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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  September 6, 2019 

To:  Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Committee 

From:  Jason Didden, staff 

Subject:  Illex Amendment, MSB Committee Meeting 

The objectives for the September 12, 2019 MSB Committee meeting 

(http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2019/msb-committee-webinar-sept12) are to: 

1. Identify a problem statement to address and the goals the Council wants to achieve through this 

action, especially in regards to the Illex permitting component. This will help the Fishery 

Management Action Team (FMAT) assess if particular measures address the problem/goals and 

ensure that the measures cannot be argued to have economic allocation as their sole purpose (which 

is prohibited). It would be helpful to discuss why recent participation has been problematic and 

needs to be addressed.   

2. Review the initial draft alternatives, and provide direction to the FMAT regarding additional 

alternative development and analyses. There will be other opportunities to refine/add alternatives, 

including at the October Council meeting after the Advisory Panel (AP) meets. Based on the input 

from the FMAT and input from the Council at the June 2019 meeting, staff has drafted an initial 

set of alternatives in this memo for review and further development. A meeting to gather input 

from the MSB AP is scheduled for September 23, 2019 and a summary of that meeting will be 

included for the October 2019 Council meeting. After input from the MSB Committee, AP, and 

Council, staff will work with the FMAT to refine analyses related to particular alternatives. 

1. Amendment Background 

The amendment has two components: 1) Consider modifications to the Illex permitting system and 

2) Consider revising the MSB Fishery Management Plan’s (FMP) goals and objectives (all 

species). The Illex permitting issue arose due to increased participation from recently inactive 

permits and early closures in 2017 and 2018 (this also occurred in 2019). The MSB goals and 

objectives revision component arose out of the 2014-2018 Strategic Plan objective to evaluate the 

Council’s  FMPs and to “Review and update FMP objectives as appropriate to ensure that they 

remain specific, relevant, and measurable” (Strategy 11.2). Since the FMP goals and objectives 

may guide other FMP decisions, they are addressed first. Staff notes there is a separate 

effort/working group looking at ways to make in-year adjustments to the Illex quota.  

 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Michael P. Luisi, Chairman ǀ G. Warren Elliott, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2019/msb-committee-webinar-sept12


 

 

Page 2 of 8 

2. Goals and Objectives 

Staff and the FMAT have previously noted that the Goals and Objectives reflect the policy 

preferences of the Council. As long as those policy preferences do not conflict with applicable 

law, the Goals and Objectives are not really a technical matter for FMAT analysis. In June 2019 

the Council endorsed an effort to merge the existing MSB objectives with the recently-adopted 

chub mackerel goals and objectives. The existing objectives/goals, and a draft merged single set 

follow immediately below.  

Current MSB FMP objectives: 

1. Enhance the probability of successful (i.e., the historical average) recruitment to the fisheries. 

2. Promote the growth of the U.S. commercial fishery, including the fishery for export. 

3. Provide the greatest degree of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources 

consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this FMP. 

4. Provide marine recreational fishing opportunities, recognizing the contribution of recreational 

fishing to the national economy. 

5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries. 

6. Minimize harvesting conflicts among U.S. commercial, U.S. recreational, and foreign 

fishermen. 

Current Chub Mackerel Goals and Objectives: 

• Goal 1: Maintain a sustainable chub mackerel stock. 

o Objective 1.1: Prevent overfishing and achieve and maintain sustainable biomass 

levels that achieve optimum yield in the fisheries and meet the needs of chub 

mackerel predators. 

o Objective 1.2: Consider and account for, to the extent practicable, the role of chub 

mackerel in the ecosystem, including its role as prey, as a predator, and as food 

for humans. 

• Goal 2: Optimize economic and social benefits from utilization of chub mackerel, 

balancing the needs and priorities of different user groups. 

o Objective 2.1: Allow opportunities for commercial and recreational chub 

mackerel fishing, considering the opportunistic nature of the fisheries, changes in 

availability that may result from changes in climate and other factors, and the 

need for operational flexibility. 

o Objective 2.2: To the extent practicable, minimize additional limiting restrictions 

on the Illex squid fishery. 

o Objective. 2.3: Balance social and economic needs of various sectors of the chub 

mackerel fisheries (e.g., commercial, recreational, regional) and other fisheries, 

including recreational fisheries for highly migratory species. 

