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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  May 23, 2019 

To:  Council 

From:  Jason Didden, Staff 

Subject:  Illex Amendment 

To support further Council action on the Illex Amendment, this tab includes the following for 

Council consideration: 

1. Staff recommendations in this cover memo (below) 

2. April 24, 2019 Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) Meeting Summary (with NAFO 

summary follow-up) 

3. Written Comment Summary – written comments are posted to the briefing materials webpage: 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2019 

4. Public hearing summaries 

5. Updated action plan 

6. Scoping Guide 

7. Related correspondence received before the briefing book deadline. 

 

Scoping comments were mixed as to whether and/or how to proceed with this action. If the Council 

decides to proceed with modifying the Illex permits, staff recommends a next step of using a joint 

FMAT-Advisory Panel-Committee meeting to collaboratively develop a range of alternatives 

rather than eliminating any alternatives at this point.  

If the Council moves forward, it would be particularly useful to receive guidance on the preferred 

approach regarding the development of Goals and Objectives. Staff recommends a single set of 

Goals and Objectives for the fishery management plan that considers the various fisheries within 

the plan. This would involve evaluating the current objectives for mackerel, squid, and butterfish, 

as well as the chub mackerel Goals and Objectives, and developing unified Goals and Objectives 

for the plan. Both the current objectives and those adopted for chub mackerel are in the Scoping 

Guide. 

 

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 





 

 

Page 1 of 3 

M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  May 1, 2019 

To:  Council 

From:  Jason Didden, Staff 

Subject:  April 24, 2019 FMAT Meeting Summary 

The Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) for the Illex Permits and Fishery Management 

Plan (FMP) Goals and Objectives Amendment met for the first time on April 24, 2019. Members 

of the FMAT present included Jason Didden (Council staff), Doug Christel (NMFS-GARFO-

Sustainable Fisheries), Marianne Ferguson (NMFS-GARFO-NEPA), Ben Galuardi (NMFS-

GARFO-Statistics), Don Frei (NMFS-GARFO-Enforcement), and Lisa Hendrickson (NMFS – 

Science Center). Aly Pitts (NMFS-GARFO-Sustainable Fisheries) also attended.   

The purpose of the meeting was to review scoping comments and develop related 

recommendations for the Council, which will review the scoping comments at the June Council 

Meeting. The focus was on potential scope of action issues and general range of alternatives issues. 

(ACTION) Jason Didden will circulate a revised Action Plan to the FMAT for review. 

FMAT input on Scoping Comments 

Many comments were particular to issues already in the scope of possible alternatives described 

in the scoping guide (e.g. permit requalification, tiers, freezer trawler versus refrigerated seawater 

(RSW) needs, individual transferable quotas (ITQs), FMP goals, etc.), and were not the focus of 

the FMAT meeting. The FMAT recommends that the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 

(MSB) Advisory Panel and MSB Committee be used to develop particular alternatives once the 

Council affirms the scope of the action. Possible additions mentioned during scoping are discussed 

below, along with several general recommendations. 

1. Require a 48-hour buffer between Illex trips. This idea was proposed to slow down the fishery. 

The FMAT recognized the concept is relevant to the purpose of the action, to address Illex 

participation and quota utilization, and it could be further evaluated as a possible alternative. 

However, it seems difficult to administer and enforce, and would likely require additional reporting 

by vessels. Such a measure could also complicate CPUE calculations, and may have high costs if 

Illex availability changes quickly. Restricting fishing departure times may also have safety-at-sea 

issues that would have to be explored. 

2. Allow US vessels to use Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) quota. This idea 

was discussed in 2018 as a possible way to increase the Illex quota. The FMAT recognized the 
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concept is relevant to the purpose of the action, to address Illex participation and quota utilization, 

and it could be further evaluated as a possible alternative. However the inter-relationships of the 

US and NAFO assessments and quotas are complicated, and (ACTION) Lisa Hendrickson will 

produce a summary to facilitate further evaluation of this concept. 

3. Require Daily Illex VMS Reporting. The Council could add this to the list of issues addressed 

in this action, but it does not appear directly related to a current purpose of the action (Illex 

participation/permits and revision of FMP Goals and Objectives). 

4. Clarify squid ABC Control Rules. The Council could add this to the list of issues addressed in 

this action, but it does not appear directly related to a current purpose of the action. While the 

Council’s 2011 ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment did not include the squids, the Council still relies 

on the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) for catch advice based on best available 

scientific information to avoid overfishing. Neither squid currently has assessments that lend 

themselves to F-based reference points, but the plan specifies that if there is a new accepted 

assessment, new reference points will be automatically incorporated. 

5. Related to the different Illex vessel processing types (freezer-trawler, RSW, and/or fresh/ice), 

the FMAT recommends that annual permit applications/renewals include the intended processing 

type (for potential CPUE calculations). (ACTION) GARFO staff will confirm this is feasible. 

6. Initial requalification considerations. 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. 

7. Allowing rollover of longfin squid quota between years. The Council could add this to the list 

of issues addressed in this action, but it does not appear directly related to a current purpose of the 

action. Such rollovers may not be feasible due to legal requirements to avoid overfishing, and 

would substantially add to the complexity of the action due to the complexity of longfin squid’s 

lifecycle.  

8. Adding hold capacity requirement alternatives as a component of capacity control. This seems 

like a reasonable alternative to add to the scope of alternatives and is directly related to the purpose 

of the action. 

9. Several other scoping ideas could be pursued but also do not appear directly related to a current 

purpose of the action, including: squid breeding/stocking and water quality/egg survivability 

issues. Virginia’s comments reflect the standard way NMFS will coordinate with the States (there 

appears to have been confusion about where we were in the amendment development timeline).  
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10. There were a variety of perspectives on how to revise the goals and objectives of the FMP. The 

FMAT will look for guidance from the Council on how to proceed given the goals and objectives 

reflect the policy preferences of the Council.  

11. In follow-up FMAT email discussions, it was noted that 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. 



Management of the Illex illecebrosus resource in the Northwest Atlantic Ocean 

 

The Illex illecebrosus resource is considered to be a unit stock throughout its range in the 

Northwest Atlantic Ocean (Dawe and Hendrickson 1998). The only documented spawning area 

for the stock, despite numerous international surveys conducted throughout the species’ range, is 

on the US fishing grounds in the Mid-Atlantic Bight (Hendrickson 2004). Like most 

ommastrephid squid stocks, the I. illecebrosus stock straddles the Exclusive Economic Zone 

(EEZ) of the United States and Canada as well as international waters beyond both EEZs; an area 

known as the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA, Figure 1). Thus, the stock is managed separately by 

each of these three bodies. The portion of the stock inhabiting the EEZs of the US (NAFO 

Subareas 5+6, the southern stock component) and Canada (NAFO Subareas 3+4, the northern 

stock component) are managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) 

and the CA Department of Fisheries and Oceans, respectively. The NRA is managed by the 

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO). Although the quota for the northern stock 

component is 34,000 mt, NAFO has allocated this quota amongst the 12 Contracting Parties. The 

US is a NAFO Contracting Party, and as such, any US fishing vessel may apply annually through 

the Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO) to fish in the NRA for the US quota 

allocation of I. illecebrosus (453 mt). No United States fishing vessels have done so to-date. 

