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DATE: January 27, 2011 
 

TO: SMB Committee 

FROM: Jason Didden   
 

SUBJECT: Feb 8 MSB Committee Briefing Documents 
 
Committee Agenda 
 

Tuesday, February 8 - 1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. (with Advisors) 
 
1)  Consider  FMAT/Staff work to date on Amendment 14 
2)  Consider fall 2010 NEFSC butterfish trawl data 
  
The briefing documents for the committee meeting follow.  The FMAT will be reviewing the 
current Am14 discussion document on January 31 and may distribute additional comments after 
mail-out.  The committee may also want to review the information in the River Herring/Shad 
Committee Tab.  The SSC will be reviewing the butterfish data issue and additional information 
will be distributed as appropriate. 
 
Documents 
 
1)  Consider  FMAT/Staff work to date on Amendment 14 
 
 Page(s) Description 
      2  Previous FMAT Summary 
  10-21  Comments Received Since FMAT Summary 
  22-55  Am 14 Discussion Document Excerpts 
 
2) Consider fall 2010 NEFSC butterfish trawl data 
 
Page(s) Description 
 56-63  Memo to SSC re: updated butterfish data 
 64-67  Garden State Seafood Association Letter to NMFS 



1.  11/16/2010 MSB AM 14 Kick-Off FMAT Meeting/Webinar Draft Summary  
 
(Briefing document (#2) follows summary.) 
 
FMAT members present (7 of 11): 
 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Aja Peters-Mason (NMFS NERO) 
Jen Anderson (NMFS NERO) 
Dave Stevenson (NMFS NERO) 
Joanne Pellegrino (NMFS) 
Lisa Hendrickson (NMFS NEFSC) 
Jon Deroba (NMFS NEFSC)  
 
 
 
 

Other Participants/Listeners: 
 
Kelly, Shawn (NOAA) 
Duarte, Debra (NOAA) 
Rago, Paul (NMFS NEFSC) 
Miko, Dave (MAFMC - PA) 
Zeman, Christopher (MAFMC - NJ) 
Kray, Gene (MAFMC - PA) 
Taylor, Kate (ASMFC) 
DiDomenico, Greg (GSSA) 
Gromen, Pam (NCMC) 
Curti, Kiersten (URI) 
Duval, Michelle (NC DENR) 
Cevoli, Kristen (Pewtrusts) 
Miller, Larry (US FWS)

 
Am 14 Alternative Points 
 
The FMAT reviewed staff's summary of Am14's Goals and preliminary alternatives (included 
below).  The FMAT concurred that the current list of "Potential Alternative Sets" (see below) 
appears to represent a good and reasonable range of alternatives to recommend to the SMB 
committee for further development and analysis.  In regards to these alternatives, the FMAT 
raised several points to keep in mind as the alternatives are developed: 
 
 
- Potential sampling improvements RE: sub-sampling within a trip (basket sampling) should be 
reviewed.  B. Overholtz has done some work on this topic. 
 
- Proceeding with mitigation alternatives without good catch estimates and/or information about 
the stock impacts related to any catches or reductions may make decision making very difficult.  
Need technical work on the catch estimates as well as on the alternatives.  
 
- Even getting a solid catch history as a basis for a catch cap is difficult with the current data.  
Stratifying by area makes estimates even less precise (potentially to the degree that the calculated 
point estimate number is uninformative). 
 
- The FMAT will have to be very clear about the limitations imposed by the lack of data in terms 
of predicting outcomes. 
 
- The development of monitoring alternatives will need to take into account the different kinds of 
processing that occur in these fisheries (fresh vs RSW vs freezer boats). 
 
- Complete reliance on port-side sampling, especially if there are fishery closure type 
consequences, could provide incentive for at-sea discarding/net slippage. 
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Management Integration Points 
 
 
- If the Council decides not to pursue an FMP for RH/S include that option in Am14's considered 
but rejected section. 
 
 
- RH/S Committee would like some input in terms of what typically triggers creation of an FMP?  
Often it is industry requests when they see stock population and/or capacity issues developing 
and when the Council has substantial control over the relevant activities.  The FMAT will 
research and provide additional input. 
 
 
- Given that federal fishing impacts on RH/S appear to be mostly limited to the Atl Herring and 
MSB fisheries, and given that incidental catch can be addressed already within those FMPs, it is 
unclear if the costs associated with a new federal FMP would be warranted (especially while 
incidental catch mitigation alternatives are being considered within those plans).  The FMAT 
and/or Council staff will attempt to develop a cost-benefit summary of managing RH/S through 
existing FMPs vs a RH/S FMP.   
 
 
- FMAT will research if there are other examples of FMPs that mirror the RH/S issue - 
potentially Salmon.  Initial discussions with Pacific Council staff reveal a very complex and data 
intensive management system:   
 

Over 60 salmon stocks are assessed with forecasts each year.  The stocks are 
generally managed for escapement goals or ESA "do not jeopardize" levels of 
catch.  Some stocks where Council-managed activities account for less than 5% of 
adult mortality are just tracked to confirm continued low interactions.  With these 
stocks, Council actions focus on advocating measures to improve stock 
productivity, such as reduced interceptions in non-Council-managed fisheries, and 
improvements in spawning and rearing habitat, fish passage, flows, and other 
factors affecting overall stock survival. 
 
Once the forecasts are used to determine acceptable harvest levels, then 
negotiations take place between states and tribes and within states to determine 
available harvest for ocean-intercept federal-waters fisheries.  There are 
considerations made that while in-river/"inside" harvest of a weak-link stock 
allows harvest in one river, allocating relatively more to ocean-intercept harvest 
facilitates overall greater harvest of mixed stocks.  The states appear to generally 
adopt measures that are complementary to Council decisions.  Fin clips, wire 
coded tags, and rapid genetic screenings are used to identify which stocks ocean 
fisheries are impacting. 
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- Council staff is also examining North Pacific Council salmon activities.  Staff has not yet 
contacted North Pacific Council staff but located two potentially relevant documents.  The first, 
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/fmp/salmon/SalmonFMPupdate1010.pdf, deals with current 
ACL issues given directed salmon management has typically been left to Alaska, and the second, 
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/bycatch/ChinookBycatchEDR910.pdf, deals 
with Salmon bycatch issues in the Bering Sea Pollock Fishery.  Once staff has reviewed these 
documents in greater detail staff will contact the relevant Council/NOAA personnel for 
additional information and forward relevant information to the committee. 
 
 
- As appropriate, the FMAT and/or Council staff will aim to provide additional information as 
described above for the RH/S Committee meeting on Dec 13.
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2.  Am 14 Range of Alternatives - Staff DRAFT Discussion Paper  
(FMAT meeting 2pm Nov 16) 
 
I thought it would be useful to review the Am 14 goals first.  After each I've flagged which 
Alternative Set(s) could address the particular goal. 
 
MSB FMP Amendment 14 Goals: 
 
 
A.  Develop an effective monitoring program for the Mackerel and Loligo fisheries that is 
sensitive and robust to spatial and temporal variability in Alosine catch. (Sets 1,2,3) 
 
B.  Evaluate the bycatch and incidental catch of river herrings and shads in the         
mackerel and Loligo fisheries. 
 
C.  Evaluate if bycatch of river herrings and shads in the mackerel and Loligo fisheries has been 
minimized to the extent practicable (NS 9). 
 
Note: B & C do not really lead to alternatives directly but will likely influence how alternatives 
might be considered for the Mackerel and Loligo fisheries.  For example, if analysis showed that 
river herring incidental/bycatch was not substantial in the Loligo fishery, then the 
Committee/Council may choose to focus alternatives more on mackerel than Loligo, or vice-
versa. 
 
D.  Consider alternatives to reduce bycatch of river herrings and shads in the          
mackerel and Loligo fisheries as appropriate per NS 9. (Sets 4,5,6) 
 
E.  Consider alternatives to limit/reduce total catch of river herrings and shads in 
the mackerel and Loligo fisheries given river herrings' and shads' apparent         depleted 
status and roles in the ecosystem.  (Sets 4,5,6)  
 
F.  Consider alternatives to align sea herring and mackerel reporting requirements         
where appropriate and consider other ways to integrate river herring/shad         
management.  
    
Note: Regarding F, at the last meeting the Council passed the following motion: "Move that the 
Council establish an ad-hoc Committee to evaluate; 1) most effective approaches for ASMFC, 
MAFMC, NEFMC and NOAA cooperation and coordination in the conservation of River 
Herring and Shad Complex and; 2) MAFMC options to afford River Herring and Shad 
Comprehensive EFH, rebuilding and bycatch protections under the Magnuson Stevens Act."  F 
will be discussed in more detail at the end of this document. 
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When the Council set the goals for Am14 staff also listed a variety of potential alternatives, 
mostly derived out of Herring Am5, and the Council tasked the FMAT with developing 
alternatives.  That list follows.  Based on what I've proposed for alternative sets later in this 
document, I've also noted which items from the list are included in an alternative.  Ones that I've 
proposed not recommending ("OUT") seemed particularly problematic for some reason based on 
my observations of Herring Amendment 5. 
 
List of Alternatives Flagged for Council as Possibilities: 
 
Monitoring 
  -Weekly VTRs (IN) 
  -Weekly/Trip-by-trip IVR (OUT - IVR being phased out by NERO) 
  -VMS (IN) 
  -At-sea processor reporting (OUT- not occurring and already subject to 
    dealer requirements) 
  -Pre-trip notification (for observers) (IN) 
  -Pre-landing notifications (IN) 
  -Vessel hold certification (OUT - Already in Am 11 for Tier 1-2) 
  -3rd party landings verification (OUT - sampling more critical) 
  -No discarding requirements (OUT - impracticable/unenforceable) 
  -Video-based monitoring (OUT - maybe for research recommendation) 
  -Observer facilitation measures (slippage affidavits, haul notifications,   
  bringing cod-ends aboard, etc) (IN) 
  -Slippage consequences (trip termination, caps, etc.) (OUT -    
  impracticable/unenforceable/uninformative) 
  -Portside sampling % requirements (and funding mechanisms) (IN) 
  -At sea sampling % requirements (and funding mechanisms) (IN) 
  
 Discard reduction measures  
  -Incidental Mortality Caps (like butterfish) (IN) 
  -Static/Dynamic Time/Area/Gear/Permit closures & Move- 
     Along Rules (IN) 
 
 Management Integration (discussed in more detail at end of document) 
  -Alignment of sea herring and MSB FMP requirements 
  -Management Integration (e.g. Anadromous FMP, merge sea herring and  
     mackerel, joint committee meetings, etc.) 
  -Consider provisions related to NS1 guidance on forage fish 
  -Adding river herrings/shads as "Stocks in the Fishery" (ACLs/AMs) for   
   the MSB FMP. 
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Potential Alternative Sets  
 
An important question for all alternatives would be which segments of each fishery does each 
alternative apply to?  Mackerel Tiers?  Loligo Moratorium Permits?  There is a decision tree on 
the following page to illustrate this…the idea is that different alternatives may be appropriate for 
different segments of the Mackerel and Loligo fisheries. 
 
 
Alt Set 1 - Basic Monitoring - Vessels 
a)  Weekly VTR reporting… 
b)  Pre-trip notification (for observers) 
c)  Pre-landing notifications 
d)  Observer facilitation measures (slippage affidavits, haul notifications, bringing cod- ends 
aboard, etc.) 
 
 
Alt Set 2 - Basic Monitoring - Dealers 
a)  Daily dealer reporting 
 
 
Alt Set 3 - Advanced Monitoring 
a)  Port-side/dealer incidental catch sampling requirements (& funding mechanisms) 
 (universal and/or area specific) 
b)  At-sea observer requirements (& funding mechanisms) (universal and/or area  specific) 
c)  VMS 
 
Note: Herring Amendment 5 analyses have suggested that near 100% coverage may be required 
to obtain 0.20-0.30 CVs. 
 
 
Alt Set 4 - Mortality Caps 
a)  Fishery closes when cap reached. 
b)  GRA(s) activated when cap reached. 
c)  Mesh requirement(s) activated when cap reached. 
 
 
Alt Set 5 - Restricted Areas (Gear, Season, Catch, etc) 
a)  Not triggered by cap and could exist with cap that closes fishery. 
b)  Cap-triggered. 
 