• Goal 3: Support science, monitoring, and data collection to enhance effective 

management of chub mackerel fisheries.  

o Objective 3.1: Improve data collection to better understand the status of the chub 

mackerel stock, the role of chub mackerel in the ecosystem, and the biological, 
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ecological, and socioeconomic impacts of management measures, including 

impacts to other fisheries. 

o Objective 3.2: Promote opportunities for industry collaboration on research. 

 

Suggested New Unified MSB FMP Goals and Objectives: 

• Goal 1: Maintain sustainable MSB stocks. 

o Objective 1.1: Prevent overfishing and achieve and maintain sustainable biomass 

levels that achieve optimum yield in the MSB fisheries, with specific 

consideration of meeting the needs of chub mackerel predators. 

o Objective 1.2: Consider and account for, to the extent practicable, the role of 

MSB species in the ecosystem, including roles as prey, predator, and food for 

humans. 

• Goal 2: Achieve the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, balancing the needs and 

priorities of different user groups. 

o Objective 2.1: Provide the greatest degree of freedom and flexibility to harvesters 

of these resources consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this 

FMP, including minimizing additional restrictions. 

o Objective 2.2: Allow opportunities for commercial and recreational MSB fishing, 

considering the opportunistic nature of the fisheries, changes in availability that 

may result from changes in climate and other factors, and the need for operational 

flexibility.  

o Objective 2.3: Minimize harvesting conflicts among fishermen. 

o Objective 2.4: Balance social and economic needs of various sectors of the chub 

mackerel fisheries (e.g., commercial, recreational, regional) and other fisheries, 

including recreational fisheries for highly migratory species. 

• Goal 3: Support science, monitoring, and data collection to enhance effective 

management of MSB fisheries.  

o Objective 3.1: Improve data collection to better understand the status of MSB 

stocks, the role of MSB species in the ecosystem, and the biological, ecological, 

and socioeconomic impacts of management measures, including impacts to other 

fisheries. 

o Objective 3.2: Promote opportunities for industry collaboration on research. 
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3. Illex Permitting 

Staff’s understanding is that the Council wants to consider revising the Illex permitting system to 

minimize harvesting conflicts among the participants. Concerns have increased in recent years that 

reactivation of latent permits is closing the fishery too early, causing a race to fish, and disrupting 

access for vessels that have participated more regularly (and therefore have higher dependence on 

access to the Illex quota). Accordingly, the Council wants to consider further limiting the number 

of participants in the fishery to alleviate this issue. NMFS staff identified 76 moratorium permits, 

and 10 of those are in confirmation of permit history (CPH). CPH permits are “on the shelf” and 

not currently associated with a vessel, but could be reactivated.  

Related to this permitting/access concern, the FMAT provided the following input after its April 

2019 meeting: “the benefits related to extending the Illex season from a simple permit 

requalification or even tiering may be short lived. The remaining vessels can increase their effort 

or fishing power leading to a race to fish. With a quota based management system, the most direct 

way to end the race to fish is through an individual transferable quota (ITQ). An alternative would 

be to implement effort control options, such as days at sea limits, trip limits, or closed areas to 

meet the TAC or extend the season, if the Council is interested in such approaches.” The April 

2019 FMAT Meeting summary has been posted to the web pages for this action and for the 

September 12, 2019 MSB Committee Meeting.   

Regarding requalification considerations, the FMAT noted in April 2019 that: “Use of the current 

2013 control date is reasonable as a potential alternative, but the previous 2003 control date is not 

reasonable. There should be some alternatives that include landings through 2018 to appropriately 

consider recent participation. Data since 1997 is the best quality due to mandatory reporting 

requirements since 1997. Considering trip based, annual (“best year”), or cumulative landings 

criteria all seem feasible.” Since 2019 data will be available by the time of Council decision 

making, Council staff recommends that one alternative extend re-qualification through 2019 to 

ensure a reasonable range of alternatives has been considered. 