Management measures differ between the two stock components and are more stringent for the 

NAFO-managed I. illecebrosus fishery. Although both NAFO and the U.S. have implemented 

fixed Total Allowable Catches (TAC) which are established annually, by the NAFO Commission 

and the MAFMC, respectively, different methods are used to compute the each TAC. In addition, 

the US fishery has no minimum codend mesh size or fishery start date restrictions, unlike the 

NAFO fishery, which is subject to a minimum codend mesh size of 60 mm and July 1 fishery 

start date. Captains of NAFO fishing vessels are required to take a NAFO fishery observer on 

every trip and a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS), compliance reporting and tow-based 

electronic logbook reporting are also required.  

If the NAFO and U.S. quotas were to be combined into a single, stock-wide quota, catches from 

both stock components would obviously need to be monitored and applied to the combined TAC. 

This could result in a stock-wide quota through which a U.S. allocation would be determined 

through negotiations at NAFO, provided the MAFMC established an approved process for 

adopting the results of such negotiations. Such a process, however, would have to allow the 

MAFMC and NMFS full discretion as to whether to be bound by a NAFO-prescribed allocation. 

The consequences of a stock-wide NAFO quota are unknown, but could range from the U.S. 

having either more or less quota than currently available. The development of a single fishery 

management plan for the I. illecebrosus stock would not be a simple undertaking for technical 

reasons (e.g., data limitations) as well as management reasons (e.g., 12 NAFO Contracting 

Parties would be involved in the quota-setting and allocation process). It should also be noted 

that relative abundance and biomass indices from bottom trawl surveys conducted in NAFO 



Subareas 3+4 and Subareas 5+6 indicate that years of high (or vice versa) abundance of I. 

illecebrosus on the U.S. fishing grounds do not imply that similarly high (or low) levels of 

abundance exist concurrently on the Canadian and/or NAFO fishing grounds. 

 

 
Figure 1. Catch reporting areas, by Subarea and Division, for Contracting Parties who are 

members of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  May 23, 2019 

To:  Council 

From:  Jason Didden, Staff 

Subject:  Illex Amendment written scoping comments 

The written scoping comments received for this action have been posted at 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2019 and the relevant action page 

(http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment).   

A summary of the written comments received during scoping is provided of the following page. 

The listed numbers of comments are approximate due to how similar comments are binned. 

Summaries of the public scoping hearings follow the written comment summary. 
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Comment Commercial 
Interest 

Recreational/ 
Other 
Interest 

Don't change Illex permits 59   

Eliminate unused permits 4   

Consider requalification 43   

Expand cooperative research/assessment 1   

Focus on developing a better Illex ABC, Increase the quota, and/or use NAFO 
quota 5   

Lengthen the Illex season (e.g. 48hr hold between trips) 1   

Create RSW and freezer quotas 1   

Avoid separating measures for freezer trawlers versus refrigerated seawater 
trawlers 1   

Consider landings through 2018 1   

Consider both the 2013 control date and new entry 1   

Use the 2013 control data for qualification 43   

Do not use ITQs 7   

Consider ITQs 1   

Do not use Tiers 5   

Consider Tiers 3   

Do not use average landings as a qualifier 1   

Consider a trip limit (e.g. 250,000 pounds) to slow the fishery down 2   

Address chemicals in the water 1   

Consider a dual requirement of landings both before and after the control date 
for full access and tiering of access 1   

Do not rewrite the MSB FMP objectives to match the chub mackerel FMP 1   

Add language about concern about latent effort to FMP objectives 1   

Ecosystem based management process needs to be followed before a 
meaningful quota for commercial harvest can be set.   1 

Update the MSB FMP Goals and Objectives to accurately reflect the Council’s 
Vision, Strategic Plan and Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management 
Guidance Document priorities   1 

Include an alternative to require daily VMS reporting for Illex permit holders   1 

Clarify that the ABC control rules and risk policy developed through the 
ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment are applicable to longfin (Doryteuthis) and 
shortfin (Illex) squid, and require use of these control rules when developing 
squid specifications.   1 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  April 24, 2019 

To:  Council 

From:  Jason Didden, Staff 

Subject:  Illex and MSB Goals and Objectives Scoping Hearing Summaries 

Six scoping hearings were held for the pending amendment that could modify Illex permitting and 

the goals and objectives for the entire Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Fishery 

Management Plan. Physical scoping hearings took place during February and April 2019 in Rhode 

Island (1), New York (1), and New Jersey (2). Two webinar scoping hearings were held, and a 

listening post was available in Virginia for one of the webinars. Summaries are provided below. 

Written comments are included separately. 

Hearing #1: February 4, 2019; Narragansett, RI 

Attendees: 

Nathan Harvey 

Dan Francis 

Matt Meenan 

George Egan 

Doug Christel 

Katie Almeida 

Peter Hughes 

Rich Fuka 

Brenden Mitchell 

Meghan Lapp 

Bill Toegemann 

Ryan Scelsa 

Mike Parascandold 

Holly Clark 

Ryan Clark 

Shannon Saunders 

David Saunders 

Ethan Wright 

Melissa Chace 

Kat Smith 

Erin DuBois 

Matthew Jackson 

Paige McLaughlin 

Pat Hannon 

Donald Fox 

Jean Burn 

Steve Follett 

Patrick Maness 

Melinda Cassidy 

Noah Clark 

Rich Hittinger 

Mike Barney 

Felix Flores 

Manny Montes 

Michael Hall 

Jason Didden 

 

Comment Summary: 

Donald Fox (Town Dock): Versatility has made Point Judith viable and scallops, groundfish, and 

tilefish have already been taken away from us. I don’t think this is a good idea – we can’t have 

our eggs in one basket and we need our versatility to be able to go offshore and catch Illex rather 

than have everybody be off Nantucket for Loligo. Right now I would advocate for no 

 

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 



 

 

Page 2 of 10 

change/status quo but maybe change the control date to the end of 2019 if anything other than no 

action is done. 30 other individuals in the room supported this position.  

 

Regarding the objectives, wouldn’t it be better to keep the fish domestic rather than use them for 

export? 

 

Ryan Clark (Town Dock): Illex requalification may negatively go against the current FMP goals 

of growing the US fishery and providing the greatest degree of freedom possible. The fishery is 

already limited. Any further limitation will have negative impacts on our initiatives to grow the 

Illex market, on related investments, and on our 100-person shore-side staff and 50 captains and 

crew. My position is no action/status quo on Illex. 

 

Noah Clark (Town Dock sales): I’m all for no action at all due to negative impacts on our 

business and customers. 

 

Katie Almeida (Town Dock): I agree with Donald, Ryan, and Noah. The Town Dock is for no 

action. Illex is an important part of our business and we’ve invested money on permits and 

people/jobs. We are nearing MSC certification for Illex and are committed to this species and 

losing access will negatively impact our business. Avoiding getting limited to one or two species 

is important for a stable and successful business.   

 

Meghan Lapp (Seafreeze Ltd): The Council requalified Loligo permits under the current goals 

and objectives so I don’t see a problem with moving forward with this amendment. Illex 

represents a large portion of our annual revenue and we have participated for 30 years. Early 

closures the last two years have tied our vessels to the dock for large portions of the year. We 

support moving forward with requalification consistent with their directed activity prior to the 

control date, 1997-2013. The 2013 control date preserves the characteristics of the fishery prior 

to speculative entry by previously inactive vessels. We request exploration of a Tiered system 

similar to herring and mackerel being mindful that the incidental permit allows a trip limit of 

10,000 pounds. We request analysis of landings qualifiers of 1,2, and 3 million pounds (sum total 

over the qualification period) as well as an ITQ.  