 
Alt Set 6 - Mesh requirements 
a)  Not triggered by cap and could exist with cap that closes fishery. 
b)  Cap-triggered. 
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             Fishery? 
 
 
 
       Mackerel        Loligo 
 
 
 
       Fishery   Segment?        Fishery   Segment? 
 
 
 
Tier 1/2      Tier 3       OA                             Moratorium Permits         Inc Permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Monitoring                         Reduction   Monitoring                      Reduction 
Alternatives                    Alternatives  Alternatives                 Alternatives  
 
 
Again, the point here is just that different alternatives may be more or less appropriate for 
different segments of each fishery… 
 
 
Management Integration Issues 
 
Am 14 Goal F:  Consider alternatives to align sea herring and mackerel reporting requirements 
where appropriate and consider other ways to integrate river herring/shad management.  At the 
last meeting the Council passed the following motion: "Move that the Council establish an ad-
hoc Committee to evaluate; 1) most effective approaches for ASMFC, MAFMC, NEFMC and 
NOAA cooperation and coordination in the conservation of River Herring and Shad Complex 
and; 2) MAFMC options to afford River Herring and Shad Comprehensive EFH, rebuilding and 
bycatch protections under the Magnuson Stevens Act."  Breaking down the above motion, it 
would appear that the new ad-hoc committee's charge is generally to examine the following 
issues: 
 
1. Cooperation and coordination in the conservation of River Herring and Shad (RHS)  
 
Cooperation and coordination among the relevant management entities has improved 
substantially over the last two years.  Council, Commission, and NOAA staff keep each other 
regularly updated on what each management entity is addressing - there has been frequent staff-
to-staff and higher level communication.  Greater Council staff attendance at relevant ASMFC 
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meetings might be useful, and Council staff (NEFMC and MAFMC) is attending/presenting at 
the November Shad/River Herring Board meeting in Charleston, SC.  There are also members of 
each Council on the other Council's relevant committee, and there are MAFMC and NEFMC 
members from the relevant committees on the ASMFC's Shad and River Herring Management 
Board.  Doest the FMAT have comments on ways to improve cooperation and/or 
communication? 
 
2. MAFMC options to specify EFH for RHS 
 
An FMP would be necessary for EFH designation.  FWS does already consult on many relevant 
projects under various authorities, and staff is communicating with FWS staff who do shad and 
river herring work and NOAA staff who do in-river Atlantic salmon consultation work to 
determine to what degree NOAA EFH consultations would be useful or redundant.  Aja and/or 
Dave will add to this during the call but preliminary communications suggest that while FWS is 
often consulted from a general fish and wildlife perspective on many projects involving federal 
permits (e.g. 404 permits), there may not be a person with river herring/ shad technical expertise 
doing the commenting - thus EFH designation would ensure recommendations are forwarded 
from someone with a technical river herring/shad habitat perspective. 
 
3. MAFMC options to rebuild RHS 
 
Creation of an FMP would allow the Council to regulate catch (directed and/or incidental) in 
federal waters.  Possession could be theoretically prohibited, but discards in the mackerel or Atl. 
Herring fishery would have to be addressed either through indirect time/area/gear restrictions via 
a River Herring/Shad FMP or directly with bycatch caps via the mackerel/Atl Herring FMPs.   
 
Since the historical fisheries take place in state waters and an ASMFC plan already exists, 
presumably a joint plan would be needed.  It would be good to have additional discussion about 
how a MAFMC-spearheaded rebuilding effort could be operationalized.      
 
4. MAFMC options to institute incidental catch protections 
 
MAFMC can currently restrict its managed fisheries to control incidental catch.   
If river herring/shad were added as an FMP, it would still be the case that the Council could 
restrict its managed fisheries to control incidental catch but the Council could also potentially 
indirectly restrict other fisheries (e.g. Atl Herring) via time/area/gear restrictions. 
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NATIONAL COALITION FOR MARINE CONSERVATION 
                                   4 Royal Street, S.E., Leesburg, VA  20175 

 
     
 
   
       December 8, 2010 
 
 
 
 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman  
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Suite 201  
800 N. State St  
Dover, DE  19901 
 
Re:  Role of the Ad Hoc River Herring & Shad Committee and 
Amendment 14 Management Integration Alternatives 

 
Dear Rick, 
 
 The National Coalition for Marine Conservation (NCMC) commends the 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council for taking the lead in exploring ways 
to effectively coordinate state and federal conservation and management of river 
herring and shad species. The lack of a federal component to shad and river 
herring conservation is hindering efforts of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission and its member states to rebuild imperiled runs.  
  
 We strongly support the council’s decision to form a River Herring & Shad 
Committee to evaluate and recommend a long-term framework for integration of 
federal and state management.  However, we believe the role of this new, ad hoc 
committee needs to be more clearly defined.  Above all, the council must make it 
clear that the committee’s task is separate and distinct from ongoing 
management initiatives in Amendment 14 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and 
Butterfish Fishery Management Plan (MSB FMP), currently under development 
by the Squid, Mackerel and Butterfish (SMB) Committee.   
 
 The potential alternative sets for Amendment 14, listed in the FMAT’s 
draft “Amendment 14 Range of Alternatives” document, includes options for river 
herring and shad monitoring and mortality reduction (incidental mortality caps, 
gear/area restrictions) that have been discussed throughout development of the 
amendment.  Investigation into long-term management integration strategies, 
such as a joint state and federal river herring and shad FMP or a combined 
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Atlantic sea herring and mackerel FMP, is rightly assigned to the River Herring 
and Shad Committee.  The distinction between these short- and long-term 
objectives is clear.   
 
 But the FMAT’s presentation of Management Integration issues is unclear 
as to the handling of interim integration measures, namely aligning sea herring 
and mackerel FMP requirements, conforming to National Standard 1 forage fish 
guidance, and classifying river herring and shad as “stocks in the fishery” in the 
MSB FMP.  No management integration alternative set is provided, nor are these 
options listed under the alternative sets for Amendment 14.  But in our view, 
Amendment 14 is the most appropriate time and place to address them.   
  
 The integration of river herring and shad into a cohesive federal 
management framework was supported by nearly 2,000 stakeholders during 
public scoping for Amendment 14.  These comments emphasized the need for 
immediate council action to monitor and protect river herring and shad at sea, 
where they are caught incidentally in the mackerel and squid fisheries.   
 
 We commend the council for looking forward and considering ways to 
improve the federal management process for the long-term, but at the same time 
urge you not to lose sight of steps that can be taken through Amendment 14 to 
advance the integration of river herring and shad into federal management now.   

 
 Thank you for your consideration. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ken Hinman 
President 
 

cc: Dr. Christopher Moore 
       Jason Didden 
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December 8, 2010 
 
Richard Robbins, Chairman   
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Suite 201, 800 N. State Street 
Dover, DE 19901 
 
 
Re: Comments on Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish Amendment 14 FMAT Recommendations 
 
 
Dear Chairman Robbins,  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA) to offer the 
following comments on the development of Amendment 14 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 
FMP.  Specifically, we would offer the following suggestions to the MAFMC regarding the Am 14 range of 
alternatives recommended by the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT).  Please note that our suggestions 
are based on very active participation in the development of Amendment 5 to the NEFMC Herring FMP, an 
important consideration since Am 14 has similar goals and objectives as Am 5 and because many of the 
preliminary alternatives in Am 14 are drawn from Am 5.   
 
Amendment 14 Should Retain Consideration of Slippage Accountability Measures (AM’s) 
The FMAT correctly recommends that Am 14 should consider “observer facilitation measures” intended to 
reduce net slippage (the practice of discarding fish directly from the cod-end without bringing it aboard for 
observer sampling) such as requirements for “bringing cod-ends aboard.”   
 
Unfortunately, the FMAT fails to recognize that such requirements are meaningless unless accompanied by 
accountability measures (referred to as “consequences” in the FMAT report) which will ensure that net slippage 
is minimized and controlled.  There are several key points to be learned from Am 5 on this issue: 
 

1. Proper catch monitoring cannot take place when fish are slipped.  There is no way for observers to 
estimate catch quantity and species composition on slipped fish, particularly for identifying river 
herrings. 

2. Abuse of any exceptions under which legitimate slippage is allowed must be prevented by the 
application of slippage accountability measures. 

 
Some MAFMC members may be under the mistaken assumption that slippage accountability measures have 
been eliminated from consideration in Herring Am 5.  They have not.  In fact the NEFMC voted strongly in 
favor of including a new alternative for slippage accountability at its September meeting.  This accountability 
framework (see Am 5 Section 3.3.13) would apply an assumed poundage to slippage events, up to a pre-
determined fleetwide limit on total slipped pounds.  Subsequent slippage would then trigger a requirement for a 
vessel to terminate that trip and return to port. 
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If slippage accountability measures are dropped, the MAFMC will eventually discover that there is no way to 
solve the slippage problems that clearly exist in the SMB fishery (as evidenced by significant quantities of catch 
labeled by observers as “Fish, Not Known”) without them.   
 
Based on our experience working to solve slippage problems in the herring fishery, the FMAT report’s 
characterization of slippage AM’s as “impracticable, unenforceable, and uninformative” is incorrect.  In fact, 
simple and sensible solutions are available: there is even a model that is already implemented (i.e. approved by 
NMFS) which applies slippage AM’s to a component of the herring fishery in which information collection has 
been deemed a high priority (Groundfish Closed Area I: see NMFS regulations at 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/nero/regs/frdoc/10/10HerMultiClosedAreaIMidWaterDiscard.pdf). 
   
Amendment 14 Should Retain Consideration of Third-Party Landings Verification 
The Am 14 FMAT recommendations include dropping third-party landings verification, with the justification 
that “sampling [is] more critical.”  Our experience with Am 5 has demonstrated to us that sampling is just one 
piece of the puzzle when it comes to deriving robust and accurate landings (or catch) estimations.  Since river 
herring is the primary target of Am 14, a river herring example best illustrates this.  River herring are nearly 
always measured through sub-sampling, i.e. basket sampling.  It’s clear why this is the case: physically 
separating and counting every river herring in a very large catch is nearly impossible.  Any sub-sample must 
later be extrapolated up to the total catch or landing event.  Therefore a reliable and accurate figure for the total 
weight of the event in question is required.   
 
A captain or dealer weight estimate should not be considered accurate or reliable in all cases.  Reports of under-
reporting and over-reporting, often in combination with misreporting of species composition, have frequently 
characterized the mackerel fishery in recent years.  Even mackerel fishermen complain about this problem.  
Reliance on cross-checking between vessels and dealers is meaningless in the case of vertically integrated 
operations in which the vessel and dealer have the same ownership.   Third-party estimates should be required 
and should be considered in Am 14.   
 
This is especially sensible since the MAFMC is already halfway there.  If the FMAT report is correct in that 
most mackerel vessels already have volumetric hold certification requirements through Am 11, it should be 
much easier to implement third-party landings certification.  It is simply a matter of having someone besides the 
vessel crew check the volume of catch in the hold and convert it to a certified weight.  In Am 5, we have 
observed that this is the one issue on which nearly all parties agree.  It would be unfortunate to drop it from Am 
14.  The MAFMC should also consider expanding the requirements for hold certification to include larger 
vessels in both Mackerel Tier 3 and the squid fishery. 
 
Thanks for your consideration of these comments on the development of Am 14.  We would also point out that 
the Am 14 alternatives have not yet been considered by the SMB Committee, and as such the MAFMC should 
avoid removing important measures, including those described above, from consideration at this time.   
 
 
  
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Tom Rudolph 
Herring Campaign Operations Director 
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December 10, 2010 
Richard B. Robins, Chairman 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201 
Dover, Delaware 19901 
 
Re:  FMAT review of preliminary proposed SMB Amendment 14 alternatives  
 
Chairman Robins: 
 
The Marine Fish Conservation Network (Network), representing nearly 200 environmental, 
fishing and marine science organizations nationwide, offers the following comments on the 
preliminary proposed alternatives under consideration in Amendment 14 to the Squid, Mackerel 
and Butterfish (SMB) fishery management plan (FMP).  
 
