures, checked against data, totally, totally off the wall, I found nothing 
that is right.  E.g., past figures, far more exported than caught in the US.   

 

Mark Holliday:  Looking for situation and outlook report on mackerel, institutional, economic changes in 
the industry.  Analysis and interpretation of the data, explaining what is happening in the fishery.   

 

Jeff Reichle.  When you look at the graph: we upgraded our facilities in 1998 or 1999, prior to which 
there was no large processing capacity on the coast ‐ part of reason for the rise is our facility; before 
that, fishing regularly but with low processing capacity; some time after, Dave and Pete Moore, each of 
their plants went on line; that certainly is reason for initial increase in production.  Pretty sure, the next 
year was the worst it could be.   Cape Seafoods and Norpel.   
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Dave Ellington:  Not at any time has prices at vessels has affected amount of fishing, except the effort, 
and the weather.   Pelagic vessels, no other options…Norpel came on line 2002.   

 

JEFF REICHLE: availability of fish, is the major factor; frankly one of the things we need to look at 
….we’ve been seeing a decline in our fishery and countries like Iceland, never saw mackerel before, 
seeing an increase….conceivable a regime shift moving north with the gulf Stream, that’s moved those 
fish out of the range of our fishermen. Umber 2, last 7‐8 years, times such as this year when other 
factors have influenced how much effort….fuel prices, $4 this year; Loligo fishery better this year then 
couple of years, start season with mackerel but switch to Loligo because not….universe of 10, 12, 14 
boats, to cover whole seaboard…..  Not the major reason, they are not here for us to catch .   

 

Doug Lipton:  on price, value of this whole exercise.  If you cross issues of search time, fuel prices, 
alternative fisheries, really explains going on.  Current data is a starting point for the conversation.    

 

Jeff Reichle:  if a lot of mackerel available to us, no, all the boats would have been mackerel fishing, 
because they could earn more.  None of us are happy with the fuel price. 

 

Lars Axelsson:  we fish for dollars over time; dep. On what you can gross 5 days on one fishery versus 5 
days on another fishery…… wait until you’re absolutely sure you’ll come out on fish. When smaller 
boats, we av. 230 fishing days/year.  With these big boats, could do 260 days, but huge consumption of 
fuel, or unsure of where product is, or where to go‐‐‐scup GRA—these are the influencing factors of 
keeping us tied up to the dock.   

 

Jeff Reichle: in times like this where fuel prices are very high, any company can put itself out of business; 
at some point now we’re forced to make  a decision, how much are we going to lose, ….lose less tying 
up.  A lot of boats have limited alternatives, could move from one fishery to another, not able to do that 
anymore. Most of our boats not…but Dave, Norpel, have no alternative, mackerel and herring fishermen 
only.  Add one more thing, ability of a portion of the fleet to look in non‐traditional areas for mackerel.  
Other than high fuel price, boat’s income; if no alternatives, their incomes impacted by change in 
herring mgmt; able to pair trawl herring in Area 1, where readily available at low cost, kicked out for 
most of the year; so lost that income, so less reserve to spend looking for fish at a time like this. 

 

Peter Moore:  Norpel, definitely would have fished given availability; tied up more than we wanted.  
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Dave Ellington:  Cape Seafood; exactly what Jeff said; boats with no alternatives…. No option of going 
squid fishing or anything else. Definitely the herring issues are affecting mackerel effort 

 

Jeff R:  kicked out of Area 1 and catch limit on haddock impacting overall effort…had a definite impact, 
can’t tell how much.   

 

Dave Ellington:  effect on fishing capacity right now; 3 mid‐water trawlers tied to the wharf in Gloucester 
with nowhere to go until the middle of July; outrageous the way we’re being treated in the herring 
fishery; not allowed into area because of gear‐types;  affecting our ability to go looking for mackerel, 
spent the money that Jeff just mentioned.  Devastating …..   

 

Jeff Reichle:  the biggest issue, something’s definitely changed in the migration patterns of mackerel, 
and that, tied in with the other issues….definitely combine to make it an almost insurmountable 
problem for industry.   