 

Dan Francis (Town Dock): I support status quo and am concerned that eliminating permits will 

eliminate through-put for the dock, possibly causing layoffs.  

 

Michael Hall (Town Dock): If 30 boats can catch 30,000 MT maybe the quota is way too low and 

if the quota was substantially higher we wouldn’t be sitting here arguing over who is entitled to 

what. Do more research on the quota before changing the participation.  

 

Spencer (crew): The quota should be more – 75 million pounds (34,000 MT) at least in high 

abundance years. That would solve the problem. 31 other individuals in the room supported this 

position. What caused the quota to come down from 30,000 MT? The big boats should be able to 

catch unlimited Loligo and Illex year round. I agree with Mr. Goodwin. 

 

Matthew Jackson (FV Cassy Lynn): I agree with Mike (Hall) – before we get rid of permits we 

need to get an idea of what the real biomass is and what the quota should really be. I support no 
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action – I don’t see how we can kick people out of the fishery when we don’t have a handle on the 

science.  

 

Shannon Saunders (Town Dock): We’ve added jobs to support our Illex strategy in the plant and 

with marketing so I’d be for no changes.  

 

Patrick Mannes (Town Dock): Like other commenters it’s not just about jobs on the dock but also 

in the office. We’ve worked extremely hard to generate demand for Illex and my job relies on 

having this product to market. I’m definitely in favor of no action and want to stress we have 

customers that rely on us for this product and Loligo. If we don’t have a supply of Illex our 

customers will go elsewhere and take their other business away also.  

 

Brendan Mitchell (NORPEL): We are a processor and for the last 8 years we have relied on Illex 

to keep the plant open for the whole year given lower herring/mackerel landings. It’s not just Town 

Dock – other operations depend on this. Requalification could have a negative impact on the 

geographic diversity of the fleet which would negatively impact us – we rely on local vessels.  

 

Mike Barney: A drastic change of Illex would hurt the industry and I support the town dock. 

 

Glen Goodwin (Seafreeze Ltd): The first trip I made in 1986 we were rubbing rails with the 

foreign fishery. We’ve participated for over 30 years and I could have brought more people here 

but our boats are out fishing because we were tied to the dock for so long because of this quota 

closing prematurely. If 10-12 boats can catch the quota we certainly don’t need 30 or 50 or 80. 

We’ve relied on this fishery for our entire careers every single year so it’s extremely important to 

us. The public outcry of us fishing off Nantucket won’t be good for the Loligo fishery when a 

closure happens early. High and low abundance/price years look totally different in terms of 

effort. For a long time nobody cared about Illex but our company can’t live without them or 

afford to be tied to the dock on high abundance years because the price is high and a bunch of 

new effort comes in. We offered to NMFS to do a post-season survey but no one took us up on it. 

The NEFSC trawl survey can completely miss the Illex biomass and availability turns on and off 

like a light-switch. Our position is that we don’t believe that we need 2-3 times as many boats 

participating compared to 2013. We’ve landed the quota with relatively few participants. 3 other 

individuals in the room supported this position.    
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Hearing #2: February 5, 2019; Montauk, NY 

Attendees: 

Arthur Kretschmer 

Malcolm McClintock 

Daniel Farnham 

Mike Decker 

Dan Farnham Jr 

Bonnie Brady 

Laurie Nolan 

Jason Didden 

 

Comment Summary: 

Dan Farnham (vessel owner): The big picture and lack of continuity is what bothers me. NMFS 

was happy with status quo open access for whiting. We bought a boat 4 years ago with good 

history but in the end a low level of Loligo landings would have qualified us and we didn’t need 

any whiting history. I’m going to say status quo, no requalifying, because if NMFS says leave 

whiting open access with an overfished component then I don’t see any reason to do anything 

with this fishery. People have already qualified for limited access. This fishery is a cyclic fishery 

with periods of higher and lower activity. Even recent production and activity, 2017, was similar 

to many other past years – I see cycles of good fishing and good prices. If the price and fishing 

drops off the numbers of vessels will too.   

 

Dan Farnham, Jr. (involved in purchasing Illex and other squids and part-owner of a vessel with 

an Illex permit): The number of vessels in this fishery is already small and you can’t get gross 

changes. I can understand the thought processes of the freezer vessels because they fish 

completely differently, but as far as ITQs or re-qualifying I don’t think that’s necessary at this 

time. We’ve had two good Illex years but if this year is terrible the freezer processors will be 

great and have a long season. There’s no reason to shut out people from this fishery at this time 

and force them into other sectors when we have a healthy vibrant fishery. Yes we caught quota 

the last two years, but not for years before. 

 

Could the Council consider rolling over unused longfin quota from Trimester 3 to Trimester 1 of 

the following year? The new year seems like an arbitrary date to pick for ending rollovers. It 

would be good to be able to add quota quickly during boom periods of productivity.  

 

Bonny Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishing Association): We oppose catch shares.   
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Hearing #3: February 6, 2019; Cape May, NJ 

Attendees: 

Brian Neilan 

Greg DiDomenico 

Eleanor Bochenek 

Sam Martin 

Josh O’Connor 

Brady Lybarger 

David Wiscott 

Jimmy Elliott 

Jeff Reichle 

Wayne Reichle 

Jack Burke 

Rick Hoff 

Jack Burke 

Dan Axelson 

Peter Hughes 

Jason Didden 

 

Comment Summary: 

Several attendees indicated that going forward it would be useful to have the number of vessels 

that have not participated at all or at a very low level during a given time period (the scoping 

document had information on the annual participants but not the total participants over a given 

time period). There were several questions about how far back activity could be considered for 

requalification, including joint venture activity. Staff noted that recent MSB qualification actions 

have focused on activity since 3/1/1994 or 1/1/1997 due to data quality issues. 

 

Greg DiDomenico: Using the chub mackerel plan goals and objectives for the MSB plan overall 

is not something industry will support and I would not have supported the chub mackerel 

amendment if that meant using those for MSB generally – chub mackerel is different from the 

established and substantial MSB fisheries. If we’re going to start accounting for other user 

groups and conflicts and things of that nature in regards to the Illex fishery GSSA will oppose 

the amendment. We are also in opposition to Tiering permits (e.g. mackerel example).   

 

Dan Axelson: The charts indicate there are only a handful of boats that depend on this fishery. And 

shoreside facilities need production to satisfy and maintain markets. I depend too much on this 

fishery to leave it open for a bunch of other people to come in. The original control date should be 

considered. There is some room but not much. I don’t support a separate allocation for freezer 

trawlers – that’s the equivalent of an ITQ. 