The Council initiated scoping for Amendment 14 in 2009 and ultimately decided to limit the 
focus of this amendment to developing an effective monitoring program for the mackerel and 
Loligo fisheries that minimizes bycatch of river herring and shad, as required by the Magnuson-
Stevens Act (MSA).1 While at-sea catch sampling has been limited, a 2008 Status Report to the 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) indicated that river herring are 
encountered as bycatch in the federally managed ocean trawl fisheries for squid and mackerel in 
the mid-Atlantic. In 2009, the ASMFC called on the federal government and the fishery 
management councils to monitor and minimize the impacts of trawl bycatch on ASMFC-
managed alosines in U.S. waters beyond three nautical miles from shore.   
 
The Network has long expressed concern about at-sea bycatch of these vulnerable alosine 
species, which play a critical ecosystem role as forage fish, and we support the Council’s efforts 
to develop explicit management measures to address these concerns in Amendment 14. In 
November, the SMB Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) reviewed the staff’s draft 
discussion paper on preliminary alternatives and concluded that it represents a reasonable range 
of alternatives to recommend to the Squid, Mackerel and Butterfish (SMB) committee for further 
development and analysis. Although the FMAT’s recommendations are scheduled for Council 
review at the upcoming meeting in Virginia Beach, the Council’s SMB Committee has not yet 
discussed these recommendations.  
 
The Network is concerned that the FMAT has recommended removing some monitoring 
alternatives that are important components of an effective monitoring system for determining 
bycatch of river herring and shad. In particular, the following measures should be retained as 
alternatives for analysis in Amendment 14 along with other recommended measures: 
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• Vessel hold certification. It is our understanding that only Tier 1 and 2 mackerel vessels 

are currently required to have vessel hold certification, but several hundred Tier 3 vessels 
are not required to have vessel hold certification. Although many Tier 3 vessels are small, 
there is a mix of vessel sizes in this fleet and some are quite large (75-100 feet in length). 
In addition, vessel hold certification is not required for Loligo squid vessels. Vessel hold 
certification provides a precise reading of the volume of a vessel’s hold, which can then 
be converted into a more accurate estimate of the weight of fish in the hold.  

• Third party landings verification. This measure works in tandem with vessel hold 
certification to accurately quantify landings. By having a third party verify the volume of 
catch in the hold and convert it to a weight, concerns about the accuracy of catch 
reporting could be addressed more readily and confidence in data should improve. This 
could be very important when extrapolating from observed river herring and shad bycatch 
to total catch.  

• Slippage consequences (e.g., trip terminations, caps, etc.). This measure is required to 
ensure some measure of accountability so that” slippage” (dumping of fish at sea) is not 
abused. There should be some disincentive to dump catch, although it may be appropriate 
to provide some flexibility to address specific exceptions. In any case, an effective 
monitoring system should include consequences for dumping catch. Amendment 5 to the 
Atlantic sea herring FMP includes slippage consequences to ensure accountability for 
dumping a cod-end. There should be consistency in Amendment 14 regulations and 
Amendment 5 regulations, to the extent possible. 

• Portside vs. at-sea sampling % coverage requirements (and funding mechanisms). 
Some have expressed concern about the quality of state-run port sampling programs. If 
funds are limiting the ability to sample catches, it would be better to invest in a robust at-
sea monitoring program. Port sampling should not draw resources away from an at-sea 
sampling program. In addition, a funding mechanism should be identified to achieve 
adequate at-sea observer coverage. Federal observer program funding has not been 
adequate to achieve the mandated 0.20-0.30 CV target coverage level in recent years 
under the standardized bycatch reporting methodology. Herring Amendment 5 analyses 
indicate that levels approaching 100% may be required to obtain 0.20-0.30 CVs for river 
herring and shad bycatch. Amendment 14 alternatives should include an industry funding 
mechanism to cover the cost of deploying observers at sea in order to ensure a high level 
of at-sea coverage. 

• Identification of hotspots of alosine bycatch. To the extent that preliminary 
“Alternative Set 5” for restricted areas includes identification of bycatch hotspots for 
river herring and shad, the monitoring measures should explicitly include identification of 
hotspots as part of the monitoring program. This information is available and it will be 
essential to consider in the development of an effective restricted-areas strategy. 

 
Ultimately, NMFS and the Council must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) in the consideration of alternatives, and the section of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) dealing with alternatives is the heart of the EIS.2 The action agency (in this case 
NMFS) must “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.”3 Thus the 
choice of alternatives for analysis is all-important, and it would be unwise to remove previously 
identified alternatives at this preliminary stage in the analysis.   
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In addition, the Network has urged the Council in the past to include river herring and shad as 
stocks in the fishery, based on the MSA’s new requirement for councils to set annual catch limits 
(ACLs) at a level such that overfishing does not occur in the fishery4 and based on the revised 
NS1 guidelines for ACL implementation (74 FR 3178). NMFS takes an inclusive approach in the 
revised NS1 guidelines, specifying that the requirement for ACLs applies to all stocks in a 
fishery, including non-target species caught as bycatch and retained or discarded at sea.5 “Catch” 
includes fish that are retained for any purpose as well as mortality of fish that are discarded.6 
Consistency with the MSA’s inclusive definitions of “fishery,” “fishing,” and “stocks of fish” 
requires such an inclusive approach,7 and river herring and shad meet the threshold for stocks 
that must be considered “in the fishery.” Inclusion of river herring and shad as stocks in the 
fishery should be considered as an alternative in Amendment 14. 
 
Finally, the Network is concerned that management integration issues under Goal F of 
Amendment 14 require clarification. The Council’s newly formed River Herring and Shad 
Committee has been tasked with evaluating and recommending a framework for integration of 
state and federal management. But there is some confusion about the role of the River Herring 
and Shad Committee vis-à-vis the efforts in Amendment 14 to address the need for an adequate 
catch monitoring system and effective management measures to reduce river herring and shad 
bycatch at sea. More consistent and coordinated state-federal management is desirable and 
should be pursued, but it may take more time to achieve and it should not slow down efforts to 
address river herring and shad bycatch in federal fisheries in the near-term. Clarifying that the 
new River Herring and Shad Committee’s task is separate from development of at-sea 
monitoring and bycatch reduction measures in Amendment 14 could avoid unnecessary 
confusion about the role of that committee and the SMB Committee. 
 
Incidental bycatch of river herring and shad in ocean trawl fisheries is likely to be a much larger 
source of mortality than all sources of directed fishing mortality for alosines, although 
inadequate at-sea monitoring has kept this threat “out of sight, out of mind” for years. The value 
of river herring and shad as forage fish is recognized by recreational and commercial fishermen 
who target species that eat them, and it is time for NMFS and the Council to give them full 
recognition and adequate protection. An effective monitoring and bycatch reduction program is 
overdue and urgently needed, and the Network commends the Council for taking the first steps 
toward that goal in Amendment 14. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
 

_____________________________ 
Bruce Stedman, Executive Director 
Marine Fish Conservation Network 

 
 
cc: Jason Didden 
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1 16 U.S.C. 1851(a)(9). 
2 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. 
3 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). 
4 16 U.S.C. 1853(a)(15). 
5 50 CFR § 600.310(d)(2-4); § 600.310(f)(2). 
6 50 CFR § 600.310(f)(2)(i). 
7 16 U.S.C. 1802. 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The primary purposes of Amendment 14 (Am14) to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 
(MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP) are listed below.  For the purposes of Am14, "river 
herring species" include blueback herring and alewife. "Shad species" include American shad 
and hickory shad.  Together these four species are referred to as "RH/S" in this document.  

 
Amendment Purposes:   
 

 

A. "Implement Effective RH/S Monitoring" - Develop an effective monitoring program 
for the Mackerel and Loligo fisheries.  For the purposes of Amendment 14 the primary 
concern is that the program is sensitive and robust to the spatial and temporal variability in 
RH/S incidental catch.  Improved accounting of both targeted and incidental catch should 
result and both are likely necessary to determine catches of RH/S since RH/S 
extrapolations may be made from a subsample based on total landings of the target species. 
 
B. "Evaluate RH/S Catch" - Evaluate the incidental catch of river herrings and shads in 
the mackerel and Loligo fisheries. 
 
C. "Evaluate RH/S Bycatch" - Evaluate bycatch (discards) of river herrings and shads in 
the mackerel and Loligo fisheries and if it has been minimized to the extent practicable 
(National Standard (NS) 9). 
 
D. "Reduce RH/S Bycatch and/or Catch" - Consider alternatives to reduce bycatch of 
river herrings and shads in the mackerel and Loligo fisheries as appropriate per NS 9 and/or 
other measures to reduce total catch of RH/S per discretionary authority granted to 
Councils under the Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA) (SEC. 303(b)(12). 
 
E. "Consider RH/S NS1 Stock Issues" - Consider whether RH/Ss should be included as 
stocks in the fishery in the MSB FMP. 
 
F. "Consider MSB NS1 Forage Issues" - Consider if additional MSB quota should be set 
aside for ecosystem/forage considerations.  NOTE: THIS WAS RAISED IN SCOPING 
COMMENTS BUT WOULD LIKELY NEED A SUPPLEMENTAL FEDERAL 
REGISTER NOTICE SINCE IT IS LIKELY OUT OF THE SCOPE OF THE 
ORIGINAL NOI… 
 

Throughout this document, each purpose will be referenced by the bolded phrases in quotes 
above.  Three of the above five purposes are addressed by one or more related set of alternatives, 
summarized below and fully described and analyzed in this document.  Two of the purposes 
above (B&C) are more evaluative in nature and while they do not involve alternatives, they do 
support the consideration of other alternatives in the document. 
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Alternatives Related to Implementing Effective RH/S Monitoring 
 

• Alternative Set 1: Vessel Reporting Measures 
• Alternative Set 2: Dealer Reporting Measures  
• Alternative Set 3: At-Sea Observation Optimization Measures 
• Alternative Set 4: 3rd Party/Dockside Reporting and Monitoring Measures 
• Alternative Set 5: At-Sea Observer Coverage Requirements   

 
 Alternatives Related to Reducing RH/S Bycatch and/or Catch 
 

• Alternative Set 6 : Mortality Caps 
• Alternative Set 7 : Restrictions in areas of high RH/S catch 
• Alternative Set 8: Mesh Requirements 

 
Alternatives Related to Considering RH/S NS1 Issues 
 

• Alternative Set 9: Add RH/S Stocks as "Stocks in the Fishery" within the MSB 
FMP.  

 
Alternatives Related to Considering MSB NS1 Issues 
 

• Alternative Set 10 : Institutionalize forage fish considerations (see note above in 
"F") 

 
 
Approximate Timeline 
 
Note: As the scope of alternatives has become clearer is seems reasonably likely that the timeline 
below will need to be extended due to the analysis that will be required to support the 
alternatives, especially if both mackerel and Loligo are considered for the various monitoring 
and management measures as is currently the case. 
 

 
Feb 2011  – Committee (w/Advisory Panel) reviews FMAT work  
Apr 2011  – Committee reviews work on analysis, redirects staff/FMAT as necessary 
Mid 2011  – Staff Writes DEIS (data through 2010), committee meeting to review work 
Aug 2011  – Council approves DEIS for Submission to NMFS, selects preferred alternatives 
Sept 2011  – Document perfection, FR the DEIS 
Oct 2011  – Public hearings for Am 14 with DEIS 
Dec 2011  – Council receives comments, makes edits as appropriate, chooses alternatives 
Jan 2012  – Document perfection, replies to comments 
Feb 2012  – Council approves FEIS for Submission 
Mar 2012  – Document Perfection w/ NMFS 
May 2012  – Proposed Rule 
July 2012  – Comment Period Closes 
Sept 2012  – Final Rule 
Oct 2012  – Final Rule Effective 
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 Wording conventions - All acronyms used in this document should be listed in Section 2.0, List 
of Acronyms.  Several critical acronyms and/or abbreviations are noted below. 
 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act is the primary law governing 
marine fisheries management in United States federal waters. The Act was first enacted in 1976 
and amended in 1996 (via the Sustainable Fisheries Act - "SFA") and in 2007 (via the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 - 
"MSRA").  In this document, the abbreviation "MSA" refers to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act as currently amended.  Also, hereafter "mackerel" refers to 
"Atlantic mackerel," "Am11" refers to "Amendment 11 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish Fishery Management Plan" and "the Council" refers to "the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council." "Bycatch" refers to discards.  "Incidental catch" is the catch of one 
species while directing upon another regardless of whether the non-target species is retained or 
discarded. 
The remaining sections of the Executive Summary: 
  -Introduce the purposes of Am11 and the strategies to achieve the purposes (1.1-1.5) 
 -Summarize the alternatives (1.6) 
 -Describe the effects of the alternatives (alone and in combination) as related 
   to the purposes of this Amendment (1.7)  
 -Describe the initial areas of controversy (1.8) 
 -List actions considered but rejected (1.9) 
 -Discuss the regulatory basis for Amendment 11 to the MSB FMP (1.10) 
 
 
1.1   PURPOSE A:  Implement Effective RH/S Monitoring 
  
From 2005-2009 approximately 8% of mackerel and 4% of Loligo landings were observed.  
These low levels of monitoring lead to high uncertainty about incidental catch.  Additional 
monitoring is proposed that will improve quantification of both directed and incidental catch.       
 