 

Lars: Scup GRA, not mackerel or herring; but affect going after other species.  130 days, other could have 
been going after scup, sea bass, flounders, once again, regulatory issues, smaller boats considered over 
larger boats, trip limits so low, couldn’t fire up engine, 16‐17 permits because trip limits set so low.  
Overall scheme of things.  Hampers ability to go searching. If east and north, maybe would have been 
willing to search north and east, but weather is horrendous out there, and deteriorated quality of fish 
coming from a distance.   

 

Reichle:  can’t pigeonhole it, a combination of all these issues together, a perfect storm.  High fuel 
prices, inability to make money in other fisheries, all these things coming together stunning ability of 
exiting boats with existing gear to go out and find fish and absolutely stopping investment in true 
exploration.  New fishery in Iceland, recently developed; EU and Norwegians say it’s their fish; Faroe 
Islands….who’s to say it’s true; increase in Iceland, while still a healthy fishery in the EU; not impossible 
to think it could happen.   50% of the fleet dependent wholly on mackerel and herring; roughly.  
Probably higher, 60%.  Those are the boats with no other option. That’s it for them.   
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Eoin Rochford:  no confidence left in the management of fisheries anymore here. IN Europe, some level 
of confidence…here mgmt structure is changing the rules so quickly you can’t possibly get your 
investment back…fishing always good and b ad times, mother nature….tenacity….regulations, sanctions, 
pendulum can never swing in your favor where you can recover from a bad lot.  We’re totally dependent 
on herring and mackerel, moved out of area 1A; thought could survive on Georges, haddock population 
went to all time high, got a small quota, we could work with it.  Forward to this mackerel fishery which is 
a washout. Forced to give it up because we can’t afford to stay in business.  A few years ago, Mars and 
Atlantic Frost, MA; White Dove Too, Chrystal C., went bankrupt; Donna ….leaving in May, symptom of 
something going to happen, unless we look very carefully on management structure, New England 
particularly, not aware of anything draconian done in the Mid‐Atlantic…river herring by‐catch levels…we 
have to have reasonable by‐catch levels.   

 

Tom Rudolph:  Concerned about this process this year; need additional and wider diversity of voices.  
Agree with Council putting brakes on ad‐hoc expansion of AP but this is a very critical year.  We have 
concerns over availability, certainly abundance of mackerel.  Understand that AP will be expanded in the 
future (include non‐traditional stakeholders) ….most of concerns, theories deserve consideration.  
Seems plausible that there is an abundance problem ‐ series of converging concerns pointing to that. 
Troubling trends in recent landings, CPUE….other concerns, uncertainty, retrospective pattern pointing 
downward, lower abundance, higher F than thought.  Data on age structure, lack of large fish, recent 
survey points; most striking was fact that highest F 2006‐2008, could be a big red flag indicating problem 
with abundance going forward.   

 

Jeff Kaelin: Canadian situation; TRAC advice on transboundary stock, NC‐Lab. uncertainty but advice for 
80K MT.  DFO and Canadian industry ignored, elected 60‐65K for C. harvesters.  By law, Canadian 
catches to be deducted from US ABCs.  Wrote in May 2010 to Pat Kurkul; TRAC also provided research 
agenda, ignored by both countries.   Newfoundland catches going up; Canada has no incentive to 
restrict.  US ABC/ACL/AM process.  Consensus of all the advisors, both on line and here, vitally important 
for US government to take this seriously, push for bilateral sharing agreement with Canada, like for 
groundfish stocks straddling Hague line to protect our interests in the long term. Indicators of regime 
shift; something going on here, result is fish are all up there and Canada is ignoring the TRAC advice. ….if 
SSC uses last 3 years for some proxy of TRAC advice, we’ve done that, and we think it’s only appropriate 
to roll over the specs for this year; no indicator that overfishing is happening.   
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Patrick Paquette:  From a recreational standpoint, we’ve lost a ton of fish, of our industry, head boats 
targeting mackerel.  North of Cape Cod, state waters, epic shore‐fishing bite; Cape Cod Bay; small 
mackerel, something there that’s different.  Constriction and stock collapse?  A lot of things happening, 
temperature changes…scary.  See loss of ton of effort in party/charter boat fishery, especially on 
northern edge of the stock.   Table 16 does not capture extent of devastation.   