 

Sam Martin (Atlantic Capes): We have more been in the scallop fishery and see the need to reduce 

capacity but don’t want to use lose value of the permits we hold and use from time to time. But we 

would like it looked at going back to 1982-2013 to analyze landings with a 1 pound and 100,000 

pound minimum break just to see where people stand. It’s a hard fishery to capitalize and get into, 

but there is a reliance by every company on the flexibility of their permit suite. We don’t want to 

see separate RSW/freezer quotas or a tiered system. We think effort should be put into real time 

management so when we see boom years we can increase the quota by a certain percentage versus 

eliminating opportunities of vessels that may need to rely on Illex in the future. It would also be 

good to look at hold measurements in terms of vessel efficiency and a baseline. 

 

Jeff Reichle: Hold capacity is something that needs to be addressed no matter what else is done. 

Not addressing hold capacity can allow substantial increases in vessels’ productive capabilities 

even within other baseline parameters. Agree with looking at 1982-2018 to see how many zeroes 
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there are in terms of activity. We need to know the real universe of boats and activity to move 

forward to think about potential qualification criteria. We don’t want too few boats in the fishery 

but need more information to know what makes sense. I would hope that the Council looks at the 

community issue in terms of dependence including processors and their employees. We don’t 

support tiers other than some bycatch allowance for vessels that have not been active (and don’t 

requalify). We don’t agree with making changes for RSW or freezer trawlers because in years of 

abundance the RSW have the advantage but in the majority of years the freezer trawlers have the 

advantage. 

 

Jack Burke (FV Susan Marie 2): You need to take into consideration the people who have 

participated over the years and participate in mixed fisheries. The people who are involved 

shouldn’t be shut out and you need to consider how smaller boats operate. I don’t think a 

separate system for RSW and freezer boats is a good idea. RSW versus freezer was a business 

decision boats made and right now the RSW boats just happen to be benefiting.    
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Hearing #4: February 7, 2019; Webinar, with a listening post in Ft. Monroe, VA (new Virginia 

Marine Resources Commission Main Office) 

Attendees:  

James Fletcher 

Jimmy Rhule 

Peter Anderson 

Doug Christel 

Pam Lyons Gromen 

Meade Amory 

David Jones 

Rob O’Reilly 

Jason Didden  

 

Comment Summary: 

Meade Amory typed a comment into the webinar chat, which is included in the written 

comments. 

 

James Fletcher: NAFO has a whole other set of Illex numbers/quotas that can be harvested. The 

foreign fleet was further offshore. Is there another body of squid offshore that we might be 

cutting potential participants off from if the squid move inshore. NMFS is the driving force that 

has cut back from the number that NAFO proposes. Before we start limiting participants we need 

to know how many squid are off the shelf beyond the Bigelow survey. We should also increase 

egg survivability by addressing chemicals in the water in this action. 

 

Jimmy Rhule: I’ve been involved in the fishery since 1981. The current quota is a SWAG – 

Scientific Wild-Ass Guess with little data to support it. We can’t fully assess Illex due to the 

range but we’ve never seen two productivity years like 2017-2018, likely tied to the 

destabilization of the Gulf Stream. The market opportunities have also at least quadrupled. I 

don’t wish to disenfranchise permit holders, but I think we should Tier the existing permits so 

that regular and only recent participants are considered at a different level to be fair to regular 

participants who have given up other permits. Newer participants should be given some level of 

access, but not the same as those who established this fishery. I’d encourage the Council to 

consider the needs of the freezer-trawler fleet who have been long-time participants. They have 

built up a market but their daily freezing limitations put them at a disadvantage during a short 

season. I am totally opposed to any kind of catch share (LAPP, ITQ, IFQ, sector, etc.) system 

that will be detrimental to this fishery like it was for groundfish and lead to concentrated/foreign 

ownership. We also need to push forward with ways to take advantage of boom Illex years and 

need some new blood for thinking about squid assessments.  
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Hearing #5: March 13, 2019; Webinar 

Attendees:  

Jason Didden, James Fletcher 

Comment Summary: 

James Fletcher 

We are stopping the production of squid that could have been landed because of a rule that makes 

no sense on a 1-year crop. How many tons of Illex and flatfish were imported? Why with the 

largest EEZ do we import so much seafood – it’s just because of management. We need to not stop 

production of fish through our regulations. We should allow our fishermen to access the NAFO 

Illex quota.  

There should be fresh Illex on the market 12 months of the year. We haven’t done one thing to 

encourage a jig fishery despite interest in a jig fishery. The Departments of Commerce and State 

are the reason we’re not producing more fish – they don’t want us to produce. How did the squid 

fisheries support the foreign and domestic fisheries until 1976/Magnuson, especially since they 

admitted on the record they were only telling us 5-10% of what they were actually catching. We 

should spawn and release squid to increase landings using floating containers in the ocean. If solar 

and tidal cycles are not considered you can’t understand abundance. 
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Hearing #6: April 10, 2019; Avalon, NJ (during April Council Meeting) 

Attendees: Council meeting attendee list available upon request. 

Comment Summary: 

Jeff Kaelin, Lund’s Fisheries: We think it’s a good idea to move ahead with this action. We think 

there is a need for eliminating unused permits to reduce the potential of over-capitalization in the 

fishery. It would be a bold step to move forward with CDQs or ITQs…maybe look at effort first 

and consider additional steps later. We don’t want to take opportunities away from boats that have 

used Illex permits in recent years – it’s a balancing act between making sure fish crosses the dock 

and avoiding overcapitalization. The options evaluated back in 2016 (considered in the longfin 

squid amendment) are reasonable to start, but the 200,000 option begins to take away permits that 

have been utilized in the past. 1997-2013 and 1997-2018 are reasonable time period options to 

consider who fished, including in 2018. We don’t think that the chub mackerel goals and objectives 

should be relevant to this amendment. The objectives in Amendment 20 about eliminating latent 

effort are better.       

 

Katie Almeida, Town Dock: We support status quo, no action. We have been active in this fishery 

in the last few years, purchased permits and vessels, and hired crew and staff. We have developed 

markets and a customer base. We fear that moving forward with this amendment is going to cause 

us to lose markets and negatively affect our business. Our port and company depend on having 

access to multiple species and this action could eliminate access to a fishery we have become 

dependent upon. People in our port fear that eliminating vessels now will hand the fishery over to 

a few vessels and we don’t want to see that happen. 

 

Meghan Lapp, Seafreeze Ltd.: We believe the permit type that people have should be consistent 

with their history in the fishery. Multiple SSC documents have shown that there are 10-15 boats 

that accounted for the majority of landings in approximately the last 20 years versus 79 permits. 

Our boats have fished Illex every year for the last 30 years. For the last two years we’ve sat at the 

dock for 3-4 months because there is nothing else for us to do. We and Lund’s built the markets, 

fishing every single year. I think we are the only boats that have participated in this fishery every 

year for the last 30 years and we are losing access to this fishery because in the last few years the 

price and availability have been good and now everyone believes they should be an Illex boat and 

I do not believe that. Last year our boats were tied to the dock from the August closure until 

November. This year the fishery is going to close in July given what we’re hearing about other 

people gearing up to go fishing for Illex - then we’ll be tied up from July to November.  

 

I can’t keep a business going and can’t keep a crew if my boat is tied to the dock for half a year. 

