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ABBREVIATIONS AND DE FIN ITIONS USED I.N THIS DOCUMENT 

CFR - Code of Federal Regu lations 
em - centimeter 
E IS - Envir onmental Impa ct Statement 
fathom - 6 feet 

FRG - Federal Rep ublic of Gennany 
FCHA - Fishery Cons ervation and l1anagement Act 
FCZ - Fishery Cons ervation Zone 
FHP - Fishery Hanagement Plan 
fishing year - the 12 m onth period April 1 
Fork Length - length of a fish as meas ur ed fr om the mos t anterior point to the end 

of the median rays of the tail .. 
g - gram 
GDR - German Dem o cratic Rep ublic 
GIFA - I nternational 
ICNAF - International Commis sion for the N orth�;-Jest Atlantic Fisheries 

km - kil ometer 
Kn ot - a un it of s peed of one nau tical mile (abou t 1.,1 statute miles) per hour 
mm - millimeter 

mt - metric t on = 2 204�5 poun ds 
�n�FS - National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA - National Oc eanic and Atm os Ad ministration 

OY - Optimum Yield 
Pl>'IP - Preliminary Fishery lVianagement Plan 
SA - S ubarea or Stattstical Area 

- Se of Commerce 
TAC - Total Al l owable Catch 
TALFF - Total All owrable Level of 
< � less than 

< = less than or 
> - greater than 
> � than or 

to 

to 
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I I.. SUJYIMARY 

) Draft (X) Final Environmental Impact Statement/Fishery Hanagement Plan for 
the Butterfish Fishery of the Northwestern Atlantic Ocean .. 

US Department of Commerce 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Na tional Marine Fisheries Se1�ice 

�I-2G Name of Action 

(X) Administrative ( ) Legislative 

The Fishery Cons ervation and Act of 19 76 (FCtvlA) � enacted and signed into 
law on April 13,1976, established a fishery conservation zone and provided exclusive 
US regulation over all fishery resources except species (i, e .. " 
tuna) within the Zone.. This management plan fo r the butterfish of the 
northv.restern Atlantic Oc ean wa s prepared b y  the JYUd-Atlantic Fishery l"lanagement 
Council in consult ation with the New land and South Atlantic Ivlanagement 
Councils in accordance �...ri th the FCf.:IA., It replaces the Preliminary 

Plan cur in effect.. The ctives of the are ·to� 
1.. Promote the growth of the US butterfish expo rt 
2o Hinimize cost of harvesting butterfish; 

Increase opportun ities for commerci al f 
Prevent exploitation of the resource beyond that leve 1 pro due ing the 
maximum sustainable and 
Hinimize costs of enforcement and management of the resource .. 

It is recommended that the followi ng measures be adopted to achieve the objectivesg 

L. That the fishing year 1979-1980 optimum yield for butterfish be set at 
11,000 metric tons., US capacity for butterfish fo·r the 1979 - 1980 f .... ..," .... u,, 

year has been predicted to be 7 S>OOO metric tonso fishermen, 
therefo reSl �nll be allocated an initial of 4:o000 metric tons of 
butterfish .. 
2 e. That any of a vessel ( fo or domes tic) to 
catch but terf ish within the FCZ ( other than individual US fishermen for their 
ovm use) 11 o r  transport or deliver for sale any butterfish caught vdthin the 
FCZ� possess a valid issued by the NHFSo 
3o That fo reign for butterfish be governed the restrictions set 
forth in pa rt 611 of Title 50, Code of Federal (the 
Fishing Regulations) in effect at the time of FMP implementation., and as 
ma y be amended in the future(> 
4.. That weekly c atch repo rts of all species harvested be filed by domestic 
fishermen possessing a valid registration for the butterfish fishery (see 
Section XIV-2 (a)), and that domestic dealers and processo rs submi t ·i!V'eekly 
reports on transactions involving butter.f ish .. 
5" That any icant fraction of the US butter£ ish not harvested 
by US fishermen be reallocated to fo fishennen (see Section XIII-3)., 

Implementation of Fl1Ps by the Secretary of Com merce has been defined as a or 
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Federal action significantly affecting the environmentG 

I I -4. Su mmary of I mpact 

The measures recomroended in the plan will provide for the long-term viability of the 
butterfish stock while permitting and encouraging the domestic butterf ish industry 
to develop fully.. The proposed action recommended herein shoul d have no adverse 
impact on the environment .. 