 

Steve Weiner:   A lot of what these guys are saying is plausible, lack of availability and what may be 
causing it. The same thing with tuna; too much of forage caught; Canadians had banner year with tuna, 
like mackerel.  All these things, do you guys feel  that there’s a chance you’ve been fishing too much on 
the mackerel ?  We saw increased effort, then catches, and now less mackerel.  When I was a kid could 
sit on the mast of the boat, count school of mackerel, can’t do that anymore, Maine, where I fish.   

 

Reichle: I don’t believe that at all; stocks go up and down and…I don’t care which species you look 
at…more available to us at one point or the other.  …last year, worst Loligo season in 4 years, this year 
back again.  …. 
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Butterfish 

 

Geir Monsen.  Rest of AP panel agreed to let him talk on butterfish on behalf of the panel.  Started first 
serious export of butterfish to Japan in 1979; involved every year since in harvesting and marketing.  
1979 was the first year of a stock assessment, by Murawski; estimated biomass under 20,000 T; first 
quota 20K tons. 1960s, some European fishing, anecdotal, mostly Spanish, Portuguese, Russian boats, 
tried to save it, sent it all over the world, turned to dumping whatever they caught.  According to them 
dumped thousands of tons. Then the Japanese in late 60s and 70s, more aggressive, figured they could 
find a market, brought it back to Japan; a mountain of butterfish in Japan, 600000 tons; fishing 
companies found markets for it.  Same fishing companies were first buyers of US mackerel, and that’s 
when I got the stories; caught 3 to 4 more times more than repotted. Used in Japan as lightly salted 
semi‐dried product, opened up like a butterfly, bones and guts out, air dried.  Typical breakfast item.  A 
tiny speck, versus horse mackerel; Pacific saury; ….butterfish, climbed to the top for consumer 
preference, high end hot  spring resorts and souvenir stations at railroad stations. The processing 
companies …are small mom and pop operations for the most part; 5‐6 people, maybe 100 tons of fish a 
year, up to 30‐40 employees; distributors are bigger and more substantial.  

We supplied that market quite well in the 1980s; our business, Seafreeze, was built on butterfish; took 
one fresh fish boat, rebuilt as freezer boat; built 2 from scratch after that, specifically to catch, freeze, 
and pack butterfish. Did quite well, got nervous late 80s, early 90s, started selling a public auction in 
Tokyo until quantitates offered were too small….finally only a few buyers left who came to the auction, 
couldn’t get product, the market just died out.  We made another attempt to get back in, 2001, then the 
butterfish 2006 tons of b. with 2 boats in 6‐7 weeks, as much as you can handle, but the market did not 
come back.  Struggled for 3 years to sell that 2600 tons, gun shy for the future. In the 1980s also attempt 
to develop b. in Gulf of Mexico‐  Tiny parasite in it, couldn’t get into Japanese market…. 

We have the same captains on the boats that we had in the early 80s and GOM, and they are saying now 
they’ve never seen as much butterfish as they are encountering on the fishing grounds. The last NMFS 
surveys also show high abundance. The last state survey from RI, record high, last 2 years; NEAMAP 
surveys also high abundance. We have always been told verbally and in writing from NMFS, spring and 
fall surveys as main component of stock assessment; why didn’t use last surveys..said not required to by 
law, a damn ugly answer. Butterfish selling in Japan $3.50 a pound when there was a market.   

Last two stock assessments are inconclusive….a process of mathematical modeling, there’s very little 
else but numbers in it.  In 2008 changed to Bigelow, with comparison tows….basically impossible; math. 
Models for how this is going to work; evaluated by independent experts, concluded not enough time to 
evaluate well and a lot missing.  So we got a whole survey system that doesn’t seem to work right, and 
changed survey protocol from 30 to 20 minute tows on the bottom; 3 knots vs. 3.8 knots, so instead 1.9 
miles now 1 mile.  Change of tow time, …nobody knows ….trawl ….swim in mouth of the net for some 
time, till they get tired; no clue about effect of this change in tow time.  To try to draw conclusions from 
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that type of science is ludicrous.  Survey done in southern Norway, < 1 year cod fry with beach 
seines…1919, same marks, same type of wooden rowboat, 3 changes of manager in 90 plus years; 5 year 
overlap.  A lot of criticism of mathematical modeling….Menachem Ben‐Yami, ‘fisheries science has been 
hijacked by mathematics” …. In love with their models. “Mathematics and fisheries: matchor mis‐match” 
etc.  ….papers that warrant some thought.  