Our boats fish for squid, mackerel, butterfish, and herring. Herring in our area is closed. Mackerel 

is closed for the rest of the year. In the summer butterfish are up in the bays and estuaries – we can 

only catch them in the winter when they are out on the edge and the Marine Monument impedes 

our ability to harvest butterfish. After a July Illex closure until November, our only option will be 

Loligo. My boats are 150 feet long and designed to fish offshore, not off the beach. Even if there 

is a bloom of Loligo on the beach this year I’m pretty sure nobody wants 150-foot boats off 

Nantucket because this Council knows what that will create. That would be our only option and 

we don’t want to do that. If this amendment does not go forward and appropriate action is not 
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taken to protect the fishery – open access for the boats that built the fishery – we will either be 

forced to enter other fisheries (that will close those fisheries) or we won’t have a business. That is 

literally the situation we are facing. I urge you to move forward with this amendment and take 

appropriate action to ensure that the participants that built the fishery and maintained effort in the 

fishery over decades retain access to the fishery and the markets they built. Not everybody who 

has fished in the last few years is an Illex boat.  

 

I suggested at the Narragansett hearing to analyze an ITQ to see where the effort has been and who 

has landed what and then potentially look at a Tiered system like what we have for Atlantic herring 

and mackerel. In the original squid amendment document it said out of 79 there were 42 that didn’t 

even have an incidental landing so if this Council doesn’t take action quickly this will become a 

couple-week fishery and my company will go out of business.  

 

Bill Bright, F/V Retriever: I have the same sentiments as Meghan exactly. I’ve been in the fishery 

for 20 some years and now it’s more critical than ever because we built our business on herring, 

mackerel, and squid, and we all know what’s happening with herring. This year we were shut down 

with just about no mackerel landings and no matter how thick they are in the fall we won’t be able 

to touch them. Every year is different with Illex – in a perfect year we’d have more quota and when 

they are spread up and down the shelf we could all fish them. There’s a lot of years when it’s just 

Cape May and to the south and then it will be too many people in one area. I definitely suggest 

moving forward and like the idea of a tiered permit system. Unfortunately everybody can’t leave 

happy. This is one of the last fisheries we have and we’ve been waiting for these markets for a 

long time. I made my boat bigger to ensure safety, and it’s really important now – we only fished 

two months last year and three months the year before and with the price higher even more people 

will jump in so I definitely support the amendment moving forward.   
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Draft Action Plan to Develop an Amendment to the  

MSB FMP to Address:  

Illex Permits and MSB Goals and Objectives 

(updated as of 4/26/19)  
 

 

Council:  Mid-Atlantic.  

 
Type of Action: Amendment  

 
Applicable Fisheries: Primarily Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish  

 
Objective of Action: The objective of this amendment is to consider modifications to the 

permitting access system for Illex squid, including potential elimination of latent permits, 

to address rapid use of the quota in recent years. In addition, the Council is considering 

revising the FMP’s goals and objectives since they have not been revised in many years. 

 
Additional Expertise Sought: The Fisheries Management Action Team (FMAT) for 

development and analysis regarding this action will be composed of staff from the 

Council, Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO), and the Northeast 

Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC).  

 

Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) 

Agency Role Person 

MAFMC FMAT Chair Jason Didden 

NMFS GARFO NMFS Plan Coordinator Douglas Christel 

NMFS GARFO NEPA Marianne Ferguson 

NMFS GARFO Analysis and Program Support Division Ben Galuardi 

NMFS GARFO Enforcement Don Frei 

NMFS NEFSC Socioeconomics John Walden 

NMFS NEFSC PopDy Lisa Hendrickson 

NMFS GARFO Habitat David Stevenson 

 
Types of Measures to be Considered:  

 

The Council is considering changes to the Illex permitting access system and revising the 

FMP’s goals and objectives 
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Type of NEPA Analysis Expected: Expected to be an EA. 
Acronym NEPA Analysis Requirements 

EA Environmental Assessment 

NEPA applies, no scoping required, 

public hearings required  

under MSA* 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
NEPA applies, scoping required, 

public hearings required  

* If significant impacts are identified the action will be elevated to an EIS. To cover the possibility of an 

EIS and to get initial input on options the Council and GARFO will conduct scoping. 

 

 

 
Applicable Laws/Issues:  

Magnuson-Stevens Act Yes 

Administrative Procedures Act Yes 

Regulatory Flexibility Act Yes 

Paperwork Reduction Act Yes 

Coastal Zone Management Act Yes 

Endangered Species Act 
Yes, for purposes of impact analysis but no direct 

changes to impacts anticipated. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 
Yes, for purposes of impact analysis but no direct 

changes to impacts anticipated. 

E.O. 12866 

(Regulatory Planning and Review) 
Yes 

E.O. 12630 (Takings) Unlikely; legal review will confirm 

E.O. 13132 (Federalism) Unlikely; legal review will confirm 

Essential Fish Habitat 
Yes, for purposes of impact analysis but no direct 

changes to impacts anticipated. 

Information Quality Act Yes 

 

 

 
Other Issues: Permit qualifications, vessel permit application information, regulatory 

reform items. 
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Current Amendment Timeline:  

 

Note: Italics = complete.  

2018 
Council approved initiation via inclusion as possible addition to 2018 work 

plan.   

Late 2018 
FMAT formed, scoping document created and reviewed/approved by FMAT 

and Council. Scoping hearings scheduled for February 2019. 

Feb-April 2019  Scoping hearings and NOI comment period. 

April-May 2019 FMAT reviews comments and provides input regarding scope of action. 

June 2019 Council approves scope of action 

July-September 

2019 

Joint Committee and AP meeting to craft initial alternatives; FMAT 

Analysis, NEPA document development 

October 2019 
Committee/Council meeting to review document for public hearings, tweak 

alternatives, select preliminary preferred alternatives. 

Nov-Dec 2019 Finalize public hearing document, FR notices  

Dec-Jan 2020  Public Hearings, Comment Period  

Feb 2020 Final Action by Council  

March-May 

2020 
Finalize NEPA document, NMFS Review 

June 15, 2020 Proposed Rule  

 September 15,  

2020 
Final Rule 

 Jan 1, 2021 Effective date 
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Illex Permits and MSB FMP Goals and Objectives 
Amendment - Scoping Guide 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment 

January 2019  

 

 

 

 

WHAT IS SCOPING? 
Scoping is the process of identifying issues, potential impacts, and reasonable alternatives 
associated with an action. It provides the first and best opportunity for the public to make 
suggestions as development of an amendment begins. 

This is the public’s opportunity to inform the Council about actions that should or should not be 
taken in terms of management and regulation, or any other concerns about the Atlantic mackerel, 
squid, and butterfish (MSB) fisheries.  

Your comments early in the amendment development process will help us develop effective 
alternatives that address issues of public concern in a thorough and appropriate manner.  

No management measures have yet been analyzed. Please comment on which kinds of 
management measures may or may not be useful or practical, and explain your rationale. Please 
also comment on any other issues you believe should be addressed in the amendment. The list of 
relevant issues may be expanded as suggestions are offered during the scoping process. 



Illex Permits and MSB FMP Goals and Objectives Scoping Guide 

2 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is seeking public input for the development of an “Illex 
Permit and MSB FMP Goals and Objectives Amendment” to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish (MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP).  

This action was identified as a priority in the Council’s 2019 Implementation Plan 
(http://www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan/), and the Council is now seeking public input to inform 
development of an amendment. The Council would like your comments on the range of issues and the 
information that should be considered. 

WHY IS THIS ACTION BEING PROPOSED?  
 