Staff is not aware that the Council is interested in pursuing days at sea limits, trip limits, or closed 

areas to meet the quota or extend the Illex season. These measures also seem potentially 

problematic given the rapid changes in availability that characterize the Illex fishery (they might 

make optimum yield difficult to achieve on an ongoing basis). Therefore, the preliminary draft 

alternatives on the next pages focus on ITQs and permit requalification (with the knowledge of 

requalification’s potentially limited effectiveness). These alternatives are designed to explore 

potential approaches and generate discussion, and are based on approaches from the longfin squid 

requalification action, where some options went back to 1997 (data is more reliable since 1997 

and is more than 20 years ago), some options utilized the 2013 control date, and some options 

utilized recent landings. The FMAT can develop alternatives using days at sea limits, trip limits, 

or closed areas to meet the quota or extend the Illex season if the Council indicates it is interested 

in such options.     
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Non-Requalification Options 

Since what happens to non-re-qualifying vessels may affect how the Council re-qualifies more 

active vessels, it may be useful to consider some possible options for these vessels first. For longfin 

squid, the Council decided to assign a 5,000 pound longfin squid trip limit for moratorium permits 

that did not otherwise requalify (above the 2,500 pound incidental trip limit). This provision was 

designed to recognize their historical participation that qualified them for the original 

longfin/butterfish moratorium permit. Given that trips under 50,000 pounds have typically 

accounted for about 5% of Illex landings, a possible option could be to provide non-requalifiers 

with a new permit, that initially had a 50,000 pound trip limit, which could be adjusted in the future 

if that group of vessels began to utilize an unexpectedly high portion of the quota. Alternatively, a 

new permit for non-requalifiers could have triggers, for example allowing them 100,000-pound 

trips until that group caught a combined 10% of the quota, then 50,000 pounds until that group 

caught a combined total 15% of the quota (10% plus 5%), and then the 10,000 pound incidental 

trip limit after that. The trigger percentages could also be modified if the Illex quotas change in the 

future. The main point is that there can be various accommodations for non-requalifying permits. 

ITQs 

The FMAT noted that ITQs would eliminate the race to fish. In doing so, ITQs often reduce 

bycatch, improve safety, increase profits for ITQ holders, lead to consolidation, and reduce jobs 

in a fishery. So there are trade-offs to consider with ITQs. A typical option for ITQ quota 

assignment is based on historical landings, and date ranges of 1997-2013, 1997-2018, and 2010-

2019 would all be viable options. To get a sense of how an ITQ allocation might work out, based 

on 2009-2018 landings, the top 5 vessels landed 66% of the Illex, and the top 15 vessels (top 5 and 

next 10) landed 94% of the Illex. The FMAT can calculate similar percentages for various criteria, 

but based on the nature of the Illex fishery, most time spans seem likely to have a similar pattern 

of landings among top vessels. Another theoretical option is to allocate quota evenly among 

qualifying ITQ holders, and then allow trading to optimize the distribution.   

An ITQ program, known more formally in the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) as a limited access 

privilege program (LAPP) and often less formally as a “catch share” system, has a variety of other 

implementation requirements (e.g. issues that must be considered, measures to avoid excessive 

concentration, transferability provisions, program review provisions, additional data collection, 

etc.). These would be developed by the FMAT if the Council wants to pursue ITQ options. A clip-

out of the MSA requirements for LAPPs has been posted to the web pages for this action and for 

the September 12, 2019 MSB Committee Meeting.   
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Requalification Options 

Per the MSA, limited access systems must take into account:  

(A) present participation in the fishery; 

(B) historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery; 

(C) the economics of the fishery; 

(D) the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries; 

(E) the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery and any affected fishing 

communities; 

(F) the fair and equitable distribution of access privileges in the fishery; and 

(G) any other relevant considerations; 

These considerations would be explored for requalification options that the Council identifies for 

further development. Some preliminary options for requalification that should allow accounting 

for present and historical participation are listed in Table 1 on the next page. Table 2 provides a 

history of vessel participation (based on annual federal vessel permits) and landings over time. 

The numbers of requalifiers for alternatives that match those described in the action that 

requalified longfin squid permits are somewhat higher than in the previous analyses. (No action 

was taken on Illex in the longfin squid permit action, but Illex alternatives were included for 

consideration.) This is due to the previous action tracking vessel permit numbers, while the 

current analyses trace the movement among vessel permits within and between years via the Illex 

moratorium “Right ID #,” which will better predict the final number of re-qualifiers. Re-qualifier 

numbers are still approximates based on preliminary analyses. Currently there could be 76 

vessels total with Illex moratorium permits. 