 

With butterfish, how fast it can reproduce; both Loligo and butterfish, 90% mature at 9 months. Loligo is 
very resilient; no reason not to treat butterfish the same way.  Think about using analogy in way we 
think about fish quotas rather than math. Models; reading, biggest thing in fisheries biology, aging fish. 

 

 

END OF DAY 1 

 

 

Butterfish (Continued) 

 

Rick Robins: Noted ABC deliberations last year suggested identifying significant factors that influenced 
catch, some of which are non‐biological would be very useful.  Encouraged the committee to really focus 
on those factors.  

Greg DiDomenico: you know we’ve written realms of information on this butterfish issue over the last 
few years, esp. last year. What Geir brings up, if a scientific explanation, so be it. But gets to issue of how 
to manage a species that is short‐lived and highly variable, as pointed out in the Pew letter, 
characteristic of forage species, strongly driven by the environment….these ups and downs in the 
survey, our observations, are product of just that.  How will agency, the Council deal with a fish that is 
this volatile.  Read yesterday from agency on trawl survey…..’twice the average from the autumn survey 
of’’’  “not a trend”: how to get a trend for something that lives only three years.  Industry picks up on 
these inconsistencies….our concern; hard to explain.  We’ve been to every meeting, every stock 
assessment, 100% of the SARC, and the decisions we are getting are not based on best available 
science….a buzzword…but that’s what’s happened. Impetus behind this approach is because the 
difference, impacts of mgmt on quotas, and quotas on people’s perception on the abundance of 
different species is misinterpreted, skewed.  That May SSC meeting, never thought I’d see a group of sci. 
would interpret catch as index of abundance, Illex fishery.  Spoke briefly after yesterday’s meeting, in 
2004‐‐‐Peter Moore’s 2‐pager, Dec. meeting (Himchak)—SAW/SARC assessment, overfished; rebuilding 
plan.  Lived with mgmt ramifications of that through 2007, 2008; 2007 4500 MT changed to 1500 MT 
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….approx. with recent landings while rebuilding being developed in A. 10.  Conversation with Jimmy 
Ruhle, should we raise hell, decided would rely on new assessment in 2009, so we went with it, didn’t 
fight it. How could we have possibly thought that a new assessment, new model, ….would get us to 
status unknown, which has different ramifications, which causes everything.,  status quo, status quo, 
fish that lives 3 years, information 7, 10 years ago. How could we have possibly imagined that a new 
assessment would put us in a new situation?     

 

Lars Axelsson:   I think butterfish are a whole lot like Illex, in that some years they are very abundant; we 
assume they ride the different eddies that come up with the Gulf Stream, bringing squid to the edge; 
some years we can’t catch enough to eat, away 7‐10 days, can’t cover fuel bill, then suddenly the eddies 
come in.  Now instruments on our net, show diff. bottom temperatures as well as surface temperatures.  
Tap on what Rich Seagraves said a year ago, short‐lived, here one moment and gone the next and back 
again over 10 years and no one knows why, fishermen blamed for it when we haven’t been putting 
them on board. 

 

Greg D: Trends of the spring survey, different conclusion; the industry does hang on to every word when 
it comes to management….scientific semantics, mgmt. semantics in all of these docs. That leave us 
concerned with where we are going with butterfish. …emergency rule, diff. to assess risk….ABC based on 
average landings over given time period inappropriate in this case given long‐term declining trend in 
stock abundance….what is the industry supposed to expect.  Recruitment‐based,  too much language 
that leaves us in doubt.  Was 7500 Tons before 4500. Set quota for discards, and here we are at 1500 
MT, not knowing what to expect.  Impact on Loligo is incredibly important.  