Related to Illex, the Council is proposing to develop an amendment because there is considerable 
latent effort in the Illex squid fishery, which closed early in 2017 
(https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2017/September/illexclosure.html) and 2018 
(https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2018/August/IllexClosure082018.html). In most 
years, the majority of landings are harvested by a small number of vessels with limited access permits. 
The Council is concerned that activation of latent effort/permits could cause problems such as further 
shortened seasons. Related to MSB goals and objectives, the current MSB objectives have not been 
reviewed since the merged MSB plan was adopted in 1981, and the Council’s 2014-2018 Strategic plan 
indicated the Council wanted to “Review and update FMP objectives as appropriate to ensure that they 
remain specific, relevant, and measurable” (page 8, http://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-2014-2018-
Strategic-Plan.pdf).  

  

 

WHAT APPROACHES MAY BE CONSIDERED?  
 

The amendment may consider a variety of modifications to the Illex permitting system. These could 
include, but would not have to be limited to:  

• Requalification of permits 

• Tiered limited access system 

• Consideration of needs of freezer trawlers versus refrigerated sea water (RSW) trawlers  

• Limited access privilege program (LAPP) - more commonly referred to as an “individual fishing 
quota” (IFQ) or “individual transferable quota” (ITQ) or “catch share system”  

The Council recently reaffirmed the August 2, 2013 control date for Illex squid. The Council may (or 
may not) use the control date as a reference point as it considers whether, and/or how, to limit the 
number of participants in the Illex fishery.  

• Consider modifications to the Illex permitting system

• Consider modifications to the MSB FMP goals and objectives

CURRENT AMENDMENT OBJECTIVES

http://www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan/
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2017/September/illexclosure.html
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2018/August/IllexClosure082018.html
http://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-2014-2018-Strategic-Plan.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-2014-2018-Strategic-Plan.pdf
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The MSB FMP’s objectives generally guide Council action and serve as potential measures to examine 
management’s effectiveness. The current objectives are: 

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. 

The Council may retain or modify these objectives. A separate action is developing goals and objectives 
for management of chub mackerel, which will be added to this FMP, and those goals and objectives 
will be integrated into the overall FMP depending on the final decisions made by the Council for chub 
mackerel. The draft chub mackerel goals and objectives are included below. 

A draft Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement will be developed for public 
comment and used by the Council to evaluate any proposed measures. The Council will consider the 
biological and socio-economic impacts of any management measure before making a final decision. 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER INPUT  
 

The Council would like your input on the range of issues and information that should be considered 
during development of this amendment, including the specific issues identified in this document, as 
well as any other issues that might be of concern to you regarding the MSB fisheries. Please also 
comment on the level of environmental assessment/impact analysis you believe would be appropriate 
(an Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement - https://www.epa.gov/nepa).  
If there are any particular kinds of analyses you believe would be important, please also comment on 
those. 

 

LEARN MORE 
 

Find additional information at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment.  

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.epa.gov/nepa
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment
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GET INVOLVED  

ATTEND A SCOPING HEARING 
 

Date and Time Location 

Monday, February 4, 
2019, at 6:00 pm   

Corless Auditorium 
University of Rhode Island Bay Campus 
215 South Ferry Road  
Narragansett, RI 02882 
401-874-6440 

Tuesday, February 5, 
2019, at 5:30 pm 

Gurney's Inn 
290 Old Montauk Highway 
Montauk, NY 11954 
631-668-2345 

Wednesday, February 6, 
2019, at 5:30 pm   

Congress Hall Hotel 
200 Congress Place  
Cape May, NJ 08204 
609-884-8421 

Thursday, February 7, 
2019, at 6:00 pm  

Internet webinar: http://mafmc.adobeconnect.com/msb-scoping-2019/  
Webinar help: 302-397-1131 
With a listening station at the new location of the 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission: 
380 Fenwick Road  
Ft. Monroe, VA 23651 
757-247-2200 

 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS:  

In addition to providing comments at any of the scoping hearings, you may submit written comments at 
the scoping hearings. An additional written comment opportunity will be noticed via the Federal 
Register, and posted to http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment soon 
after.   

 

All comments, regardless of submission method, will be compiled into a single document for review and 
consideration by the Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment
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WHAT HAPPENS NEXT? 

After the initial phase of information gathering and public comment, if the Council decides to proceed 
with the amendment the Council will evaluate potential management alternatives. 

The Council will then develop a draft amendment, incorporating the identified management 
alternatives, for public review. The Council will also prepare draft environmental analyses as required 
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and subject those analyses to review and comment by 
the public as appropriate.  

Finally, the Council will choose preferred management measures for submission with the appropriate 
environmental analyses to the Secretary of Commerce for publishing of a proposed and then final rule, 
both of which have additional comment periods. While there are many opportunities for public 
comment in the process, this scoping comment opportunity is particularly important for assisting the 
Council in establishing the overall focus and direction of the amendment. 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Amendment Development Process 

Amendment 
Initiated

Scoping

Identifcation of 
priority issues and 

development of 
draft alternatives

Development of 
Draft Amendment 
& environmental 

analyses

Public Comment on 
Draft Amendment

Review of Public 
Comments

Selection of 
Preferred 

Management 
Measures

Submission to 
Secretary of 
Commerce

Publication of 
Proposed Rule

Public Comment on 
Proposed Rule

Publication of Final 
Rule

Implementation

 Current phase of development  Council   NMFS 
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FISHERY BACKGROUND  
To assist the public in developing comments, background information on the MSB fisheries are 
provided below, with emphasis on the Illex fishery. Additional information can be found on the 
Council’s websites for the MSB fisheries (http://www.mafmc.org/msb/), the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) (http://www.mafmc.org/ssc), and the Council’s Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries 
Management (http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/).   

ILLEX SQUID 
 

Illex squid is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal schooling species distributed between Newfoundland and 
the Florida Straits. Current research indicates they live less than one year but several aspects of their 
life cycle are unknown due to their generally offshore habitat. Spawning is believed to take place in the 
water column with pelagic egg masses. Illex squid prey mostly on fish, other squid, and crustaceans, 
and cannibalize.  A wide variety of fish and other animals are predators of Illex squid. Additional life 
history information is detailed in the EFH document for the species, located at: 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  

International fleets initially fished Illex in U.S. waters, ramping up quickly in the 1970s and landing 
about 20,000-25,000 metric tons (MT)1 (52.9-55.1 million pounds) annually before being phased out in 
the early 1980s. Development of the domestic Illex squid bottom trawl fishery began in the early 1980s 
as the U.S. industry developed the appropriate technology to catch and process squid in large 
quantities. The fishery became solely domestic in 1987. Domestic landings have been highly variable, 
generally between 5,000 MT (11.0 million pounds) and 20,000 MT (44.1 million pounds) in most years. 

The status of Illex is unknown with respect to whether it is overfished and whether it is experiencing 
overfishing or not. Like landings, recent results from the NEFSC Trawl surveys are highly variable.  

