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Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Advisory Panel and Committee Webinar Meeting  
September 24, 2018 

 

Committee members in attendance: Peter Hughes (chair), Sara Winslow (vice chair), Terry 

Alexander, Joe Cimino, Peter deFur, Travis Ford, Sonny Gwin, Mike Luisi, Stew Michels, Adam 

Nowalsky, Eric Reid, Andy Shiels  

Advisory panel members in attendance: Katie Almeida, Leif Axelsson, Eleanor Bochenek, 

Bill Bright, Greg DiDomenico, Jeff Kaelin, Howard King, Meghan Lapp, Pam Lyons Gromen, 

Gerry O’Neill, Robert Ruhle 

Others in attendance: John Almeida (GARFO), Julia Beaty (Council staff), Purcie Bennett-

Nickerson (Pew Charitable Trusts), Doug Christel (GARFO), Cameron Jaggard (Pew Charitable 

Trusts), Erin (Pew Charitable Trusts), “Edenman,” “Brett,” “Ben” 

Summary 

The Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish (MSB) advisory panel (AP) and Committee reviewed and 

provided comments on a draft public hearing document for the Chub Mackerel Amendment. AP 

members proposed five additions to the document. The committee supported these additions, as 

reflected in the motion below. 

The committee moves to include, as additions, the items that AP members raised. 

AP recommendations: 

• Add an alternative for the commercial and recreational ACT split to be based on 

proportions of commercial and recreational catch or landings in 2013 (i.e., include 

the year with the highest commercial landings and the year with the highest 

recreational landings as alternatives for the basis for establishing commercial and 

recreational ACTs) 

• Include an alternative for in-season commercial fishery closure when 95% of the 

quota is landed 

• Include more background on the purpose of the Unmanaged Forage Amendment 

• Describe reporting requirements associated with each permit category referenced 

in the alternatives 

• Include the list of measures which can be modified through framework actions 

under the MSB FMP 

deFur/Michels - Motion passes by consent 
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The Committee also recommended that the document be updated to indicate that measures 

adopted through this amendment could be implemented in mid-2019 or by January 2020. The 

document currently implies that the new measures would be in place for 2021. 

One Committee member noted that the document does not currently include an alternative for an 

incidental permit category.  

The document notes that spatial/temporal closures to benefit predators are not currently under 

consideration through this action, but could be implemented through future actions. One 

Committee member and one member of the public asked if they could be implemented through 

future framework actions. Council staff said that if such measures are not included as alternatives 

in the amendment, sufficient analysis will likely not be included to support implementing such 

measures through a future framework action.  

Preferred alternatives do not need to be identified at this stage; however, some AP members 

wished to express their support for certain management alternatives over others. Two AP 

members said they support adding chub mackerel as a stock in the MSB Fishery Management 

Plan with a management unit of Maine through North Carolina.  

Two AP members expressed support for the SSC’s ABC recommendation. One AP member said 

other catch and landings limits should derive logically from the ABC. 

One AP member said the suggestion that separation of a single annual catch limit (ACL) into 

commercial and recreational annual catch targets (ACTs) based on the proportion of commercial 

and recreational landings in 2014, the year with the highest recreational landings, is unfair and 

probably violates National Standard 4. Council staff noted that this suggestion was included in 

the document because recreational landings have probably been under-reported. The AP member 

said commercial catch and landings have likely also been under-reported and consideration 

should also be given to using the year with the highest commercial landings (2013) as the basis 

for separating the ACL into commercial and recreational ACTs, so that both highest values are 

used. As previously stated, the Committee supported this suggestion. 

One AP member expressed support for alternative 2.C.i, under which there would be no 

separation of commercial and recreational catch and landings limits. He also agreed with the 

recommendation to not implement recreational possession limits, minimum fish sizes, or closed 

seasons at this time. He also supported alternatives 2.D.ii.d (implement a 40,000 lb commercial 

possession limit after the fishery is closed due to an accountability measure), 2.E.i.c (require any 

GARFO commercial MSB permit), 2.E.ii.a (no party/charter permit requirements). 