 

Geir:   Gulf butterfish are, diff. spp., almost identical to eye, except depth of the belly; further south, the 
deeper the belly….whether a mixture, a possibility. Same aging, reproductive structure.  One preliminary 
Stock assessments, 1985, Pascagoula NMFS lab, 120K MT, same as 1979 Murawski i for Atlantic 
Butterfish.  Gulf quota rec: 50K MT, because of strong reproductive capacity. [implying: why not 
something like that here?] 

 

Jeff Reichle: when we’re not targeting butterfish, most of what we see landed, Loligo bycatch. 2010 the 
survey, fall survey, was not very good; last year, a terrible Loligo season. If we’re not catching Loligo, 
we’re not catching butterfish.  And yet this season, we see quite a few of them.   

 

Geir: For surveys from 2009 and 2010, actual butterfish catch cut in half because of conversion factors 
between Albatross and Bigelow.   
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Lars:  In my minds’ eye, they’ve just popped back again. This big machine, this cumbersome machine, is 
so slow to react, by the time we react to this immediate abundance, suddenly the fish aren’t showing up 
again. 

 

Greg:  2001, a low index year;  4200 tons; Geir’s boats caught that in relatively short time, ½ that frozen. 
Geir: 2600 tons in 6‐7 weeks, about as much as they can freeze in that time, limited by capacity.   

 

Geir:  Also need to think about, Albatross was towing a net sideways, basically rags, dubious value of 
those years.  Would like to get back to list of species in different surveys, what is caught, different 
quotas, hard time finding any correlation between the two.  Loligo squid and butterfish, very similar, 
why 20000 MT Loligo and 1500 MT butterfish? 

 

Jeff Reichle:  historically when industry was concentrating on butterfish, from Pt. Judith to Cape May, a 
minimum of 40‐50 boats working on butterfish.  2001, 2 boats caught 2600 tons in 6 weeks.  If we had 
more boats out…. Market limited.  It’s a big ocean, for two boats to….obviously a lot of fish there. 

 

Mark Holliday: We may be overreaching on our ability to do razor‐edge real predictive modeling. 

 

Jeff Reichle:  comparison with this, and Loligo; market squid in California, recent quota 125K tons, years 
caught from 400 MT El Nino year, to 90K, goes wildly back and forth, biologists have said because of 
reproductive ability of that squid, last year 125K,  

 

Geir: the little speech I gave yesterday; how a little fishery like butterfish managed itself by economics. 
Need a quota that’s large to get that market.  Long‐term, need to talk about different ways to short‐
lived species.   

 

Rick Robins: Will have follow‐up  discussions with the science center, talking about cooperative research, 
develop indicators. 
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McCay: We could explore a joint effort, SSC and AP, and Council committee, on developing adaptive 
management strategy for butterfish. 

 

Geir: worse thing from industry point of view is destroying a resource that is not capable of reproducing, 
…..things happen fast, market has got to adapt…..shutting off, can be done quickly; building it back up, 
much harder. 

 

Jeff Reichle: highlight 2001 catches > 60% from just 2 boats. 

 

Lars:  Look at how biologists from diff. regions deal with similar issues  ‐ communicate on how to handle 
short‐lived species, how councils deal with them.   

 

Jeff Kaelin:  if a small enough group of boats, study fleet, an ideal situation; but other side of the coin, 
get daily reporting going, herring, not sure if agency is able to handle that data…..Really appreciate the 
flexibility.  

 

Pete Himchak:  outline for Feb. council meeting; administrative history of development of the cap (get 
this?), trying to show there …..misalignment with changes in butterfish cap.   Jason will add more 
management history. 

   

69



Loligo squid 

 

Greg:  SARC summary seasonal cohort issue; we were under impression that a work in progress, with no 
management implications, our notion from being at meetings.  Read…..lower spring biomass factors 
(listed) deep water, near shelf edge, widely dispersed on edge.  Industry had paid for scientific advisor. 