Illex squid are in multi-year specifications for 2018-2020. Based on a recent review by the SSC, the 
Acceptable Biological Catch for Illex may be increased from 24,000 MT (52.9 million pounds) in 2018 to 
26,000 MT (57.3 million pounds) in 2019. This is based on the SSC’s evaluation of indicators of 
abundance after catches in that range. There is no seasonal allocation, but the fishery generally occurs 
June through October when Illex are available to the fishery. Annual landings have been variable over 
the course of the fishery, but were high in 2017 (Figure 2), and 2018 landings will be somewhat higher 
than 2017 (Figure 3). Due to reaching its quota, the Illex fishery shut down on September 15 in 2017 
and on August 15 in 2018.   

There are approximately 80 Illex squid limited access/moratorium permits. In any given year, a small 
portion of these vessels account for most Illex squid landings (Table 1). The number of vessels 
participating depends on both Illex availability and price. Illex price has been increasing (see Figure 4 – 
Illex prices are tied to world prices for squid), and the combination of higher prices and good 
availability has led to increasing participation in 2017 and 2018 compared to the immediately 
preceding years. In 2017, 10 vessels landed over 1,000,000 pounds and those 10 vessels accounted for 
90% of the landings. In 2018 12 vessels landed over 1,000,000 pounds and it took 15 vessels to account 
for 90% of the landings. Most landings in recent years have gone into Rhode Island and New Jersey 
with smaller amounts into Massachusetts and Virginia. Further breakdowns by port may violate data 
confidentially requirements.  

                                                      
1 1 metric ton (MT) equals about 2204.62 pounds 

http://www.mafmc.org/msb/
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc
http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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Figure 2.  Illex Squid Landings 1963-2017.  
Source: Unpublished NMFS Dealer/Permit Data, preliminary 
 

 

 

Figure 3. 2017 (orange) and 2018 (blue) Illex quota monitoring reports. 
Source: Unpublished NMFS Dealer/Permit Data, preliminary 
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Figure 4.  Illex Squid Inflation-Adjusted Prices 1982-2018.  
Source: Unpublished NMFS Dealer/Permit Data, preliminary 
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Table 1.  Activity by federal vessels in Illex squid fishery. 

 

Source: Unpublished NMFS Dealer/Permit Data, 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

1982 7 7 0 10 24

1983 1 8 7 11 27

1984 4 15 4 6 29

1985 2 6 4 3 15

1986 8 6 4 3 21

1987 7 10 2 1 20

1988 3 3 1 2 9

1989 8 5 1 3 17

1990 12 3 0 1 16

1991 12 1 1 0 14

1992 16 1 0 1 18

1993 19 3 1 3 26
1994 21 7 5 8 41
1995 24 5 2 7 38
1996 24 5 6 4 39
1997 13 9 2 0 24
1998 25 4 1 3 33
1999 6 9 2 10 27
2000 7 7 0 2 16
2001 3 4 1 2 10
2002 2 3 1 1 7
2003 5 6 1 2 14
2004 23 5 2 0 30
2005 10 10 2 2 24
2006 9 8 1 2 20
2007 8 2 1 0 11
2008 12 4 0 0 16
2009 10 3 1 1 15
2010 12 3 0 6 21
2011 17 4 2 0 23
2012 8 3 2 2 15
2013 5 4 3 5 17
2014 5 3 2 2 12
2015 3 0 1 1 5
2016 4 3 3 2 12

2017 14 6 0 0 20

2018 18 8 0 5 31
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Table 2. Limited access moratorium Illex permits by homeport state in 2017 

Homeport State 
Number of 
Vessels 

NJ 27 

MA 16 

RI 8 

NC 7 

VA 5 

CT 3 

NY 4 

Other or permit 
in confirmation 
of permit 
history (CPH) 

About 10 

Source: Unpublished NMFS Permit Data, preliminary 

 

OTHER MSB FISHERIES IN GENERAL 
 

Given the intent to revisit the FMP goals and objectives in this amendment, an overview of life history, 
fishery performance, and stock status is provided for the other MSB FMP species: Atlantic mackerel, 
longfin squid (formerly known as Loligo), and Atlantic butterfish. The Council is also considering adding 
chub mackerel to this FMP (see http://www.mafmc.org/actions/chub-mackerel-amendment). Detailed 
life history information for current MSB species is available at 
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. Recent assessments are available at 
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/, and assessment or biological updates along with Fishery 
Performance Reports from Advisory Panels are available at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc.  

 

MSB SPECIES OVERVIEW 
 

Mackerel 

Atlantic mackerel is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal (may be found near the bottom or higher in the 
water column) schooling fish species primarily distributed between Labrador (Newfoundland, Canada) 
and North Carolina. The stock is considered to comprise a northern contingent spawning primarily in 
the southern Gulf of St. Lawrence and a southern contingent spawning in the Mid-Atlantic Bight, 
Southern New England and the western Gulf of Maine. The two contingents mix to some degree during 
winter months on the Northeast U.S. shelf. The Canadian fishery catches largely the northern 
contingent while the U.S. fishery catches both contingents. Mackerel Spawning  occurs during spring  
and summer and progresses from south to north as the surface waters warm. Atlantic mackerel are 
serial, or batch spawners with pelagic eggs. 50% of fish are mature at age 2 and about 98% are mature 
at age 3.  Atlantic mackerel are opportunistic feeders that can ingest prey either by individual selection 
of organisms or by passive filter feeding. A wide variety of fish and other animals are predators of 
mackerel. 

Foreign catches dominated  the early fishery, with total catch peaking at over 430,000 MT (948.0 
million pounds) in 1973. Foreign catches declined and then were eliminated, though there was also 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/chub-mackerel-amendment
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc
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some joint venture activity from the mid-1980s through 1991. From 1992 through 2001, total catches 
averaged about 35,000 MT (77.2 million pounds) before increasing to peaks of just over 110,000 MT 
(242.5 million pounds) in 2004 and 2006 (US plus Canada – expected Canadian catch is deducted from 
total catch limits). Total catch then declined and since 2011 has averaged about 14,000 MT (30.9 
million pounds) per year. Preliminary estimated 2017 total catch was the highest since 2010 and 
equaled 17,508 MT (38.6 million pounds). U.S. recreational catch represented an average of 26.4% of 
total U.S. catch in the 1980’s, decreased to an average of 5.2% during the 1990’s and 2000’s, and has 
averaged 17.0% since 2010. A substantial portion of U.S. mackerel landings in recent years have come 
incidental to Atlantic herring fishing.  

The current status of Atlantic mackerel is overfished with overfishing occurring as of data through 2016 
based on the results of SAW 64 (NEFSC 2018), and the Council has approved a rebuilding action with 
implementation pending. However, because of a median-level recruitment year-class in 2014 (eggs 
spawned in 2014) and a relatively high-level recruitment year-class in 2015, the stock was growing at 
the end of the assessed time period and is projected to rebuild to target levels relatively quickly. While 
the terminal year recruitment estimates are generally among the most uncertain outputs of any 
assessment, they are part of the assessment that has been accepted as the best available scientific 
information. Catch limits (U.S. plus Canada) during rebuilding are expected to be in the 19,000-33,000 
MT (41.9-72.8 million pounds) range. 