 

In response to a question staff received from an AP member related to this action, in 2019 

(preliminary), all trips over 50,000 pounds made up 95% of landings, all trips at or over 100,000 

pounds made up 72% of landings, all trips at or over 200,000 pounds made up 51% of landings, 

and all trips at or over 300,000 pounds (39 trips) made up 30% of landings. Similar detail on just 

trips over 400,000 pounds may reveal confidential data. Also related, in 2019, based on 

preliminary data, there were 26 vessels that landed over 500,000 pounds of Illex (Table 2). These 

26 vessels accounted for over 96% of all landings (25,600 MT out of 26,600 MT total). Based on 

calls with several AP members to determine the refrigeration types, these included 4 freezer 

trawlers (two larger and two smaller), 9 fresh/ice vessels, and 13 refrigerated seawater (RSW) 

vessels. The majority of 2019 landings were from RSW vessels - further breakdowns may reveal 

confidential data. 
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Table 1. Initial Requalification Discussion Options and Approximate Qualifiers.    

Years Threshold
Approximate 

Qualifiers
 1997-2013 had at least 50,000 pounds in any one year 43

 1997-2013 vessels that have accounted for 95% of landings around 15-20

 1997-2013 had at least one >10,000 trip in any year 46

 1997-2013
had at least one >trip size that accounts for 95% 

of landings (47,000)
less than 46

1997-2018 had at least 50,000 pounds in any one year 50

1997-2018 vessels that have accounted for 95% of landings around 15-20

1997-2018 had at least one >10,000 trip in any year 52

1997-2018 
had at least one >trip size that accounts for 95% 

of landings (49,000)
less than 52

2009-2018 had at least 50,000 pounds in any one year 38

2009-2018 vessels that have accounted for 95% of landings 16

2009-2018 had at least one >10,000 trip in any year 41

2009-2018 
had at least one >trip size that accounts for 95% 

of landings (53,000)
less than 41

 

 

 

Other alternatives that came up during scoping that may assist with controlling and monitoring 

landings include adding a hold capacity baseline and adding a requirement for daily Illex VMS 

reporting (many vessels already report daily due to other permit requirements). Like with 

mackerel, some form of marine surveying would likely be needed in order to establish a solid hold 

baseline. FMAT members have expressed some concern about the enforceability of vessel hold 

baselines and will be further exploring this issue. 
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Table 2. Vessel Activity and Landings Over Time (2019 preliminary) 

 

YEAR

# Vessels  

500,000+ 

pounds

# Vessels  

100,000 - 

500,000 

pounds

# Vessels  

50,000 - 

100,000 

pounds

# Vessels  

10,000 - 

50,000 

pounds

Total # 

Over 

10,000 

pounds

Landings 

(MT) 

(inc ludes 

foreign up 

to 1986)

1982 7 7 0 10 24 18,633

1983 1 8 7 11 27 11,584

1984 4 15 4 6 29 9,919

1985 2 6 4 3 15 6,115

1986 8 6 4 3 21 7,470

1987 7 10 2 1 20 10,102

1988 3 3 1 2 9 1,958

1989 8 5 1 3 17 6,801

1990 12 3 0 1 16 11,670

1991 12 1 1 0 14 11,908

1992 16 1 0 1 18 17,827

1993 19 3 1 3 26 18,012

1994 21 7 5 8 41 18,350
1995 24 5 2 7 38 13,976
1996 24 5 6 4 39 16,969
1997 13 9 2 0 24 13,356
1998 25 4 1 3 33 23,568
1999 6 9 2 10 27 7,388
2000 7 7 0 2 16 9,011
2001 3 4 1 2 10 4,009
2002 2 3 1 1 7 2,750
2003 5 6 1 2 14 6,391
2004 23 5 2 0 30 26,097
2005 10 10 2 2 24 12,011
2006 9 8 1 2 20 13,944
2007 8 2 1 0 11 9,022
2008 12 4 0 0 16 15,900
2009 10 3 1 1 15 18,418
2010 12 3 0 6 21 15,825
2011 17 4 2 0 23 18,797
2012 8 3 2 2 15 11,709
2013 5 4 3 5 17 3,792
2014 5 3 2 2 12 8,767
2015 3 0 1 1 5 2,422
2016 4 3 3 2 12 6,682
2017 14 6 0 0 20 22,516
2018 19 7 0 5 31 24,117

2019 26 7 0 2 35 26,603