 

Geir:  this year, less boats catching mackerel, more effort going into Loligo squid; availability issues, 
better concentrations, better 

 

Jeff R:  there’s been a longer range decline in number of Mid‐Atlantic boats fishing Loligo squid; going 
back to multispecies nature of our fishery; over time, with decreased quotas, not maintaining…investing 
in scallop permits; smaller boats, 70‐90 foot boats, now scalloping or overhaul time.  2 boats, one of 
them used to be significant producer of Loligo, with freezers; took freezers off 20 years ago, and bought 
scallop permit; hasn’t caught one squid in last 20 years.   

 

Lars A.: to echo what Geir said, last year, our two boats, similar; sure going to find the mackerel, burned 
a lot fuel, bail out on some herring to cover the fuel bill; boys stubborn, my sons, did not go purposively 
after the Loligo.  The weather was a little more snotty, rough, a lot more wind; some of the boats seized 
on the opportunity that would traditionally go out for Loligo‐‐‐it was a grind, put effort, weather 
patterns, chose to go after scup or leased some flounder permits to be able to land in Virginia, mixed 
fishing, didn’t concentrate on the squid.  2 years ago, dogfish quite an issue, and so boys chose not to 
fight them that way.  My two boats.  A theory when weather is hard like that, pushed fish off the bank, 
and …..it’s our own theory we work by.  Go closest points, if you get lucky and get on them….patience, 
dogfish; not allowed to go into the Scup GRA, and we know there’s fish in there.  At question and 
answer meeting, asked to reconsider GRA;  GRA, huge impact, especially on smaller, medium sized 70‐90 
foot vessels with no freezing capacity; high can’t afford to stay, price for fresh less; once put one 
[pound?] on boat, clock starts ticking before day’s catch gets bad.   

 

Geir: change in how Loligo got caught. 80s, inshore, spawning season, Nantucket Sound, South beach of 
Long Island, spring months; since moved offshore, and it seems like squid doesn’t come into the same 
spawning areas …used to see in the fall a lot of small squid; got larger was months went by. This year, 
size of squid remained the same throughout, very little change; indicator of continuous spawning, new 
recruits all the time, this is different.  Squid is fantastically resilient; years when I thought we caught the 
last Loligo squid, but the next the best we ever had.  Very difficult to manage under the current system 
we have. It recruits so fast, whatever we do doesn’t seem to make any difference. 
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Greg:  SSC has to deliberate over findings of the stock assessment. Unknown stock status, very 
concerned.  SSC must justify….not to get into the situation we’ve been in before; recent landings or 
catch when risk policy, control rule; status quo acceptable.  

 

Jeff R:  last year, was very much an availability issue too, they just weren’t there, we had effort on the 
ocean, and this year seems to be an upswing, more available, and more boats starting to work on them.  
For some boats, mackerel not available, Lars’ boats; other boats, just see more available, switch from 
scup etc., prices up this year, especially for fresh Loligo, up 20% from last year.  One of the other diffs., 
is, we’ve been encouraging, not only our own boats, but all Cape May boats, to try to get out there and 
maintain your history in the Loligo fishery, important to our fishery historically, a lot of guys who 
invested in scallop permits haven’t done much,…at some point, scallops are going to go down, for sure 
it’s going to happen again, want to make sure that we have access to all these other fisheries when that 
happens. 

 

Geir:  we know very little about migration patterns of L. squid, a little about spawning, Long Island, 
Nantucket Sound, that’s about it.  Best 1988, 5 boats buying from, SE Georges Bank, over 2 months, all 
making the same tow, squid was coming in from deep water offshore 100 fathom depth, a continuous 
supply, the boats had full production, lined up, to make their tows, never caught all of the squid, there 
was squid all along. Where that squid come from I have absolutely no clue,….events like that, we know 
very little about. 

 

Geir:  Loligo still an open fishery, so many permits available…..no longer under‐utilized fishery, if all 
came in; with all the restrictions on groundfish, could happen at any time, right combination of 
availability and price; that’s why we need some better management. 

 

Jeff R.: a whole other subject.  But for some time a lot of Massachusetts boats working on Loligo, most 
no longer doing that; some are out of business now.  In addition, 2 boats, used to freeze, that took 
freezers off and switched into pelagic, a long‐term mistake; haven’t been squid fishing for 10 years. 3 
boats.  Loligo fishery, percentage wise, today at least 50% frozen at sea.  