The AP and Committee considered these recommendations, but agreed that additional changes to 

the document, beyond those listed on the previous page, are not needed. The Committee 

concluded the meeting by passing the following motion. 

Move to recommend this document as amended for approval as a public hearing document 

deFur/Winslow - Motion passes by consent 



From: Peter Moore
To: Beaty, Julia
Cc: Moore, Christopher
Subject: Chub mackerel amendment - AP comments
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:31:02 PM

Dear Julia,

I may or may not be able to join the Chub mackerel AP webinar on Monday, as I will be in Canada  (for my 30th
wedding anniversary) and may not have cell coverage. If I do have coverage I will call in.

In the event I am not able to call in, I would appreciate you sharing the following comments relative to the Chub
Mackerel Amendment.

I believe the advice from the SSC (July 2018 meeting summary document sent to MAFMC by John Boreman)
should be the basis for the MAFMC action on any chub mackerel amendment. The SSC is intended to function as an
apolitical advisory body to the MAFMC. I do not believe that the MAFMC has any scientific justification to adopt a
different approach to the ABC for 2021-2023, such as the average catch of chub mackerel from 1998-2017.

From the SSC's July 2018 report:

1. The SSC recommends 2,300 mt (= 5.07 million pounds) as a placeholder ABC for fishing years 2021-
2023. This value does not exceed the observed highest catch in the fishery (2013), but permits limited
fishery growth beyond the current limit specified in the temporary forage measures established by the
MAFMC, thus permitting additional data collection. 

2. The expert judgment of the SSC is that this level of catch is unlikely to result in overfishing given the
general productivity of this species in fisheries throughout the world, combined with the relatively low
fishery capacity in our region. 

3. The SSC is requesting specific data collection in association with this ABC, and may revert to a lower
value if data cannot be collected to assess the risk associated with the higher ABC. 

4. Lacking information on stock structure, the SSC assumes that the geographic range associated with the
ABC spans from the New England Council through the South Atlantic Council jurisdictions. 

5. Interim metrics (data to be collected) should include catch and effort information in the directed Chub
Mackerel fishery, age and length composition in the catch and fishery independent surveys, and spatial
distribution of catch.

The SSC made the important point that adopting 2,300 mt as a placeholder ABC for 2021-2023 allows for additional
data collection (above and beyond the catch level defined in the previous MAFMC Forage amendment). This
additional information will help the SSC's understanding of this data poor stock, and will encourage collaboration
between scientists and commercial fishermen.

The other important issue is in reference to spatial and temporal management of the Chub mackerel resource. This
should be in the "considered but rejected" portion of the document, to reflect the MAFMC's determination not to
consider this in the amendment, as was detailed in your Draft Public Hearing document:

9. MANAGEMENT MEASURES NOT CONSIDERED THROUGH THIS AMENDMENT
The Council agreed that certain management measures are not appropriate for the chub mackerel fishery
at this point in time. These measures, and the rationale for not considering them, are listed below.
Although these measures are not being considered through this amendment, the Council may develop
them through future amendments.

9.7. SPATIAL/TEMPORAL MANAGEMENT TO BENEFIT CHUB MACKEREL PREDATORS
In 2018, the Council funded a study to assess the contribution of chub mackerel to the diets of white and
blue marlins and bigeye and yellowfin tunas. These predators were identified as priority species by
stakeholders. Sampling will occur in commercial and recreational fisheries from New Jersey through
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North Carolina during 2018 and 2019. This study will use a combination of traditional stomach content
analysis, genetic barcoding techniques, and stable isotope analysis.
The Council plans to postpone consideration of any spatial/temporal management measures for the chub
mackerel fishery until after consideration of final results of this ongoing study.

Thank you for taking my comments and sharing them with the AP if appropriate.

Sincerely,

Peter Moore
Fisheries Development International LLC
pmoorefish@gmail.com
(207) 233-4353 cell
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