Alternatives not included in the plan are: 

1.. I ncreased/Decreased Optimum Yield (OY) - The proposed op timum yield (OY) 
represents the best balance of possible catch levels consistent with the 
attainment of the objectives of this FHP (see Section XI I) o The probable 
biological consequences of an increased or decreased optimum yield are 
described in Sections V-2 and V-3" The "practical" maximum sustainable yield 
for butterfish, un der present fishery conditions� is appr 16,.000 

metric tons, and the stock currently appears able to sustain an annual harvest 
of that magnitude, barring any significant declines in future recruitment., An 
increased OY might also result in an increased TALFF for butterfish� The US 
fishery for butterf ish for export is presently in its initial s � but is 
grm>Jing rap A large TALFF for butterf ish might hinder the development of 
this export industry.. Decreasing the OY beneath 11,000 metric tons would not 
be of , but would result in the unwarranted 
restriction of either the US butte·rfish f � the fo f � o r  
both� and woul d not s further the gro·wth of the US export fishery" 

2, creased US Capacity - The US capacity estimate proposed in this 
FHP represents the best prediction of domestic harvest for this during 
the proposed 1979=1980 £ based upon information received to date 
by the J:,�lid-Atlantic Fishery Council (see in Section VI II� 
Island Commercial ) " 

3" Take No Action At This Time = This alternative would :mean that the 
Fishery Management Plan by the IDfFS "wOuld continue in 

forceo Since the P'fYIP for 1979 pr oposes an OY and a US capacity 
in excess of that proposed by this Fr�IP, it is likely that continuation of the 
PHP would result in a large reallocation of butterfish to fo fleets at 
the end of calendar year 19 79" This would s undermine the 
stability and development of the US fishery, because fo demand for US 
caught butterf ish will be largely c upon an anticipated reallocationo 
Establishment of the OY proposed in this FMP, therefore, will protect US 
interests in this by eliminating any of a hugh 
reallocation to fo reign fleets0 

The PMP fo s- but not domestic, fishermen" The effect of this 
alternative would be that data that woul d be collected on domestic fishing and 
processing efforts as a result of this could not be collected as 
effectively, and that assessments of the scope and development of the domestic 
f ishery would not be as accurate as they "{N'oul d be 1;17i th the FHP" 

4.. Selection of :�1anagement Unit - The FCHA dictates that each Fl1P identify a 
spe cific management unit for each subject species.. It is desirable for 
management purposes that such management unit include as much of a stock 
and/or fishery as possible& 
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One factor which influences the selection of a unit is po litical 
boundaries., States' jur isdictions within the territorial sea must be 
considered!' as must the jurisdictions of other nations as they relate to US 
management of each resource.. The US and Canada pr esently are engaged in 
negotiations to detennine the demarcationof each nation's 200 mile fishing 
zone\!> One pos sible outcome of these negotiations may include American 
fisheries in Canadi an waters (and/or vice versa). A ratified bilateral 
fisheries or boun dary will s upercede the pro-visions of a FMP if 
conflicts exist. It is impossible to all possible outcomes of any 

in a timely fashion, given the amount of time necessary to develop, 
implement and update US fishery management plans.. It is therefore necessary, 
until such time as a permanent agreement is concluded, that a FHP for any 
spe cies which is even marginally transb oun dary in its distribution, or which 
may be the subject of a bilateral )l adopt a legally flexible 
management unit.. This FIYlP is based on am management unit defined as all 
butterfish under US jur isdiction north of Hatteras.. Other alternative 

units for this FiYIP are� 

(a) Butterfish Hithin the FCZ North of Cape Hatteras � Selection of this 
option would limit the jurisdiction of this Fl\fi' to the f for butterfish 
'\/Jithin t he FCZ only� (All management unit options for butterfish do not 
ext end south of Hatteras because the important fishery for this spe cies 
does not extend south of that point and because the assessme nts upon iil7hich 
this FiYf.P ·w-as based we re rmed for the area north of Cape Hatteras .. ) This 
management unit would ignore the fraction of the and stock 
·�ifhich occurs \vithin the territorial s ea.. This option also does not anticipate 
management conflicts which t arise from the US/Canadian fishery 
negotiations., 