 

Butterfish 

Atlantic butterfish is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal schooling fish species primarily distributed between 
Nova Scotia, Canada and Florida.  They are most abundant from the Gulf of Maine to Cape Hatteras 
and are fast-growing, short-lived, and form loose schools.  They winter near the edge of the 
continental shelf in the Middle Atlantic Bight and migrate inshore in the spring into Mid-Atlantic, 
southern New England, and Gulf of Maine waters. During the summer, butterfish occur over the entire 
mid-Atlantic shelf from sheltered bays and estuaries out to about 200 m. In late fall, butterfish move 
southward and offshore in response to falling water temperatures. Few individuals live beyond 3 years 
and most are sexually mature at 1-2 years of age. The maximum age reported is 6 years. Butterfish 
prey mostly on plankton. A wide variety of fish and other animals are predators of butterfish. 

Atlantic butterfish were landed exclusively by U.S. fishermen from the late 1800's until 1962. Reported 
foreign catches of butterfish increased from 750 MT (1.7 million pounds) in 1965 to about 32,000 MT 
(70.5 million pounds) in 1973. With the advent of extended jurisdiction in U.S. waters, reported foreign 
catches were phased out by 1987. Low abundance and reductions in Japanese demand for butterfish 
probably had a combined negative effect on butterfish landings in the 1990s-early 2000s and then 
regulations kept landings low from 2005-2012. Quotas were increased somewhat in each year 2012-
2014 and more substantially in 2015 based on a new assessment and currently are about 12,000 MT 
(26.5 million pounds) . Through 2017, the fishery/markets have not redeveloped to take full advantage 
of the higher quotas, with landings between 1,000-4,000 MT (2.2-8.8 million pounds) in recent years. 

The current status of butterfish is not overfished (above target biomass) with no overfishing occurring. 
An assessment update found that butterfish was at 141% of the target biomass in 2016.  However, the 
update integrated recent trawl survey information that indicates recent recruitment has been poor, so 
biomass is expected to decline to below the target biomass in 2017, but not below the overfished 
threshold.  Fishing mortality appears to have been very low in recent years, so the decline is not a 
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result of overfishing but rather poor recruitment.  If recruitment returns to average levels, then the 
stock is predicted to build above the target biomass by 2020.  

 

Longfin Squid 

Longfin squid is a neritic (from the shore to the edge of the continental shelf), semi-pelagic schooling 
cephalopod species primarily distributed between Georges Bank and Cape Hatteras, NC. Longfin squid, 
and the fishery, generally occur offshore in the winter and inshore during the summer, with mixing and 
migrations from one to the other in spring and fall. Current research indicates they live less than one 
year and spawning takes place in overlapping micro-cohorts, with spawning peaks inshore in the 
summer and somewhere offshore in the winter. Eggs are attached to various substrates in masses 
known as egg mops. Smaller immature longfin squid prey mostly on plankton while larger individuals 
prey on fish and crustaceans, and cannibalize.  A wide variety of fish and other animals are predators of 
longfin squid. 

U.S. fishermen have been landing longfin squid since the 1880's but early fisheries were minor in 
scope. Reported foreign landings of longfin squid increased from 2,000 MT (4.4 million pounds) in 1964 
to a peak of 36,500 MT (80.5 million pounds) in 1973.  Foreign longfin squid landings averaged 29,000 
MT (63.9 million pounds) for the period 1972-1975. Foreign fishing for longfin squid began to be more 
regulated with the advent of extended fishery jurisdiction in the U.S in 1977. Initially, U.S regulations 
restricted foreign vessels fishing for squid (and other species) to certain areas and times (“foreign 
fishing windows"), primarily to reduce spatial conflicts with domestic fixed gear fishermen and 
minimize bycatch of non-target species. Later, foreign allocations were eliminated as the domestic 
fishery became established. Recent landings have been variable and between about 6,000 MT (13.2 
million pounds) and 20,000 MT (44.1 million pounds). The current quota is about 23,000 MT (50.7 
million pounds) with seasonal allocations to three 4-month trimesters. 

Based on a new biomass reference point from the 2010 stock assessment, the longfin squid stock was 
not overfished in 2009, but overfishing status was not determined because no overfishing threshold 
was recommended (though the assessment did describe the stock as “lightly exploited’). Longfin squid 
relative abundance and biomass indices from the NEFSC fall bottom trawl surveys are highly variable. 
Longfin had a stock assessment update in 2017, which found the stock biomass to be at 174% of the 
target in 2016.  

 

ECOSYTEM APPROACHES TO FISHERIES MANAGEMENT 
 

The Council has recently adopted an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management (EAFM) guidance 
document, which is available at http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/.  EAFM  attempts to manage  species  
while considering the broader interactions within the ecosystem, so EAFM may inform potential 
modifications to MSB goals and objectives. EAFM recognizes the biological, economic, social, and 
physical  interactions among the components of ecosystems and attempts to manage fisheries to 
achieve optimum yield taking those interactions into account. The EAFM goal is to manage for 
ecologically sustainable utilization of living marine resources while maintaining ecosystem productivity, 
structure, and function. The Council is currently assessing all Council-managed species, fishing fleets, 
and ecosystem factors and determining the highest risk elements that may threaten achieving the 

http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/
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biological, economic, or social objectives the Council sets for a fishery. This assessment will then help 
the Council set management and science priorities to consider potential management responses. 

 

CHUB MACKEREL 
 

The Council recently adopted draft goals and objectives for managing chub mackerel within the MSB 
FMP, which will be taken out for public hearings and comment before final action. Given the work that 
has gone into developing those already, they are included below in case they are useful for the public 
during this scoping process: 

• 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, 
ecological, and socioeconomic impacts of management measures, including impacts to 
other fisheries. 

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

 

CONCLUSION 
 

Thank you for participating in this scoping process. If you have any questions please visit the website 
for this action, http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment, or contact the 
MSB FMP Fishery Management Specialist, Jason Didden, at jdidden@mafmc.org or (302) 526-5254.   

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/illex-permitting-msb-goals-amendment
mailto:jdidden@mafmc.org
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Dear Jason,
 
We feel strongly that the “goals and objectives “ section  for this amendment to the illex FMP should not be
based upon what was done for the Chub Mackerel amendment.
 
Below you will find our suggestions.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
Katie
 
 
New Proposed for FMP:

1. Maintain sustainable stocks, prevent overfishing, and achieve and maintain sustainable biomass levels
that achieve optimum yield in the fisheries and meet predator needs, while acknowledging
environmental variables and drivers.

2. Maintain viable fisheries and fishing communities.
3. Allow opportunities for commercial and recreational 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.

4. 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.

5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries and promote opportunities for
industry collaboration on research.

6. Maximize US fishing opportunities by making extra quota available to the US fishery if other areas
outside our jurisdiction under harvest scientifically developed quota on the same cross- border stocks,
in absence of international agreement.

 
Greg DiDomenico, Garden State Seafood Association 
 
Jeff Kaelin, Lund’s Fisheries

Katie Almeida , Town Dock
Meghan Lapp
Fisheries Liaison, Seafreeze Ltd.
 
 
 

Katie Almeida
Fishery Policy Analyst
45 State Street, PO Box 608 • Narragansett, RI 02882 USA
Tel: 401-789-2200 x143 • Cell: 508-930-2633

mailto:kalmeida@towndock.com
mailto:jdidden@mafmc.org
mailto:gregdi@voicenet.com
mailto:Meghan@seafreezeltd.com
mailto:jkaelin@lundsfish.com
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The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and are intended solely for the recipient. Any
review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to
receive for the recipient), please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this message and its attachments, if
any.
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