1.2   PURPOSE B:  Evaluate RH/S Catch 
 
While limited data is available, the amendment will look at the available data sources (observer, 
dealer, Vessel Trip Reports (VTR) to describe RH/S catch as it occurs in the Mackerel/Loligo 
fisheries. 
 
1.3   PURPOSE C:  Evaluate RH/S Bycatch 
 
For the purposes of MSA and this amendment, bycatch is equivalent to discards.  While limited 
data is available, the amendment will look at the available data sources to describe RH/S bycatch 
as it occurs in the Mackerel/Loligo fisheries. 
 
1.4   PURPOSE D:  Reduce RH/S Bycatch and/or Catch 
 
While it may end up being impossible to evaluate the impact on RH/S stocks of any RH/S catch 
reduction in the Mackerel/Loligo fisheries, MSA provides discretionary authority to Councils to 
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“include management measures in the plan to conserve…non-target species…considering the 
variety of ecological factors affecting fishery populations.”   
 
1.5.A   PURPOSE E:  Consider RH/S NS1 Stock Issues 
 
National Standard 1 (NS1) suggests that non-target species may be considered to be added as 
stocks in the fishery to existing FMPs.  This essentially would bring RH/S into the plan as equals 
to the existing species in terms of Council management responsibilities and is considered as part 
of considering overall RH/S management approaches. 
 
1.5.B   PURPOSE F:  Consider MSB NS1 Forage Issues 
 

NOTE: THIS WAS RAISED IN SCOPING COMMENTS BUT WOULD LIKELY 
NEED A SUPPLEMENTAL FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE SINCE IT IS 
LIKELY OUT OF THE SCOPE OF THE ORIGINAL NOI… 

 
 
NS1 states that “values that should be weighed and receive serious attention when considering 
the economic, social, or ecological factors used in reducing MSY to obtain OY” include 
“Ecological factors.”  Within ecological factors, “species interactions that have not been 
explicitly taken into account when calculating MSY should be considered as relevant factors for 
setting OY below MSY. In addition, consideration should be given to managing forage stocks for 
higher biomass than Bmsy to enhance and protect the marine ecosystem.”  While the procedures 
for setting ABC should alone lead to stocks being managed above Bmsy, the alternatives under 
Purpose F within this amendment consider setting aside an explicit amount of the final quotas 
(ACLs) because of ecosystem/forage considerations.  
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1.6  SUMMARY OF THE ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR IMPACTS  
 
 
1.6.1  Alternative Set 1: Vessel Reporting Measures 
 
1a. No Action 
 
1bM. Institute weekly vessel trip reporting (VTR) for mackerel permits (All? Limited 
Access?) so as to facilitate quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross 
checking with other data sources. 
 
1bL. Institute weekly vessel trip reporting (VTR) for Loligo permits (All? Limited Access?) 
so as to facilitate quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross checking 
with other data sources. 
 
1c. Require 48 hour pre-trip notification to retain more than 20,000 pounds of mackerel so 
as to facilitate observer placement. 
 
1dM. Require VMS for limited access mackerel vessels (see 1e and 1f below). 
 
1dL. Require VMS for Loligo/butterfish moratorium vessels (see 1e and 1f below). 
 
1eM. Require daily VMS reporting of catch by Tier 1 and Tier 2 mackerel vessels so as to 
facilitate quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross checking with other 
data sources. 
 
1eL. Require daily VMS reporting of catch by Loligo moratorium permits so as to facilitate 
quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross checking with other data 
sources. 
 
1fM. Require 6 hour pre-landing notification via VMS to land more than 20,000 pounds of 
mackerel so as to facilitate quota and/or dockside monitoring (see alternative set 4). 
 
1fL. Require 6 hour pre-landing notification via VMS to land more than 2,500 pounds of 
Loligo so as to facilitate quota and/or dockside monitoring (see alternative set 4). 
 
1gM. Require 6 hour pre-landing notification via phone to land more than 20,000 pounds 
of mackerel so as to facilitate quota and/or dockside monitoring (see alternative set 4). 
 
1gL. Require 6 hour pre-landing notification via phone to land more than 2,500 pounds of 
Loligo so as to facilitate quota and/or dockside monitoring (see alternative set 4). 
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Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
The current suite of reporting and monitoring requirements are insufficient to precisely estimate 
RH/S incidental catch in the mackerel and Loligo fisheries.   
 
Background:   
 
The measures in this alternative set would (alone and/or in combination with other alternatives) 
increase reporting and/or monitoring with the overall goal of improving the precision of RH/S 
incidental catch estimates.  While some of the focus may appear to be on mackerel and/or Loligo 
general reporting compared to just RH/S in those fisheries, given extrapolations are often made 
based on total landings, accurate monitoring of the target species can be as important as 
determining the encounter rates of RH/S.   
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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1.6.2  Alternative Set 2 - Dealer Reporting Measures 
 
2a. No Action 
 
2b. Require daily electronic reporting by MSB-permitted dealers so as to facilitate quota 
monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross checking with other data sources. 
 
2c. Require federally permitted dealers to obtain vessel counter-signature on SAFIS 
transaction record within 24 hours of offloading for mackerel landings over 20,000 and/or 
Loligo landings over 2,500 pounds so as to minimize data entry errors at first point of sale. 
 
2d. Require that federally permitted SMB dealers sort and weigh all species related to 
mackerel transactions over 20,000 pounds so as to facilitate quota monitoring (directed 
and/or incidental catch) and cross checking with other data sources.  
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
The current suite of reporting and monitoring requirements are insufficient to precisely estimate 
RH/S incidental catch.   
 
Background:   
 
The measures in this alternative set would (alone and/or in combination with other alternatives) 
increase reporting and/or monitoring with the overall goal of improving the precision of RH/S 
incidental catch estimates.  While some of the focus may appear to be on mackerel and/or Loligo 
general reporting compared to just RH/S in those fisheries, given extrapolations are often made 
based on total landings, accurate monitoring of the target species can be as important as 
determining the encounter rates of RH/S.   
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale  
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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1.6.3  Alternative Set 3: At-Sea Observation Optimization Measures  
 
All of these would apply to mackerel limited access and/or Loligo moratorium permits. 
 
3a. No Action 
 
3b. Require Reasonable Assistance (safe station, bycatch collection, basket sample 
collection assistance) so as to improve observer data. 
 
3c. Require vessel operators to provide observers notice when pumping/haul-back occurs 
so as to improve observer data. 
 
3d. Require observer program and/or vessels (as appropriate) to place observers on both 
vessels for pair trawl operations so as to improve observer data. 
 
3e. Require slippage reports from captains on observed trips so as to better understand 
slippage events and/or facilitate enforcement of trip termination alternatives (see 3f-3i). 
 
3f. Require trip termination following an "un-sampled" slipped haul during an observed 
trip.  Approximately ¼ of haul would need to be pumped across deck to facilitate sampling 
to avoid a slipped haul being designated as "un-sampled."  Goal is to minimize slippage 
events and/or get some information on slipped hauls.  
 
3g. Require trip termination following 2 "un-sampled" slipped hauls during an observed 
trip.  Approximately ¼ of haul would need to be pumped across deck to facilitate sampling 
to avoid a slipped haul being designated as "un-sampled."  Goal is to minimize slippage 
events and/or get some information on slipped hauls.  
 
3h. Require trip termination following 1 slipped haul on an observed trip so as to minimize 
slippage events.  Goal is to minimize slippage events. 
 
3i. Require trip termination following 2 slipped hauls on an observed trip so as to minimize 
slippage events.  Goal is to minimize slippage events. 
 
3j. Require trip termination following 3 slipped hauls on an observed trip so as to minimize 
slippage events.  Goal is to minimize slippage events. 
 
3k. Require cod-ends to be re-secured and brought aboard for sampling after pumping on 
every 4th haul on observed trips that typically do not bring nets aboard so as to get better 
information on contents of net after pumping. 
 
3l. Require cod-ends to be re-secured and brought aboard for sampling after pumping on 
every 5th haul on observed trips that typically do not bring nets aboard so as to get better 
information on contents of net after pumping. 
 
3m. Require cod-ends to be re-secured and brought aboard for sampling after pumping on 
every 6th haul on observed trips that typically do not bring nets aboard so as to get better 
information on contents of net after pumping. 
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Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
The current suite of reporting and monitoring requirements are insufficient to precisely estimate 
RH/S incidental catch.   
 
Background:   
 
The measures in this alternative set would (alone and/or in combination with other alternatives) 
increase reporting and/or monitoring with the overall goal of improving the precision of RH/S 
incidental catch estimates.  3f-3j: Goal is to avoid slipping, especially where the net is not 
sampled at all.  Council would have to make the policy call whether the economic and/or safety 
consequences of trip termination provisions are worth the potential data collection 
improvements.  There are definite potential safety issues if 3f-3j caused vessels to try to pump in 
dangerous conditions rather than terminate a trip. 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
 
 
 
 
  
 

31



   

1.6.4  Alternative Set 4 - 3rd Party/Dockside Reporting and Monitoring Measures 
 
4a. No Action 
 
4bM. Require 3rd party landings weight verification for mackerel landings over 20,000 
pounds so as to facilitate quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross 
checking with other data sources. 
 
4bL. Require 3rd party landings weight verification for Loligo landings over 2,500 pounds 
so as to facilitate quota monitoring (directed and/or incidental catch) and cross checking 
with other data sources.     
 
4cM. Require volumetric vessel-hold certification for Tier 3 Mackerel permits and specify 
volume to weight conversion.  This alternative primarily facilitates 4b/4d/4e but also could 
assist observer data hail weight estimates and vessel's VTR kept weight estimates. 
 
4cL. Require volumetric vessel-hold certification for Loligo moratorium permits and 
specify volume to weight conversion.  This alternative primarily facilitates 4b/4d/4e but 
also could assist observer data hail weight estimates and vessel's VTR kept weight 
estimates. 
 
4dM. Require 25% of mackerel landing events over 20,000 to be independently sampled 
portside so as to better quantify incidental retained catch.  The NEFSC would assign 
coverage based on landings pre-notifications.  As a condition of a dealer permit dealers 
would facilitate sub-sampling of landings per protocol specified by the NEFSC.    
 
4dL. Require 25% of Loligo landing events over 2,500 pounds to be independently sampled 
portside so as to better quantify incidental retained catch.  The NEFSC would assign 
coverage based on landings pre-notifications.  As a condition of a dealer permit dealers 
would facilitate sub-sampling of landings per protocol specified by the NEFSC.    
 
4eM. Require 50% of mackerel landing events over 20,000 pounds to be independently 
sampled portside so as to better quantify incidental retained.  The NEFSC would assign 
coverage based on landings pre-notifications.  As a condition of a dealer permit dealers 
would facilitate sub-sampling of landings per protocol specified by the NEFSC.    
 
4eL. Require 50% of Loligo landing events over 2,500 pounds to be independently sampled 
portside so as to better quantify incidental retained.  The NEFSC would assign coverage 
based on landings pre-notifications.  As a condition of a dealer permit dealers would 
facilitate sub-sampling of landings per protocol specified by the NEFSC.    
 
4f. Dealers would have to pay for monitoring (NEFSC would accredit monitors) by 
contracting with a provider if selected in a similar fashion to how scallop vessels have to 
secure providers. 
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4g. Phase-in industry funding over 4 years such that to achieve the target coverage selected 
in 4b-4e above, NMFS would pay for 100%, 75%, 50%, then 25% of the specified 
monitoring coverage. 
 