(b) Butterfish �ilithin All US \tJaters North of Hatteras - This option 
includes the entire butterfish stock and fishery, but does not have 
the inherent flexibility necessary to coordinate this FHP 'I'ATi th a possible 
US bila te:ral agreement., For � this management unit could not 
include any pos�3ible US f ishing effort for butterfish \N'i thin Canadian waters� 
should such effort ever occur" 

Other Me asures - The Council has cons idered the use of other 
management me asures and f in order to determine if such are 
necessary or de sirable to attain the management objectives, optimum yield11 US 
capacity, or TALFF propos ed by this FJ.VIP., This option includes such me asures 
as ge ar, area� season, and other fishing regulattons.. It is the opinion of 
the Council that no me asures other than quota and the 
Foreign Fishing Re gulations are necessary at this time., Institution of other 
measures at this time '\voul d be of no management advantage for the domestic 
fishery and would le ad to unw arranted increased costs of enforemment of this 
FHP .. 

Further discussion of these alternatives is presented in Section XII-2 .. 
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II-6.. Li st of �enci es From Which Comments Have B een Requested 

Agen<:_y_ Comment Rece i ve d  

Senate Com merce Commi ttee 
House Merchant Marine & Fi sheries Comrrlttee 
Department of State 
Department of Commerce 

Na tional l\farine Fisheries Servi ce - NOAA 
Office of Co astal Zone Hanagement - NOAA 

Depa rtment of the Interior 
US Fi sh and Wil dlife Servi ce 
Bureau of Land I:1anagement 

US Dept. of Transpo rtation, US Co ast Guard 
Envi ronmental Protect ion Agency 
The States of Ma ine No rth Carolina 
Nev11 land Hanagement Council 
South Atlantic Fishery Council 

II-7., Dat es 

Hearings� 
September 2 0, 19 78 Norfo 

X 

X 

X 

September 21, 1978 
tember 26, 19 78 

Ocean , Haryland 

27, 1978 
28:v 1978 

October 3 j) 19 78 
Octoher 4, 1978 
October 5� 1978 

Ivla y, Ne'litr Jersey 
Asbury Park, New Jersey 
Centerreach� New Yo rk 
Pt" Judi Rho de Island 
Gloucester 9 l"lassachusetts 

Naine 

Draft statement to Envirom.nental Protection 

Final statement to Environmental Protection 
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IV.. INTi:ZODUCTION 

IV-1 .. Devel op ment of the Plan 

This management plan :to r but terf ish VJa s prep ared by the Hid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council in cooperation with the NeVJ and South Atlantic Fishery 
l1anager11ent Councils� It contains management measures to fo r 
butter£ ish and an envi rorunental statement ) pr epared in accordance with 
the National Envi ronmental Po li cy Act of 1969 (P .. L .. 91-190)., Section 102(2) of P .. L., 

91-190 the preparation of an EIS in the case of majo r Federal actions that 
may significantly affect the quality of the human environment.. by 
the Secretary of Commerce or her delegate of the management measur es contained in 
this plan to regulate the fo and domestic barve of butterfish will 
constitute such a majo r Federal actionG 

This fishery management plan? once ap proved and implemented by the 
Commerce� 11vill establish tions on both fo and domestic fleets 
butterfish within the FCZ and will su percede the PMP currently in ef fecte 

IV-2" ct ive s 

The Hid-Atlantic Coun cil adopted the fo llowing to guide wa nageme n t 
are� development of the butterfish in the northwestern AtlanticG 

L, Promot e the grovJth of the US butterfish export 
2., Hinimize cos ts of harve butter£ 
3., Increase employment oppo rtunities for commercial f 

4o Prevent of the resource beyond that leve l producing 
the maxin1um sustainable yield; and 

5o Hinimize costs of enforcement and of the resource., 

\1., DESCRIPTION OF THE STOCKS 

Butterfish (Peprilus triacanurus) range from Nova Scotia to South Carolina ( 

and 

and Schroeder, 1953)o This species has also been observed in deeper of fshore wa ters 
off Hatteras and Florida� and inf as far north as Prince Edward Island 
(Nicho ls and Breder� 1927; Needler� 1938; Hurawski et aL, � 1978) e 

The seasonal distribution of butterfish is similar to 
chrysops) � Atlantic m.a.cke rel (Scomber scombrus), weakfish ( 
long-£ inned s pealei) o Bu tterf ish north of 

-...:!------

definite migratory patterns in res ponse to water temperaturesQ Horn (1970), i/Ja 
(1975) and Fritz (1965) concluded on the basis of distribution of survey catches 
that sum mer movements of butterfish are both inshore and northward, Butterfish 
south of Hatteras evidence no strong inshore- offshore ions (Murawski et 

' 1978) .. 

