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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  6/6/2017 

To:  Council 

From:  Jason Didden   

Subject:  6/2/2017 MSB Advisory Panel (AP) Meeting (Squid Amendment) 

The Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Advisory Panel (AP) met on 6/2/2017 via webinar to 
provide comments on the Squid Amendment.  The meeting was facilitated by Jason Didden of 
Council staff, and the participants are listed below: 

Advisory Panel Members 
 

Greg DiDomenico 
Hank Lackner 
Jim Gartland 
Pete Kaizer 

Joseph Gordon 
Katie Almeida 
Pam Lyons Gromen 
Peter Moore 

 
Other 
 

Rob O'Reilly 
Doug Christel 
Aly Pitts 
Zack Greenberg 

Purcie Bennett-Nickerson 
Meghan Lapp 
Jeff Kaelin 
Eric Reid 

 
Jason Didden provided an overview of the staff recommendations and addressed questions.  The 
comments made by the advisory panel members and the public are summarized below.  Staff 
responses to questions are added in parentheses.   

Advisory Panel Members 

Hank Lackner: Why did staff not recommend using the 2013 control date given the Council went 
through the trouble of establishing one?  (Staff: staff’s recommendations took into account that 
the fishery only caught 55% and 53% of the annual quota in 2014 and 2015, and that a more 
limiting requalification could raise concerns that the resulting fleet would not be able to harvest 
optimum yield on an ongoing basis.)  This action should not be based on the past – we’re trying 
to prevent something before it happens – it’s what can happen in the future.  Not using the control 
date is like saying we don’t care about the future, which goes against what I thought this 
Amendment was trying to do.  How did you reach the conclusion that we can’t reach Optimum 
Yield (OY)?  If we had availability in the fall and the same number of vessels participated we 
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would have reached the quota.  The potential is there with vessels we saw this summer – it’s all 
about availability.  We can catch the quota and even an extra 10 boats in the fleet can make a 
huge difference – it always boils down to availability.   
 
The current Council should express its intent that the incidental permit only exists for 
accommodating incidental longfin squid catches and should not be given an allocation. 
 
I’m not in favor of the permit swap option – we can’t be playing by a different set of rules just for 
this amendment and it will bring in latent effort, which is contrary to the purposes of this action. 
 
Regarding the whiting exception, if whiting becomes the crux to get 2,500 pounds of longfin squid, 
then most of the revenue will be from the longfin squid, and squid will be the real target.  It could 
push boats into being whiting boats, and it could become a problem if they are at 2,500 pounds 
and everyone else is substantially lower.  It would have to be watched.  (Staff: Massachusetts 
asked for an exemption specific to Cultivator Shoals…would limiting it to Cultivator 
Shoals/offshore solve the issue?)   
 
Cultivator Shoals is far enough offshore you won’t end up with a directed squid fishery.  South of 
Nantucket you can get your whiting and then could get some squid on your way home.  An area 
option limiting the exemption to offshore could work. 
 
Greg DiDomenico: Are we giving too much credibility that the Amendment could be challenged? 
I’m concerned about that driving Council action.   
 
Who would the incidental permit alternatives apply to?  (Staff: the limited access incidental permit 
alternatives could apply to current open access incidental permits and if 2C is selected, those 
moratorium vessels that do not requalify.  2C only applies to current moratorium permit holders.) 
 
Regarding 4E, when does the Agency start to perform closure projections and how have they 
performed?  (Staff: GARFO tracks weekly landings, which are on a time delay, and then starts to 
make projections using dealer and VMS data as landings approach the quota.  Recent closures 
have been made relatively close to the closure threshold.)   
 
If the Council limits the rollover, why not consider a 1,000 pound post-closure threshold since 
there’s a possibility of closing the fishery too early?  (Staff: The Advisory Panel recommended 
250 and/or 500 pounds as limits that would substantially reduce directed fishing after a closure.) 
 
I would hate to be in a situation where we start to project landings more conservatively and then 
close down the directed fishery too early.     
 
Pete Kaizer: I recommend that owner-operators be given priority, and to lessen the requirements 
for them.   
 
Could NMFS or the Council take action like the ASMFC where they make changes within a few 
weeks?  The Council should have such flexibility. (Staff: Frameworks and emergency actions are 
the vehicles for faster actions.) 
 
Regarding Trimester 2, when Trimesters were set up, some industry and persons on the Council 
proposed only a 12% Trimester 2 quota to protect the major inshore spawning event.  There 
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should be a hard quota for Trimester 2 at only 17% like when trimesters were initiated (with all 
roll-over going to Trimester 3).  Three scientists have clarified that there is high mortality on 
trawled egg mops. 
 
Fishermen I’ve talked to have indicated it would be easy to pick up 10,000 pounds of whiting in 
order to get the higher 2,500 pound squid limit inshore so this would create a major loophole. 
 
Could the Council create geographical sub-quotas? (Staff: The Council could consider something 
like that in a future action).  I’m trying to think of something to help small boats that can’t travel 
like larger boats. 
 
Katie Almeida: If the Council reduces the Trimester 2 rollover and restricts post closure landings, 
will staff recommend that the Council remove the buffer area issue from the priority list? (Staff: 
decisions by the Council on the Squid Amendment could inform future actions.)  
 
Since we cannot predict when and where squid are going to show up, we would not support 
dividing the squid quota up geographically or splitting the quota in Trimester 2.   
 
Joseph Gordon: We (Pew) are on record for eliminating the rollover and moving to a 250 pound 
post-closure trip limit.  What was the Council staff rationale for 500 pound post-closure trip limit 
vs. 250 pounds?  (Staff: the AP indicated a 500 pound trip limit would substantially reduce 
directed fishing and it is 80% lower than the current limit – the Council can monitor going forward).    
 
Regarding the Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries Management (EAFM) Guidance Document, 
even if squid may benefit from climate change, you should consider the whole system and impacts 
on spawning and bycatch. 
 
Regarding the exception recommended by staff for hake/whiting, could this create a loophole?  
What is the scale?  (Staff: In 2013-2015, during June, July, and August, there were trips over 
5,000 pounds whiting that also landed 500-2,500 pounds longfin squid.  The recommended 
measures would minimize the potential for regulatory discarding beyond what happens when 
squid closes and goes to 2,500 pounds of longfin squid.) 
    
Could the exception lead to increased effort for whiting to take advantage of the exception?  (Staff: 
Possibly, also whiting is moving toward limited access currently, with action likely later this year.) 
 
Pam Lyons Gromen: How quickly can the Council make a change to incidental trip limits?   
(Staff: this could be done through specifications or a framework and the timing depends on when 
in the specifications cycle an issue arises.  If an issue comes up in July 2017, the Council could 
use a framework or address it in June 2018 for specifications beginning January 1 2019.  
Frameworks generally take 6-12 months from initiation to implementation.)   
 
P. Gromen also noted that in addition to her submitted written comments, it is important for the 
Council to use the Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries Management (EAFM) Guidance 
Document when making decisions and she was pleased it was referenced in the staff memo. 
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Public 

Meghan Lapp: 3B or 3C will increase the number of limited access permits in this fishery and 
that is problematic.  In the EAFM Guidance Document, longfin squid were projected to be winners 
under climate change and are only lightly exploited - those facts should be considered and you 
are looking at that document as purely precautionary.   
 
Jeff Kaelin: Has it been clarified that the swap option would only occur within current baselines 
and upgrade restrictions? (Staff: Yes, and the Council could further clarify that in a motion). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