4h.  Require reevaluation of coverage requirement after 2 years to determine if bycatch 
rates justify continued expense of continued high coverage rates. 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
The current suite of reporting and monitoring requirements are insufficient to precisely estimate 
RH/S incidental catch.   
 
Background:   
 
The measures in this alternative set would (alone and/or in combination with other alternatives) 
increase reporting and/or monitoring with the overall goal of improving the precision of RH/S 
incidental catch estimates. 100% coverage initially seems likely impracticable but 25%-50% 
may(?) be practicable. 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis  
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1.6.4  Alternative Set 5 - At-Sea Observer Coverage Requirements   
 
5a. No Action 
 
5bM. Require 25% of mackerel trips by federal vessels intending to retain over 20,000 
pounds of mackerel to carry observers so as to improve coverage from the very low levels 
currently occurring and improve incidental catch estimation.  The NEFSC would assign 
coverage based on pre-trip notifications  
 
5bL. Require 25% of Loligo trips by federal vessels intending to retain over 2,500 pounds 
Loligo to carry observers so as to improve coverage from the very low levels currently 
occurring and improve incidental catch estimation.  The NEFSC would assign coverage 
based on pre-trip notifications 
 
5cM. Require 50% of mackerel trips by federal vessels intending to retain over 20,000 
pounds of mackerel to carry observers so as to improve coverage from the very low levels 
currently occurring and improve incidental catch estimation.  The NEFSC would assign 
coverage based on pre-trip notifications .    
 
5cL. Require 50% of Loligo trips by federal vessels intending to retain over 2,500 pounds 
Loligo to carry observers so as to improve coverage from the very low levels currently 
occurring and improve incidental catch estimation.  The NEFSC would assign coverage 
based on pre-trip notifications .    
 
5d. Vessels would have to pay for monitoring when observer funds are not available 
(process already implemented in other fisheries).  NEFSC would accredit monitors. 
 
5e. Phase-in industry funding over 4 years such that to achieve the target coverage selected 
in 4b-4e above, NMFS would pay for 100%, 75%, 50%, then 25% of the at-sea portion of 
the specified observer coverage. 
 
5f.  Require reevaluation of coverage requirement after 2 years to determine if bycatch 
rates justify continued expense of continued high coverage rates. 
 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
The current suite of reporting and monitoring requirements are insufficient to precisely estimate 
RH/S incidental catch.   
 
Background:   
 
The measures in this alternative set would (alone and/or in combination with other alternatives) 
increase reporting and/or monitoring with the overall goal of improving the precision of RH/S 
incidental catch estimates. 100% coverage initially seems likely impracticable but 25%-50% 
may(?) be practicable and will be analyzed. 
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Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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1.6.5  Alternative Set 6 - Mortality Caps 
 

 
6a. No Action 
 
6b. Implement mortality cap for river herrings for the mackerel fishery whereby the 
mackerel fishery would close once it is determined that it created a certain level of river 
herring and/or shad mortality (that level would be determined annually by Council in 
specification process unless RH/S were added as stocks in the fishery in which case SSC 
would be involved in ABC setting for RH/S). 
 
6c. Implement mortality cap for shads for the mackerel fishery whereby the mackerel 
fishery would close once it is determined that it created a certain level of river herring 
and/or shad mortality (that level would be determined annually by Council in specification 
process unless RH/S were added as stocks in the fishery in which case SSC would be 
involved in ABC setting for RH/S). 
 
6d. Implement mortality cap for river herrings for the Loligo fishery whereby the Loligo 
fishery would close once it is determined that it created a certain level of river herring 
and/or shad mortality (that level would be determined annually by Council in specification 
process unless RH/S were added as stocks in the fishery in which case SSC would be 
involved in ABC setting for RH/S). 
  
6e. Implement mortality cap for shads for the Loligo fishery whereby the Loligo fishery 
would close once it is determined that it created a certain level of river herring and/or shad 
mortality (that level would be determined annually by Council in specification process 
unless RH/S were added as stocks in the fishery in which case SSC would be involved in 
ABC setting for RH/S). 
 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
There are currently no limits on incidental catch of RH/S in the mackerel and/or Loligo fisheries 
other than state landing requirements.  The significance of any interactions will be analyzed 
within the amendment. 
 
Background:   
 
The alternatives would seek to directly limit the mortality of the relevant species.  Precision 
would be quite low under the current observer/monitoring regime. 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis
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1.6.6  Alternative Set 7 – Restrictions in areas of high RH/S catch 
 
 
7a. No Action 
 
7bM. Prohibit retention of more than 20,000 pounds of mackerel in designated areas of 
high RH/S catch (to be identified) for vessels with federal mackerel permits during certain 
time period. 
 
7bL. Prohibit retention of more than 2,500 pounds Loligo in designated areas of high RH/S 
catch (to be identified) for vessels with federal Loligo moratorium permits during certain 
time period. 
 
7cM. Require use of certain inch mesh (e.g. 3 inch?) in designated areas of high RH/S catch 
(to be identified) for vessels with federal mackerel permits to possess 20,000 pounds of 
mackerel. 
 
7cL. Require use of certain inch mesh (e.g. 2.5 inch?) in designated areas of high RH/S 
catch (to be identified) for vessels with federal Loligo permits to possess 2,500 pounds of 
Loligo. 
 
7dM. Require observers in designated areas of high RH/S catch (to be identified) for vessels 
with federal mackerel permits.  Vessels would pay for observer coverage if a NMFS-funded 
observer is not otherwise available. 
 
7dL. Require observers in designated areas of high RH/S catch (to be identified) for vessels 
with federal Loligo permits.  Vessels would pay for observer coverage if a NMFS-funded 
observer is not otherwise available. 
 
7e. Make above requirement(s) only in effect when a mortality "trigger" is reached 
 
7f. Stipulate that the GRAs would be considered for updating every other year in 
specifications considering the most recent data available when specifications are developed. 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
There are currently no limits on incidental catch of RH/S in the mackerel and/or Loligo fisheries 
other than state landing requirements.  The significance of any interactions will be analyzed 
within the amendment. 
 
Background:   
 
The figures below illustrate density of catch (actual, not extrapolated) in observer data 2005-
2009 of river herrings and then shads by ten-minute square (all gears, observed hauls).  The 
FMAT will further analyze the catch of RH/S but the following figures provide some initial 
background.  The 4 hatched areas were hand drawn around apparent clusters of river 
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herring/shad bycatch and are carried through to 2 VTR catch figures just to give an idea of 
overlap with directed catch (and effort in as much as catch can be an indicator of effort).  These 
areas are not currently proposed as restricted areas - rather they are just the product of staff 
starting to examine the data.  They do suggest that area-based measures are worth further 
analysis, consistent with the findings of various NEFMC Atl. herring Amendment 5 analyses. 
 
 
River Herring - Observer data 2005-2009 (Dec-May) All gears 
 
Map interpretation:  the red square accounts for 33% of observed catch.  Red plus orange 
account for 50% of catch.  Those plus yellow account for 75%, etc. 
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Shad - Observer data  2005-2009 (Dec-May) All gears 
 
Map interpretation:  the red squares accounts for 32% of observed catch.  Red plus orange 
account for 50% of catch.  Those plus yellow account for 75%, etc. 
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Mackerel - VTR data 2005-2009  All gears 
 
Map interpretation:  the red squares accounts for 32% of reported catch.  Red plus orange 
account for 50% of catch.  Those plus yellow account for 75%, etc. 
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Loligo - VTR data 2005-2009 (Dec-May)  All gears 
 
Map interpretation:  the red squares accounts for 32% of reported catch.  Red plus orange 
account for 50% of catch.  Those plus yellow account for 75%, etc. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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1.6.7  Alternative Set 8 - Mesh / Gear Requirements 
 
8a. No Action 
 
8b. Require increased (e.g. 3-inch?) mesh for federally permitted vessels to possess 20,000 
pounds or more of mackerel. 
 
8c. Require increased (e.g. 2 1/2-inch?) mesh for federally permitted vessels to possess 2,500 
pounds or more of Loligo. 
 
8d. Make above requirement(s) only required when a mortality trigger hit 
 
  
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
There are currently no limits on incidental catch of RH/S in the mackerel and/or Loligo fisheries 
other than state landing requirements.  The significance of any interactions will be analyzed 
within the amendment. 
 
Background:   
 
Staff is not currently aware of any trawl selectivity studies that would allow quantitative analysis 
of the impact of different meshes for river herrings and/or shads but some information is 
available for impacts on mackerel and Loligo. 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale 
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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1.6.8  Alternative Set 9 - Add RH/S Stocks as "Stocks in the Fishery" within the MSB FMP 
 
9a. No Action 
 
9b. Add river herrings as stocks in the MSB FMP. 
 
9c. Add shads as stocks in the MSB FMP. 
 
 
 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
There may be a lack of clarity over which entities have primary responsibility for organizing 
RH/S recovery.  
 
Background:   
 
Adding RH/S species as stocks in the fishery would activate federal requirements for status 
determination, rebuilding, essential fish habitat (EFH) identification and conservation, etc. 
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale  
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis  
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1.6.8  Alternative Set 10 - Institutionalize forage fish considerations 
 
NOTE: This alternative is likely currently out of the scope of AM14 and would likely 
require a supplemental notice of intent in the Federal Register if the Council wants to 
consider it (which is feasible without substantially slowing the overall process ). 
 
10a. No Action 
 
10b. Require that the annual specifications explicitly consider reserving a range of 0-20% 
of the final commercial and recreational quotas for all MSB FMP species for ecosystem 
considerations not otherwise addressed in the specifications process in order "to enhance 
and protect the marine ecosystem" per NS1 guidance given MSB species' roles as forage 
species.   
 
10c. Request that the Ecosystems Subcommittee of the SSC provide input on the 
considerations detailed in alternative 10b. 
 
10d. Request that the Ecosystem Committee provide input on the considerations detailed in 
alternative 10b. 
 
 
Statement of Problem/Need for Action:  
 
NS1 guidelines suggest that a portion of potential yield of forage species should be reserved for 
ecosystem considerations.  
 
Background:   
 
See NS1 Guidelines: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/acl_final_rule.pdf.   
 
Summary of Proposed Management Actions and Rationale  
 
Summary of Biological Impact Analysis 
 
Summary of Economic Impact Analysis 
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2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS 
 