 

Greg: unknown impact on fleet, regarding implementation of Amendment 10, butterfish cap; need to do 
review of this once data are available.   
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Lars: discussion with fellow yesterday evening, every rule and regulation affects our ability to put more 
pounds on deck; I don’t know that we’ve seen a regulation that has improved this….mandatory observer 
coverage and lack of funding for it; ….who pays.  Why make a rule in the first place if you can’t fund it, 
that’s my inner most being talking.  At the same time, I said, what is the purpose of this, gave him a 
given scenario, when fuel went up to over $4 a gallon, before, if filled boat Illex, crew shared $2000, 5‐6 
days, no sleep 10 or more trips a season; but many spent looking; goal to at least cover fuel bill and pay 
them $100 a day…..when they look at the scallopers, making up to $20000 a trip its hard to keep a crew 
for squid.  Because of costs won’t go fishing, unless positively sure I can catch fish. 
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Illex Squid 

 

 

Geir:  looking at the survey data, variations so great, it’s hard to put much value on the data. Looking at 
catch numbers, the price is driven by Illex squid landings in the South Atlantic, which can go from million 
tons to just a few; huge fluctuations in prices over the years, from hardly profitable to very profitable.  
Years of high prices, high participation, and V.v..    Years, just 3 or 4 boats participation.  Data on prices 
shown here doesn’t capture that story.  Selling prices for frozen Illex squid different from ex‐vessel 
prices.   

 

Jeff: some of production years, dips, started with price issues, but some caused by market situations, 
when we had over inventory, reduced the effort; we’ve been in that situation a couple of times.  Not 
recent years; we’ve gotten a little better selling; 10 years ago.   

 

Geir: another factor, conflict with fixed gear, specifically lobster pots; large parts of edge of CS covered 
with lobster pots.  That’s one of the reasons you see concentrations of catches in southern‐most areas, 
little Georges Bank and that area.  

 

Jeff R:  seems no rhyme or reason to when Illex stops, one day you go out and it’s basically gone, 
historically that’s the way it’s worked.  Last year, it stopped sometime in August, late August; and the 
year before October.  Availability story.   

 

Geir:  no relation Between one year and the next catches; species that recruits very fast.   

 

Geir: most of separation, gentleman’s agreements, between different industries, most people go by it. 
It’s nice that you can make it function like that, rather than to have government regulations.  

 

Lars:  a note, alluded some other fisheries, one meeting running into the other ; dependent on the 
eddies that spin off the Gulf Stream, bringing waves of squid; also seem coincide with lunar phases, full 
moon, very erratic, between the moons more consistency.  Watching these eddies, what happens, is you 
see an eddy in the east, but see lobster gear out there, don’t want to steam out there and get into a 
lobster war.  2004: everyone jumped in, landings high, boats shot way up.   
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Geir: big increase in price; also I think a decrease in some other prices…. 

Jeff R:    Past 15 years, number of boats has changed, a lot of traditional…traditionally in Cape May our 
Illex was produced by 2 large Axelsson vessels and a number of 70‐90 foot boats; some of the latter, 
because of restrictions in other fisheries, have gone to scalloping, season overlapping with Illex.  But in 
2004 some of those boats went to Illex too, prices were good; that’s continued to happen the last few 
years.  Fishing “shoulder”  seasons for scallop. [note: later Lars wondered what “shoulder season” 
meant, and Jeff R. said he made it up].  

 

Lars: text from Michael Loper; the Retriever was brought in on line; large carry boat for Lund’s.  RSW 
boat, plus high availability; smaller boats, now scalloping, single‐dredge scalloping….most boats fish for 
dollars over time….  

 

Geir: Illex fishery, either you catch a lot or you catch nothing. One of our observations if you get a lot of 
smaller boats taking big tows, if a lot gets dumped on the ground, all of a sudden squid disappear.  Not 
scientific, it’s an observation. 

