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J. Didden first provided a summary of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s request 

to increase the spiny dogfish trip limit to 6,000 pounds. 

 

Summary Comments: 

 

R. Kane: I would like more transparency at ASMFC because the public was not aware trip limit 

issues were going to be on the agenda.  Please also provide clarity on what states do for trip 

limits.  [Answer (with assistance from J. Whiteside and A. Harp and S. MacDonald): ME-NJ = 

5,000; DE/MD = 10,000; VA = 5,000; NC = 20,000 – vessels with federal permits still have to 

abide by federal guidelines].  

T. Ligenza: I would like to keep the trip limit at 5,000 – going over the bar with a following sea 

will be more dangerous with 6,000 pounds.  I’d also rather get better prices at 5,000 pounds 

rather than lower prices at 6,000 pounds.  My son also agrees with me.  I also think there are less 

dogfish in the ocean than 5-6 years ago and the last few years it has gotten a lot harder to catch 

them, at least off the northeast coast.  I’ve mentioned to scientists that catches in the north are 

declining and I think managers/scientists are not doing their job when it comes to looking at the 

actual stock.  I honestly think, and my friends who fish think this also, that there are less fish but 

scientists say there are more fish and I find that really aggravating.  You should keep the limit at 

5,000 until you have the science to back up a change.  The scientist that visited said that there 

could be two stocks, and I don’t know if he’s right but maybe that’s part of why we’re seeing 

fewer dogfish up here but the NJ folks are seeing more dogfish. 



J. Fletcher: We lost four VA/NC processors when the plan went in.  We are supplying the MA 

processors but there is no way to get a processor here with a 50 boxes of fish limit.  It also takes 

6-7 boats to fill a truck and that is not economically feasible.  Let the northern folks have 5,000 

pounds but we need more just to make the trucking work.  I also had an industrial company that 

wanted to try processing 30,000-40,000 pounds of dogfish and I could not get them in one trip.  

We need at least 20,000-30,000 pounds for trawl boats to develop an industrial market.  The 

Council is managing this for those already in the business.  The plan put our processors out of 

business, based on science that must have been wrong because there is no way they could have 

come back this fast if the science had been right.  If nothing else let the states manage it.  If the 

Council’s desire is to rebuild this fishery we need an industrial trip limit.  There can also be a 

male fishery that comes in from offshore.  If the Federal limit is 50-60 boxes then you can’t get 

the males in commercially for industrial use.  There needs to be an industrial trip limit for 

trawlers, and it can be separate from the food fishery.  No one realizes how many male fish there 

are that never come into areas they fish.  The survey has never gone beyond 100 fathoms, which 

is where the males and pups are, 250-300 miles offshore.  Satellite tags have shown the dogfish 

are out there.  I would ask that the Council consider an industrial trawl limit if they stay out of 

the food market. 

Are we managing this fishery for the biomass and the stock or the economics of the fisherman?  

The problem is that we are not talking about optimum yield, we’re talking about economics and 

not talking about any method for a male fishery to come in from offshore.  The Council needs 

two separate quotas and trip limits, one for industrial and one for food use.  We are not 

considering the folks from the south who started this fishery.  A lack of fish in the north could be 

because there’s nothing left for them to eat in the north.   

J. Whiteside: My clients are 3 processors in Massachusetts, 2 in New Bedford and 1 in 

Gloucester.  We would not be in favor of a 20,000-30,000 pound trip limit – that is what got us 

into this mess in the first place.  There has been discussion of a split season, 5,000 pounds from 

May 1-August 31, and 6,000 pounds from Sept 1 – April 30.  We would be OK with that. 

D. Feeney: A lot of the guys believe that the adjustment discussed by J. Whiteside is a good idea, 

and the processors I talked to agree.  It wouldn’t be too much.  We’ve discussed the slow and 

steady approach before.  We’re trying to build markets and flooding the market will crash the 

market before it’s been created.  I’d rather be more cautious and see the market get built.  If the 

market isn’t built and we get that influx of fish it’s just going to flood the market.  There are too 

many unknowns.  I’m 100% positive that if we flood the market we’ll kiss it goodbye again – I 

want to see proof first that there’s a demand for metric tons of small males.   

Dr. Pierce agreed with the steady and slow process because we don’t have 2014 data – keep it at 

5,000 pounds.  He said we should do a pup survey index this year and then talk more when we 

have the science behind it.  This is especially true if we might have data issues with the 2016 



survey – don’t touch it without the science or markets.  Going up will be shooting ourselves in 

the foot. 

S. MacDonald: I agree with J. Whiteside, go slow and steady.  I talked to fishermen from VA 

Beach to Chincoteague.  In VA we were happy with our season – we fished all winter and we’re 

satisfied with how things are going.  We have created some demand and it’s nice that folks are 

looking for fish and we have been able to push the price up a bit this year.  A few boats would 

like to see it go to 6,000 pounds but a majority would like to see it stay the same.  Take a slow 

and steady approach and work on the markets and price.  If it’s not broke don’t fix it.  I’m in 

favor of 5,000 pounds.  If Mr. Fletcher needs some extra fish to make up a truckload he can call 

me.  Bringing trawl boats in at 20,000-30,000 pounds will destroy what we’ve created.  The 

pending quota cut is another reason not to increase trip limits at this time. 

K. Wark: I’m representing Viking Village and Barnegat Light today – we have about 20 full time 

gillnet boats and work on dogfish quite a bit.  I talked it over with the guys and I do believe that 

the fishery can support a 6,000 pound trip limit.  I don’t want to catch more for less either, but I 

think we can support 6,000 and that’s it.  More than that will change the dynamics of the fishery 

– more people will come in – it’s open access.  I’ve been put out of this before, I’m not in favor 

of huge trip limits – it didn’t work last time and I don’t want to see that again.    

I don’t see any resource issues – we’ve been seeing bigger fish and we’ve been catching them 

quicker and quicker.  We are seeing a ton of dogfish and they’ve been here all winter, since 

Halloween and won’t leave until May.  You could even use larger mesh right now there are so 

many big fish around, and they’ve been increasing for several years.  We definitely want this 

fishery to be sustainable – it’s unacceptable for missing data to negatively impact this fishery.   

D. Gelfman: I fish out of MA with a small boat.  I’d like to see the trip limit stay at 5,000 

pounds.  Any increase would be unrealistic for me – I can’t carry much more weight.  I’m 

concerned that since we’re fishing on females and the fishing isn’t getting any better for us, that 

an increase won’t be good for the fishery.  Take a slow and steady approach.   

We don’t need draggers working on dogfish - it will harm the fishery.  There shouldn’t be an 

industrial fishery – any trip limit increase is just going to transfer a resource from one kind of 

boat to another.  The small boat fishery up north is struggling and if you increase the trip limit 

you are going to put the small boats out of business and give the big boats something else to 

work on, and they are going to be fishing in an environmentally unfriendly manner.  The idea of 

a male-only offshore fishery is ridiculous – there’s no way to do that and we need more science 

and you should leave the trip limit where it’s at.  We need to go slow because the price is so 

fragile.  To increase the volume of fish coming in to a fishery that is barely able to sustain the 

price…what’s the purpose of that?  You’ll wipe out the fishery, we’ll make no money, and we’ll 

be back where we started.    