AA  Assistant Administrator 
ABC  Allowable Biological Catch 
ACFCMA Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act 
ACL  Annual Catch Limit 
ACT  Annual Catch Target 
AFS  American Fisheries Society 
AM  Accountability Measure 
APA  Administrative Procedures Act 
AR  auto-regressive 
ASMFC Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission or Commission 
ATGTRP Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Plan 
ATGTRT Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Team 
B  Biomass 
BMSY  Biomass Associated with Maximum Sustainable Yield 
BRP  Biological reference points 
CAFSAC Canadian Atlantic Fisheries Scientific Advisory Committee 
CD  Confidential data 
CDP  Census Designated Place 
CEA  Cumulative Effects Assessment 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CETAP Cetacean and Turtle Assessment Program 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations   
CI  Confidential Information   
CPR  Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation 
CPUE  Catch Per Unit Effort   
CV  coefficient of variation 
CZMA  Coastal Zone Management Act   
DAH  Domestic Annual Harvest 
DAP  Domestic Annual Processing 
DMF  Department of Maine Fisheries 
DOC  Department of Commerce 
DOL  Department of Labor 
DPS  Distinct Population Segment 
DEIS  Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DSEIS  Draft Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement 
DWF  Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
EAP  Emergency Action Plan  
EEZ  Exclusive Economic Zone 
EFH  Essential Fish Habitat 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
ELMR  Estuarine Living Marine Resources 
EO  Executive Order 
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EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA  Endangered Species Act of 1973 
F  Fishing Mortality Rate   
FAO  U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization 
FDEP  Florida Department of Environmental Protection   
FLSA  Fair Labor Standards Act 
FMAT  Fishery Management Action Team 
FMAX  Threshold Fishing Mortality Rate 
FMP  Fishery Management Plan 
FMSY  Fishing Mortality Associated with MSY 
FR  Federal Register 
FEIS  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FSEIS  Final Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement 
FTARGET Target Fishing Mortality Rate 
FWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service   
GAMS  general additive models 
GB  George's Bank 
GC  General Counsel or General Category (Scallop)  
GOM  Gulf of Maine 
GRA  Gear Restricted Area 
GTE  Greater than or equal to 
HAPC  Habitat Area of Particular Concern 
HPTRP Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan 
IAEA  International Atomic Energy Agency 
ICES  International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
ICNAF International Convention of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries 
IMPLAN IMpact Analysis for PLANning 
IRFA  Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis   
IOY  Initial Optimum Yield 
IQA  Information Quality Act 
IRFA  Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis   
ITQ  Individual Transferrable Quota 
IUCN  International Union for Conservation of Nature 
JV  Joint Venture 
LNG  Liquefied Natural Gas 
LOF  List of Fisheries 
LTPC  Long-term Potential Catch 
LWTRP Large Whale Take Reduction Plan 
M  Natural Mortality Rate 
MAFMC Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council      
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act 
MRFSS Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey 
MSA  Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
MSB  Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish  
MSY  Maximum Sustainable Yield 
MT (or mt) metric tons   
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NAFO  Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization 
NAO  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Order 
NASUS National Academy of Sciences of the United States   
NE  New England     
NEFMC New England Fishery Management Council 
NEFOP Northeast Fishery Observer Program 
NEFSC Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act  
NIOZ  Royal Netherlands Institute for Sea Research  
NK  Not classified 
NLDC  New London Development Corporation   
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NOS  National Ocean Service 
NSF  National Science Foundation   
OBSCON Observer Contract    
OSP  optimum sustainable population 
OTA  Office of Technology Assessment 
OY  Optimal Yield   
PBR  Potential Biological Removal   
PRA  Paperwork Reduction Act 
PREE  Preliminary Regulatory Economic Evaluation     
RFA  Regulatory Flexibility Act 
RFF  reasonably foreseeable future 
RFFA  Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  
RH/S  River Herring and Shad 
RIR  Regulatory Impact Review 
ROV  Remotely Operated Vehicle 
RSA  Research Set-Aside 
RV  Research Vessel 
SA  South Atlantic   
SAFE  Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation 
SAFIS  Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information System 
SAFMC South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
SAR  Stock Assessment Report 
SARC  Stock Assessment Review Committee 
SAV  Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
SAW  Stock Assessment Workshop 
SBA  Small Business Administration 
SBRM  Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology     
SD  Standard Deviation   
SEFSC  Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
SDEIS  Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
SF  Sustainable Fisheries     
SMB  Squid, Mackerel, and Butterfish (used when referring to Committee) 
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SP  Species   
SSB  Spawning Stock Biomass 
SSC  Scientific and Statistical Committee   
STACRES Standing Committee on Research and Statistics 
STAT  Statistical    
TAL  Total Allowable Landings 
TALFF Total allowable level of foreign fishing 
TEWG  Turtle Expert Working Group 
TL  Total Length 
TRP  Take Reduction Plan 
TRT  Take Reduction Team 
URI  University of Rhode Island 
US  United States 
USA  United States of America 
USCG  United States Coast Guard 
USDC  U.S. Department of Commerce 
USDI  U.S. Department of the Interior 
USGS  Untied Stated Geological Survey 
USSR  Union of Soviet Socialist Republics   
VEC  Valued Ecosystem Component  
VMS  Vessel Monitoring System 
VPA  Virtual Population Analysis 
VTR  Vessel Trip Report 
WNA  Western North Atlantic 
WP  Working Paper 
WWF  World Wildlife Federation   
ZMRG  Zero Mortality Rate Goal   
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4.1.A  Purpose A - Implement Effective RH/S Monitoring 
  
4.1.B  Purpose B - Evaluate RH/S Catch 
 
4.1.C  Purpose C - Evaluate RH/S Bycatch 
 
 
The FMAT will be evaluating RH/S catch/bycatch in the mackerel and Loligo fisheries – 
Council staff has been exploring the data and has included some preliminary analysis to begin…  
 
To get a rough idea of what fisheries are causing incidental river herring / shad mortality, what 
kind of trips based on the primary species observed caught account for observed shad/river 
herring catch?  The interpretation of these tables is not quite so simple however - over 2005-2009 
by weight the Atl herring fishery was observed at about 15% coverage, mackerel about 8% 
coverage, and Loligo about 4% coverage.  If mackerel and/or Loligo (or other fisheries) had 
better coverage similar to Atl herring their percentages would have been higher and Atl Herring 
would be lower if the same patterns of incidental catch held. 
 
 

Trip's Primary Observed Catch
2005-2009

Accounts for What 
Percent of River Herring 

Observed Catch?

HERRING, ATLANTIC 81.2%
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 13.2%
ALEWIFE 1.3%
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) 1.2%
DOGFISH, SPINY 0.8%
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN 0.7%
SKATE, WINTER (BIG) 0.3%
FISH, NK 0.3%
All others Combined <1%  
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Trip's Primary Observed Catch
2005-2009

Accounts for What 
Percent of Shad 

Observed Catch?

HERRING, ATLANTIC 68.7%
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 8.4%
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN 7.7%
SQUID, NK 2.0%
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) 2.0%
CROAKER, ATLANTIC 1.5%
SCUP 1.2%
SKATE, WINTER (BIG) 1.0%
BUTTERFISH 0.9%
HADDOCK 0.9%
DOGFISH, SPINY 0.8%
FISH, NK 0.8%
POLLOCK 0.8%
COD, ATLANTIC 0.6%
ALEWIFE 0.5%
MONKFISH (ANGLER, GOOSEFISH) 0.4%
SKATE, NK 0.4%
SQUID, SHORT-FIN 0.3%
SKATE, LITTLE 0.2%
All others Combined <1%  
 
 

Trip's Primary Observed Catch
2005-2009

Accounts for What 
Percent of Herring 

NK, FISH NK 
Observed Catch?

HERRING, ATLANTIC 49.4%
FISH, NK 33.9%
HERRING, NK 6.1%
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 4.3%
SKATE, WINTER (BIG) 1.9%
SQUID, SHORT-FIN 1.2%
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN 1.0%
SKATE, LITTLE 0.8%
SKATE, NK 0.3%
MONKFISH (ANGLER, GOOSEFISH) 0.3%
All others Combined <1%  
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Again primarily to begin the discussion, staff had also included the non-target analysis from the 
most resent MSB specifications Environmental Assessment (EA). 
 
Non-Target Species- Mackerel (from 2011 Specs EA) 
 
The primary species taken incidentally and discarded in the directed mackerel fishery over the 
most recent five years of data (2005-2009) are listed in Error! Reference source not found..  
The primary database used to assess discarding is the NMFS Observer Program database, which 
includes data from trips that had trained observers onboard to document discards.  One critical 
aspect of using this database to describe discards is to correctly define the trips that constitute a 
given directed fishery.  Presumably some criteria of what captains initially intend to target, how 
they may adjust targeting over the course of a trip, and what they actually catch would be ideal.  
Thus to begin this process, staff first reviewed 2005-2009 trips in the dealer weighout database to 
see if a certain trip definition could account for most mackerel landed.  The result of this review 
resulted in the following definition for mackerel trips using landings:  All trips that had at least 
50% mackerel by weight and 45,000 pounds mackerel AND those trips 33%-50% mackerel by 
weight but over 100,000 pounds mackerel.  The general idea is to include significant landings 
that are over 50% mackerel and also those larger landings that might not have been quite 50% 
mackerel.  This definition results in capturing 96% of all mackerel landings in the dealer 
weighout database 2005-2009 and was applied to the observer database to examine discards in 
the "mackerel fishery."  The resulting set of trips in the observer database included ten on 
average for each year 2005-2009.  Information for species (99.7% of all discards) that make up 
most discards on these trips is presented in Error! Reference source not found..  Some co-
directing occurs with mackerel and Atlantic herring, so the high Atlantic herring numbers to 
some extent are not the result of bycatch so much as directed fishing for both on the same trip.  
This also means that some of the discards described below may be related to directed herring 
fishing rather than directed mackerel fishing, but given the co-directing that occurs it is very 
difficult to fully disentangle the two.  Regarding the 4% of mackerel landings that are not 
captured in the trip definition, on the relevant identifiable trips 2005-2009 (some of the 3% are 
not identifiable because they are "lumped" state reports), a wide variety of species were landed 
(dealer weighout database) with Atlantic herring, Loligo, and silver hake making up the majority 
of landings on these trips (and each were individually larger than the mackerel landings), further 
suggesting that the chosen definition of a "mackerel trip" is appropriate for the purpose of 
bycatch/discard descriptions.  
 
While a very rough estimate, especially given the low observer coverage in small mesh fisheries 
and non-accounting for gear, spatial, or temporal trends, one can use the information in Error! 
Reference source not found. and the fact that about 34,240 MT of mackerel were caught 
annually 2005-2009 to generally and very roughly estimate annual incidental catch for the ten 
species in the table.  For example in Error! Reference source not found., since there were 
about 34,240 MT of mackerel caught annually (landings scaled up to account for 1.3% mackerel 
discarding), and for every MT of mackerel caught there are 4.7 pounds of scup caught (4th 
Column from left), the mackerel fishery may have caught about 161,000 pounds of scup per year 
2005-2009.  This is the last column in Error! Reference source not found. and while the 
information is provided, readers are strongly cautioned that while this is a reasonable approach 
for a general, rough, and relative estimate given the available data, it is highly imprecise.  Note 

51



   

also that even the estimates that can be calculated would only really be valid for the 96% of 
landings captured by the chosen directed mackerel trip definition.  It is even more difficult to 
assess the other 4% because to some degree the mackerel itself is being caught incidental to other 
fisheries.  Nonetheless, the mackerel-to-other-species ratios were scaled up to the 100% of 
mackerel caught to keep things relatively simple. 
 
The discards of large pelagics in the Atlantic mackerel fishery are generally unknown due to the 
inability of the observers to view these discards because of the pumping of fish that occurs from 
codend to hold; large-bodied species are prevented from entering the pump (the pump sends the 
catch directly from the codend into the hold) and are discarded while the codend is submerged. 
 
 
Table 1.  Key species taken and discarded in directed trips for Atlantic mackerel, based on unpublished 
NMFS Northeast Fisheries Observer Program data and unpublished dealer weighout data from 2005-2009. 
(see text for criteria).  There are 2204.6 pounds in one metric ton. 

NE Fisheries Science Center 
Common Name

Pounds 
Observed 

Caught

Pounds 
Observed 
Discarded

For every 
metric ton of 

mackerel 
caught, 

pounds of 
given 

species 
caught.

For every 
metric ton 

of mackerel 
caught, 

pounds of 
given 

species 
discarded.

D:K Ratio
(Ratio of 
species 

discarded 
to 

Mackerel 
Kept)

Of all 
discards 

observed, 
percent 

that comes 
from given 

species

Percent of 
given 

species that 
was 

discarded

Rough Annual 
Catch (pounds) 
based on 5-year 

average of 
mackerel catch 

(34,240 mt)

DOGFISH, SPINY 152,023 144,625 16.7 15.9 0.72% 39% 95% 571,388
HERRING, ATLANTIC 2,281,771 91,401 250.5 10.0 0.46% 25% 4% 8,576,157
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 20,083,906 62,114 2,204.6 6.8 0.31% 17% 0% NA
SCUP 42,889 42,889 4.7 4.7 0.21% 12% 100% 161,199
FISH, NK 9,991 9,985 1.1 1.1 0.05% 3% 100% 37,552
HERRING, BLUEBACK 65,779 8,955 7.2 1.0 0.04% 2% 14% 247,233
BASS, STRIPED 2,380 2,380 0.3 0.3 0.01% 1% 100% 8,945
SHAD, HICKORY 1,745 1,730 0.2 0.2 0.01% 0% 99% 6,559
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) 7,831 1,001 0.9 0.1 0.01% 0% 13% 29,434
SHAD, AMERICAN 3,352 699 0.4 0.1 0.00% 0% 21% 12,598
ALEWIFE 19,250 642 2.1 0.1 0.00% 0% 3% 72,352
DOGFISH, NK 500 500 0.1 0.1 0.00% 0% 100% 1,879
BUTTERFISH 7,405 403 0.8 0.0 0.00% 0% 5% 27,831

Directed Mackerel Trip Bycatch and Discards
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Non-Target Species- Loligo (from 2011 Specs EA) 
 
For non-target species that are managed under their own fishery management plan, incidental 
catch/discards are also considered as part of the management of that fishery.  The primary 
species taken incidentally and discarded in the directed Loligo fishery over the most recent five 
years of data (2005-2009) are listed in Error! Reference source not found. and includes the 
species that account for 95% of all observed discards on the identified Loligo trips. 
 