   

Lars: along the same lines, once again, fish are a food resource, and I was taught not to waste the 
product. So we invested in catch indicators to put on our bags, because can be huge tows available in 
minutes; we put them on our cod‐end.  I need 40 tons a day to process; ideally want first quality 
process; make tow in morning and evening, to keep high quality, rather than a huge 60 ton.  (freezing on 
board, higher quality frozen product).  What the boys started to do—we complained …small RSW boat 
carrying 40 tons, grinded away, 15, 20 tons, need 10 more all of a sudden 30 ton tow, what to do. Most 
of responsible fishermen would share fish with others, so as not to waste.  Catch indicators have 
improved that.  When you have dumped product on the ocean floor the fish seem to sour the bottom; 
have hauled back and had pieces of old squid ….. Guys have learned to clean up, most have some 
indicating system on their nets.   

 

Greg:  to sum up…to put finer point on what Rick Robins had described about why we are here, in the 
context of Illex.  Last May, what almost happened at the SSC last year, specific to Illex.  Discussion 
around the table almost led to 14K MT quota for 2010, using average catches, seeing lower catches after 
year catching 25K MT.  Fishery performance last year over 15 K MT.  Would have said we could have 
caught more. Someone would say why did you go over? Make thresholds larger. Completely artificial 
circumstance.  Unjustifiable ….  This will prevent that. 
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Lars: along the same lines of quota changes based on data—how rich, data‐poor—can only relate to 
what we see on the water, I watched the foreigners when they were going back and forth before and 
after JV days; quota stayed at 44 MT for both Loligo and squid, at times higher, and, they had the same 
situation going on in the fact that some years very good production, availability, and other years les, and 
you’d see the steaming somewhere out east, to the fish tail, and back again, hunting the edge….it was 
44K MT for years and years, and all of a sudden it got lowered, the year we got the Flicka…..when you 
get something new on line….down to 22 because of some newfound data that was exorcised form 1973 
report….discovered that squid only live for 9 months.  That year, down to 11K, forced me up to the Gulf 
of Maine, had to meet payments, excruciating to put it mildly. Since, number floated around ,settled 
down, and almost got lowered again last year.  Squid are like the grass of the prairies, it’s just a matter 
of being allowed to get to them.   

 

Geir: Illex squid fishery on the east coast, match between active licenses and quota are best matched; a 
lot that have not participated; about 10 years ago, made effort to come up with model for real‐time 
management, survey with 2 boats at beginning of season; virtually all the participants reported catch 
tow by tow, but all of that is still stuck in some computer or shoebox in Woods Hole but demonstrated 
that it is possible to do.  That data certainly could have been readily available during that period of time 
for real‐time management. 

 

Geir: my recollection, somewhere  in the system there was an unwillingness to do something; age was 
the biggest labor piece. The samples never got picked up; 5 years in a freezer, then thrown away. A big 
fear on behalf of science center of sending out information that hasn’t been manipulated in some way, 
raw data should have value.  That raw data could have been collected and been given to the Council 
….for real time management.   

 

Rick Robins: 2010: price up, availability good early in the season, prevented from fully using the quota? 
Weather patterns that affected that?  

 

Geir: no, just shut off.  Our captains theorized bottom getting soured from dumped squid.  Normally 
Sept. and Oct. good months.   

Lars: that whole month, the water got “flat,” as we refer to it; no eddy to follow up the one that came 
through, spun onto the Bank, brought that on board; had to do more with lack of an eddy bringing in 
another wave of fish, together with that temperature change that occur, squid lack certain temps, like a 
frontal system, pockets of the right kind of water were less and less frequent, although the same on the 
top. 
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Jeff R:  I don’t want to be argumentative…..disagree with dumped product; back in the 90s, had stable 
fishery, small boats; afraid of characterizing that. When we look back at the 90s, a lot of 90‐foot boats, 
after the JVs, can’t say that it happened.   

Geir:  if estimate discarding, far less than one percent, very clean, responsible fishing. 

Lars: observer coverage: 10‐12 trips in the summer, carry at least 2 trips or more of observers years to 
year….close to 20% from my perspective. Key issue: we fish the same bottom, if you dig out the 
information by vessel, you’ll see how clean the fishery is; it’s exceptionally clean, 40 ton tow, 2 tractor 
loads, by‐catch, occasional swordfish.  
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