The primary database used to assess discarding is the NMFS Observer Program database, which 
includes data from trips that had trained observers onboard to document discards.  One critical 
aspect of using this database to describe discards is to correctly define the trips that constitute a 
given directed fishery.  Presumably some criteria of what captains initially intend to target, how 
they may adjust targeting over the course of a trip, and what they actually catch would be ideal.  
Thus to begin this process, staff first reviewed 2005-2009 trips in the dealer weighout database to 
see if a certain trip definition could account for most Loligo landed.  The result of this review 
resulted in the following definition for Loligo trips using landings:  All trips that had at least 50% 
Loligo by weight.  This definition results in capturing almost 87% of all Loligo landings in the 
dealer weighout database.  This definition was applied to the observer database to examine 
discards in the Loligo fishery.  The resulting set of trips in the observer database included 71 on 
average for each year 2005-2009.   
 
While a very rough estimate, especially given the low observer coverage in small mesh fisheries 
and non-accounting for spatial and temporal trends, one can use the information in Error! 
Reference source not found. and the fact that about 14,030 MT of Loligo were caught annually 
2005-2009 to generally and very roughly estimate annual incidental catch for the species in the 
table.  This is the last column in Error! Reference source not found. and while this information 
is provided, readers are strongly cautioned that while this is a reasonable approach for a general, 
rough, and relative estimate given the available data, it is highly imprecise.  Note also that even 
the estimates that can be calculated would only really be valid for the 87% of landings captured 
by the chosen directed trip definition.  It is even more difficult to assess the other 13% because to 
some degree the Loligo is being caught incidental to other fisheries.  Nonetheless, the Loligo-to-
other-species ratios were scaled up to the 100% of Loligo catch to keep things relatively simple. 
 
2011 will also initiate the butterfish bycatch mortality cap for the Loligo fishery.  Within the 
specification levels considered in this document, the cap is likely to reduce bycatch of butterfish 
from what it would be without the cap, and may reduce all bycatch if the cap closes the Loligo 
fishery earlier than would have otherwise occurred.  All other bycatch would be approximately 
reduced by the percentage of the Loligo quota that is not harvested because of a butterfish cap 
closure (though seasonal/spatial variations in bycatch patterns may mean the actual reduction is 
more or less for a particular species).  See Amendment 10 to the MSB FMP for details 
(http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/msb.htm).   
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Table 2.  Key species taken and discarded in directed trips for Loligo based on unpublished NMFS Northeast 
Fisheries Observer Program data and dealer weighout data from 2005-2009. (see text for criteria).  There are 
2204.6 pounds in one metric ton. 

NE Fisheries Science Center 
Common Name

Pounds 
Observed 

Caught

Pounds 
Observed 
Discarded

For every 
metric ton 
of Loligo 
caught, 

pounds of 
given 

species 
caught.

For every 
metric ton of 

Loligo 
caught, 

pounds of 
given 

species 
discarded.

D:K Ratio
(Ratio of 
species 

discarded to 
Loligo Kept)

Of all 
discards 

observed, 
percent that 
comes from 

given 
species

Percent of 
given 

species that 
was 

discarded

Rough Annual 
Catch (pounds) 

based on 5-
year average of 

Loligo catch 
(14030 mt)

DOGFISH, SPINY 349,529 348,668 149.9 149.5 0.07 0.12 1.00 2,102,803
BUTTERFISH 378,454 347,451 162.3 149.0 0.07 0.12 0.92 2,276,819
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) 410,855 310,101 176.2 133.0 0.06 0.11 0.75 2,471,750
SQUID, SHORT-FIN 328,476 297,469 140.9 127.6 0.06 0.11 0.91 1,976,147
HAKE, RED (LING) 202,510 192,499 86.8 82.5 0.04 0.07 0.95 1,218,321
HAKE, SPOTTED 172,146 167,020 73.8 71.6 0.03 0.06 0.97 1,035,647
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN 5,141,128 133,018 2204.6 57.0 0.03 0.05 0.03 NA
SKATE, LITTLE 126,369 126,221 54.2 54.1 0.03 0.04 1.00 760,249
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 341,795 116,889 146.6 50.1 0.02 0.04 0.34 2,056,275
FLOUNDER, FOURSPOT 100,086 99,917 42.9 42.8 0.02 0.04 1.00 602,128
SCUP 97,151 66,398 41.7 28.5 0.01 0.02 0.68 584,469
FLOUNDER, SUMMER 
(FLUKE) 118,465 53,925 50.8 23.1 0.01 0.02 0.46 712,697
DOGFISH, SMOOTH 41,783 38,351 17.9 16.4 0.01 0.01 0.92 251,372
HERRING, ATLANTIC 37,530 37,500 16.1 16.1 0.01 0.01 1.00 225,782
HAKE, NK 35,605 33,913 15.3 14.5 0.01 0.01 0.95 214,206
MONKFISH (ANGLER, 
GOOSEFISH) 67,434 30,820 28.9 13.2 0.01 0.01 0.46 405,692
SCALLOP, SEA 39,397 30,425 16.9 13.0 0.01 0.01 0.77 237,015
BASS, STRIPED 30,822 28,985 13.2 12.4 0.01 0.01 0.94 185,430
SKATE, NK 28,790 28,695 12.3 12.3 0.01 0.01 1.00 173,203
SKATE, WINTER (BIG) 22,090 21,857 9.5 9.4 0.00 0.01 0.99 132,893
HAKE, WHITE 23,604 21,469 10.1 9.2 0.00 0.01 0.91 142,005
FLOUNDER, WINTER 
(BLACKBACK) 21,379 21,087 9.2 9.0 0.00 0.01 0.99 128,619
BLUEFISH 49,224 18,132 21.1 7.8 0.00 0.01 0.37 296,134
HERRING, NK 17,660 17,629 7.6 7.6 0.00 0.01 1.00 106,245
CRAB, LADY 15,645 15,645 6.7 6.7 0.00 0.01 1.00 94,120
SKATE, BARNDOOR 11,766 11,680 5.0 5.0 0.00 0.00 0.99 70,784
CRAB, JONAH 11,834 11,363 5.1 4.9 0.00 0.00 0.96 71,193
LOBSTER, AMERICAN 15,430 10,439 6.6 4.5 0.00 0.00 0.68 92,830
SEA BASS, BLACK 14,573 10,370 6.2 4.4 0.00 0.00 0.71 87,675
SEA ROBIN, STRIPED 10,767 10,294 4.6 4.4 0.00 0.00 0.96 64,775
DORY, BUCKLER (JOHN) 24,359 9,672 10.4 4.1 0.00 0.00 0.40 146,547
DOGFISH, CHAIN 8,551 8,514 3.7 3.7 0.00 0.00 1.00 51,444

Directed Loligo Trip Bycatch and Discards
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Some species relevant to Am 14 were low enough that they did not make the table in the specifications…the 
difference in the Herring, NK is due to some rounding issues when cutting and pasting in EXCEL… 
 

NE Fisheries Science Center 
Common Name

Rough Annual Catch 
(pounds) based on 5-year 
average of Loligo landings 

(14400 mt)

HERRING, NK 106,059

HERRING, BLUEBACK 18,823

ALEWIFE 9,941

SHAD, AMERICAN 16,973

SHAD, HICKORY 11,287

FISH, NK 14,394  
 
 
 
4.1.D  Purpose D:  Reduce RH/S Bycatch and/or Catch 
 
4.1.E  PURPOSE E:  Consider RH/S NS1 Stock Issues 
 
4.1.F  PURPOSE F:  Consider MSB NS1 Forage Issues 
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DATE: January 26, 2011 
 

TO: SSC 

FROM: Jason Didden   
 

SUBJECT: February 7, 2010 (10am) webinar to consider most recent butterfish information 
 
Terms of Reference 
 

The purpose of the Feb 7 (10am) SSC meeting is to review the latest data for butterfish and 
advise the Council if any changes to the 2011 specifications (including ABC) for butterfish are 
warranted based on the updated information. The terms of reference for the meeting are:  
  

1. Review available information on butterfish abundance (NEFSC and NEAMAP trawl 
survey results)  

2. Review available landings information for butterfish through 2010 
3. Advise if any modifications to the 2011 butterfish specifications are warranted based on 

the additional survey data 
  
 
Background 
 

Butterfish catches have been constrained to around 1,500mt since the ABC was reduced from 
7,200mt to 4,545mt in 2005 and then to 1,500mt in 2008.  The constraining factors have 
included market forces, availability/abundance, and regulatory controls.  The ABC reductions 
were in response to the now eclipsed SARC 38 (2004) assessment that found butterfish to be 
overfished and were designed to lock in low landings and prevent re-establishment of a directed 
fishery while the Council developed the butterfish conservation measures contained in 
Amendment 10 (the butterfish cap on the Loligo fishery and an increase to 21/8-inch mesh for the 
Loligo fishery).  1500mt was also suggested to facilitate rapid rebuilding given long-term 
average recruitment by an auto-regressive model developed during the Amendment 10 process.   
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Amendment 10 originally specified that the rebuilding ABC would be the yield corresponding to 
F = 0.1 but the failure of the most recent butterfish assessment (SARC 49) to produce reliable 
biomass estimates and its critique of the previous assessment (SARC 38) meant that ABCs have 
to be determined by the SSC based on the overall best available scientific information. 
 
The SSC met in May 2010 to provide recommendations for the 2011 butterfish ABC.  The 
briefing materials from last year may be found at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/meeting_materials/SSC/2010-05/SSC_2010-05.htm.   
 
The SSC's May 2010 findings (http://www.mafmc.org/committees/science.htm) were: 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. 
 
 
NEFSC Trawl Data Updates 
 
Just before the May 2010 SSC meeting Council staff received the fall 2009 data point and it was 
included in the final butterfish presentation given to the SSC.  The 2010 fall, and the 2009 and 
2010 spring data points (highlighted in orange in Figures 1 and 2 below) are new compared to 
what was available to the SSC in support of the SSC's decision in May 2010.  The new data 
points are generally lower.  
 
An important note about the 2009 and 2010 numbers is that they use a single butterfish-specific 
calibration factor (the RV Bigelow replaced the RV Albatross in 2009).  The indices below are 
all in Albatross units (the Bigelow caught more butterfish in the calibration trials which means 
the Bigelow numbers are scaled down to get Albatross units).  It is likely that the next 
assessment will develop and utilize conversion factors that vary by butterfish length, which will 
likely result in changes to the 2009 and 2010 values.  The next assessment will also examine 
how to address changes in survey strata beginning in 2009 (see "NEAMAP Data" below for 
additional discussion of this issue). 
 
Recall also that the most recent assessment concluded that the fall survey likely provides a better 
indication of butterfish abundance because butterfish are more widely distributed throughout the 
survey area in the fall compared to the spring (compare figures 3 and 4).  In addition, butterfish 
may be in water deeper than the survey to a greater degree in the spring.   
 
CVs are not available for the 2009 and 2010 indices but historically for the Albatross, CVs 
averaged around .25 for fall and .45 for spring (this translates to 95% confidence intervals being 
about +/- 50% for fall and +/- 90% for spring).   
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Figure 1.  NEFSC Fall Trawl Butterfish Indices. 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  NEFSC Spring Trawl Butterfish Indices. 
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Figure 3.  Butterfish distribution in Fall NEFSC trawl survey 1992-2003. 
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Figure 4.  Butterfish distribution in Spring NEFSC trawl survey 1992- 2003 

 
 
 
 
NEAMAP Data 
 
Informal discussions with Science Center staff regarding our request for butterfish trawl data 
suggested that since the Bigelow doesn't sample as many "inshore" (none <18m) strata as the 
Albatross, it might be good to examine NEAMAP data as well.  This may be especially true for 
fall when the Albatross encountered relatively high numbers of butterfish inshore (see figure 3 - 
the data is through 2003 because this was done for an earlier analysis).  The next assessment will 
examine continuity issues related to the NEFSC trawl survey strata changes and how best to 
incorporate the NEAMAP data.  The NEAMAP data was not used in the most recent butterfish 
assessment because only 2 years of data were available at that time.  We still only have 3 years 
for spring and 4 years for fall.  Additional background information on the NEAMAP data will be 
forwarded to you prior to the meeting. 
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Figure 5.  NEAMAP butterfish index by Count. 
 

 
 
 
Figure 6.  NEAMAP butterfish index by Weight. 
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Landings Data 
 
The only other available new data point would be 2010 landings, preliminarily 575mt (Figure 7). 
 Landings were up slightly from the two prior years and exceeded the landings quota by about 
75mt (15%).  The butterfish trip limit was reduced from 5,000 pounds to 250 pounds in August 
2010 (a relatively early closure) when 400 mt was projected to be reached.  The overage initially 
appears to have been caused by the early closure combined with a mix of post-closure state 
landings and possibly some federal landings above the specified post-closure trip limit but 
Council/NERO staffs have not yet fully investigated the causes of the overage.   
 
 
 
Figure 7.  Butterfish Landings through 2010. 
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Council Staff Perspective 
 
Staff's general perspective on ABC remains unchanged since the May 2010 meeting: uncertainty 
is high and there are two primary conflicting points of information most relevant to ABC: 1) The 
assessment concluded that the butterfish stock had declined even in the absence of substantial 
fishing pressure.  F was estimated to be ≤ 0.05 from 2002 - 2008; F2008=0.02 (NEFSC 2010).  
This suggests that a modestly higher or lower level of fishing mortality compared to the status 
quo would not have a consequential impact on the butterfish stock; 2) On the other hand it may 
not be prudent to increase mortality on a stock that appears to have experienced a long term 
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declining trend.  The apparently low fishing mortality finding is also dependent on the scale of 
biomass outputs, which was a particular point of contention for the SARC (though even if F was 
several times higher it still would be relatively low). 
 
Staff's perspective on specific ABCs remains unchanged as well.  Recall that the tension between 
the two points described above led staff to examine trends in recent (1995-2008) survey data 
compared to catches, resulting in the ABC options of 4,445mt and 3,953mt.  Staff's presentation 
and discussion focused on catches at or below these values (derived from average catches) being 
likely justifiable since recruitment (Figure 8 - through 2008) and the fall survey index (Figure 1 - 
through 2010) appeared relatively trendless during this apparently lower-productivity period 
(1995-2008/2010).  
 
Figure 8.  Recruits from last assessment.                         
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Going forward, relatively low catches would intuitively be more favorable for the butterfish 
stock, but quantifying the relative risk between potential ABC values in the range of 1,362mt 
(the lowest in staff's quota paper range) to 4,445mt was not supported by the current stock 
assessment information.  The updated survey information does not appear to warrant any change 
to this conclusion as well.  
 
 
References 
 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC). 2010. 49th Northeast Regional Stock Assessment 
Workshop (49th SAW) Assessment Summary Report. US Dept Commer, Northeast Fish Sci Cent Ref 
Doc. 10-01; 41 p. Available from: National Marine Fisheries Service, 166 Water Street, Woods Hole, MA 
02543-1026, or online at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/publications/ 

63



 
 

212 WEST STATE STREET, TRENTON NEW JERSEY 08608 
Phone: (609) 898-1100 

 E-mail: gregdi@voicenet.com  
 
 
November 17, 2010 
 
Mr. Eric Schwaab, NOAA Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
1315 East West Highway 
Silver Spring, MD  20910 
(Sent via email eric.schwaab@noaa.gov) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Schwaab: 
 
The Garden State Seafood Association on behalf of its members, and the commercial fishing 
industry from the states of New Jersey, New York, North Carolina and Rhode Island (see 
Signatory organizations below) are appealing for relief from the unnecessary and pending actions 
of Amendment 10 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fisheries FMP. Specifically, 
the signatory organizations are extremely concerned over the 1500 metric ton bycatch cap that 
will be implemented on January 1, 2011 under Amendment 10. 
 
In this position paper we wish to highlight the items that were not adequately addressed in the 
TAC setting process. We believe the failure of NMFS and the MAFMC to utilize the best 
available scientific information in the TAC setting process will result in needless economic 
disruption of the Mid-Atlantic/New England fisheries dependent on a reasonable bycatch of 
butterfish to pursue the target species, primarily Loligo squid.  
 
The items of particular concern are as follows. 
 
1) The record shows that there have been two SARC panels convened for butterfish to determine 
the stock status, one in 2004 and another more recent in 2010. In both panels the reviewers found 
that butterfish are not undergoing overfishing now, nor in the past. The 2010 SARC concluded 
that the assumptions of overfishing and high discards from the 2004 SARC were incorrect. The 
unfortunate aspect of this situation is that the available data are insufficient to determine whether 
butterfish is overfished. 
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Our inability to determine the status of butterfish relative to a reference biomass is because a 
biological reference point cannot be determined.  The SARC found this inability a result of a 
very high degree of uncertainty in the determination of absolute levels of natural mortality (M).   
An apparent downward trend in recent years may be more related to increased predation by fish 
and invertebrates.  
 
2) The 2004 SARC only had abundance estimates derived from R/V Albatross-generated data. 
New data from the more modern and efficient R/V Bigelow is showing that previous estimates 
derived from the R/V Albatross data were biased low and that The R/V Bigelow has a much 
higher catch rate of butterfish compared to the R/V Albatross. The SARC panel was reluctant to 
use the survey time series because of the change to a new vessel and there was only one year of 
new observation data available at the time of the 2004 SARC. Calibration exercises between the 
two vessels indicate that the historic trend in abundance is biased low in comparison to recent 
results with the newer vessel.  There are now 2 years of R/V Bigelow fall survey results and the 
2010 survey is imminent, providing a third year of data.  The estimated abundance of butterfish 
continues to be much higher than biomass estimates obtained from the R/V Albatross survey. 
 
3) The economic losses incurred from an artificially low bycatch limit for the fishing industry are 
much higher and more tangible than any potential theoretical benefit to the butterfish resource. 
The extremely high natural mortality of butterfish coupled with a low likelihood of any 
measureable survival and growth in the population and the inability to establish an OFL makes 
almost any management action an arbitrary action unsupported by science.  
 
Considering the primary controlling source of butterfish mortality is predation, and given that 
fall survey is incomplete, there is nothing to “inform” the projection of abundance for 2011. This 
scenario will play out year after year, and the status of the resource will remain unknown. 
Basically, the butterfish that will form the 2011 bycatch in the Loligo fishery may only now be 
sampled by the NEFSC fall survey.  These data will not be available for use until next summer at 
the earliest. At that point a majority of the 2010 butterfish stock will have expired from natural 
mortality.  If the 2010 year class of butterfish is high there is strong potential for an artificially 
low bycatch cap that will result in an early and entirely unnecessary closure of the directed 
Loligo fishery.   
 
4) The fishing mortality rate (F) applied to butterfish is very low.  The recent SAW estimated 
that absolute fishing mortality in 2008 was F=0.02, a very low rate and much lower than the F of 
0.1 used in Amendment 10 to project 2011 acceptable biological catch (ABC).  This implies that 
the 2011 acceptable biological catch could safely be increased up to 5 times greater than the 
2008 harvest level.   
 
5) Fishery catch trends have been ratcheted down due to restrictions on the fishery and 
significant reductions in yearly quotas were the result. Since 2002 landings have been below 
1000 tons with associated bycatch of variable magnitude but total catch has been well below the 
ABC estimate of 20,000 tons. The basis for this large reduction was the belief that butterfish 
were overfished and in need of rebuilding. However the most recent review in SARC 49 found 
that the data available for butterfish are not of sufficient quality to allow a determination of stock 
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status.  SAW 49 estimated current (2008) biomass to be 88,800 tons. At this level of biomass the 
ABC harvest is set at about 23% but the actual 2008 harvest (1,629t) takes less than 2% of the 
total biomass.   
 
Therefore, it appears that allowing a harvest of up to an ABC of 20,000 tons will result in a risk 
neutral harvest. It would be prudent to achieve some reduction in harvest for purposes of stock 
rebuilding if it can be shown that regulating Loligo fishing will insure increased survival of 
butterfish that leads to stock rebuilding. However, SARC 49 could find no evidence that Loligo 
fishing was causing the stock to decline. 
 
6) The most recent stock assessment found that the decline in butterfish stock abundance is 
unrelated to the recent rate of Loligo fishing.  The proposed bycatch caps are being proposed for 
policy reasons based on an outdated analysis of data that are insufficient to reach a scientifically 
defensible conclusion that the butterfish stock was overfished and needed rebuilding. 
 
7) We agree in part about ecological role of butterfish in predator/prey relationships but note 
these are not fully known and new research is underway to establish utilization of butterfish by 
squid. However, NMFS scientists acknowledge that butterfish predation far surpasses fishery 
removals and that squid is a major predator whose reduction through fishing would actually 
benefit the butterfish resource.  
 
Taking all of the above information into consideration along with the information in our original 
letter containing as of yet unanswered questions -- we respectfully request that NMFS reconsider 
the butterfish bycatch cap in Amendment 10 and adopt a more forward looking policy that meets 
the conservation goals of the MSA while allowing the successful prosecution of the fisheries that 
require some bycatch of butterfish.  
 
The Agency has the necessary scientific justification for increasing the 2011 ABC for butterfish 
and providing for an adequate bycatch cap for the directed Loligo fishery. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our request. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Gregory P. DiDomenico 
Executive Director 
Garden State Seafood Association 
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Jeff Reichle, Lund’s Fisheries, Cape May, New Jersey (Cape Clam Inc., F/V Atlantic Dawn, 
F/V Crystal Ann, F/V Elise G, F/V Illex One, Lund Marr Trawlers LLC., F/V Scombrus One, 
Cape Trawlers Inc., F/V Mount Vernon, Loper-Bright Enterprises Inc., F/V Western Explorer) 
 
Dan Cohen, Atlantic Capes Fisheries, Inc., Cape May, New Jersey (F/V Adrianna, F/V 
Atlantic Bounty, Edgar Seafood Products, Inc., F/V Lady Lorraine, F/V Cape May, F/V Erin 
Renee, F/V Jersey Girl, F/V Francis M Lee, Sr, F/V Lady Evelyn, F/V Lady Rosalyn, F/V Silver 
Sea, F/V Barbara Anne, F/V Miss Sue Ann, F/V Adventuress, F/V Thunder Bay, F/V Noreen 
Marie) 
 
Keith Laudeman, Cold Spring Fish and Supply Co., Cape May, New Jersey (F/V Vaud J, F/V  
Alexandra L, F/V Sea Quest, F/V Freida Marie, F/V Susan L) 
 
Geir Monsen, Sea Freeze LTD., North Kingston, Rhode Island (Owner/Operator, Glenn 
Goodwin F/V Persistence, F/V Relentless) 
 
Billy Carl Tillet, Moon Tillet Seafood., Wanchese, North Carolina (F/V Gallant Fox, F/V 
Linda Gayle) 
 
John Cole, Fisherman’s Dock Cooperative, Point Pleasant, New Jersey 
 
Montauk Inlet Seafood, Inc., Montauk, New York 
F/V Caitlin & Mairead (Dave Aripotch, Old Squaw Fisheries, Inc.) 
F/V Perception (Bill Grimm, M/V Perceptions Corp.) 
F/V Jason & Danielle (Bill Grimm & Hank Lackner, L&G Fisheries, LLC) 
F/V Evening Prayer (Kevin Maguire & Richard Jones, Evening Prayer, Inc.) 
F/V Pontos (Richard Jones & Kevin Maguire, Pontos Fisheries, Inc.) 
F/V Rianda S (Chuck Weimar, Rianda S Fisheries, Inc.) 
 
Individual Vessels 
F/V Ruthy L (Glenn Beck, Harvest Fisheries, Inc.) 
F/V Debbie Sue, F/V Margaret Holley (Dave and Don Roebuck, owners Karen-Sue Inc.) 
F/V Abracadabra, James Harris, Cape May, New Jersey 
F/V Instigator, Mike Coppa, Cape May, New Jersey 
 
Commercial Fishing Associations  
Long Island Commercial Fishing Association, Bonnie Brady, Montauk, New York 
Rhode Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association, Wakefield, Rhode Island 
North Carolina Fisheries Association, Sean McKeon, New Bern, North Carolina 
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