Butterfish travel in small schools, usually near the surface v.1hen inshore during the 
warm months., Bigelow and Schroeder (1953) state that butterfish "seldom descend 

than 15 to 30 fathoms dur the summer," and the northern com ponent of this 
stock spends winter and early spring offshore and near the bot tom., 

�vater ratur e is pr the most icant fact or affect butter£ ish 
distribution0 In winter in the Mid-Atlantic area, butterfish appear in water 660 
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690 feet (200 - 210 m) deep, at the of the continental shelf (Horn� 1970; 
and S chroeder, 1953)0 South of New York from New Jersey to the 

Bay� butterfish overwi nter t he 100 fathom (600 feet) contour 
(Heald, 1968).,.. Butterfish appear of f Rhode Island by the end of il, at Cod 
by , and arrive in the Gulf of l!iaine usually by J un e., 

Heristic and morphometric studies by Cal dwel l (1961) and Horn (1970) have concluded 
that depth iso lated populations of butterfish exist in the Atlantic.. CaldviTe l l  
(1961) proposed one population south o f  Hatteras t o  Florida� di stributed t o  22 
meters, and another gr oup in all waters north of Hatteras and than 22 

meters to the south., Horn (1970) examined specime ns from both localities and 
concluded the t·wo gr ou ps were distinct., l<'or the pur poses of this fishery management 
plan, all reported distant water fleet (foreign ) catches and US north of 
Cape Hatteras are conside red to cmne from t he northern stock" 

V-2e Abundance and Present Condition* 

Catch es of butterfish, Peprilu s triacanthus� increased s off the 
northeastern US coast "i-vith the advent of distant \lilater fleet activity in 
1963., Catches reported to ICNAF (Fig ur e 1) increased from 3,209 metric tons in 1964 

to 19,454 tons by 1973., rted catches dur this period were primarily i)y 

Japan� USSR, PolanJ, and the USo A considerable by-catch of bu tterfish was evident 
in fisheries purs ued by several coun tries� with much of the catch discarded at 
sea (Lopez-Veiga and Labarta, 1975; Nagasaki, 1976; � 1975)., Concern for the 
status of butterfish in the ICNAF area was demonstrated by the recommendation of a 
tot al allowable catch (TAC) for 1977 of 18,000 tons (ICNAF, 1977; US Dept., of 
Commerce� 197 This e wa s judged to be precautionary in nature� since an 
adequate hi assessment \.Vas not available at the time" 

The follo\ving di scussion integrates available bioloc;ical data with US researct1 
survey information and com£11ercial catch statistics to determine the 
of the and harv·ests result f rom varying tion 
parameters� and size at selection gear� 

DuPaul and HcEachran ( 19 7 3) reported that butter£ ish in the 
are recruited to the spawn pop ulatio·n at the end of their 

second year, as 37 of 56 age 1 fish examined "\vere m.a.tur s and all age 2 
individuals were in spent or resting conditiono St udies of age at maturity in other 
areas have not been conducted, ( 1975) reported that front 11arch to June 
immatur e  or indeterminate specimens con1pr 12G5-35.,8% of es in the Nevv York 

It can therefore be inferred that al l individuals are not neces mature 
at the end of their first yearo 

,.f The following sect ions were taken from Huraws ki and vJaring (1978a), 
and u pdated by excerpts fr om Hura(.vs ki and Waring (1978b) as noted" 
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and studies of butterfish have been conducted by and ZukovJSki 
(1966), DuPaul and HcEachran (1973), Waring (1975), and Kawahara (1977)., In the 
latter three studies the pop ulation was com pos ed of four age 6rou ps (0+ - 3+), while 
Draganik and Zukows ki reported the maximum age as six.. Back-calculated lengths at 
age were sign ificantly smal ler within Chesapeake Bay (DuPaul and JvlcEachran, 1973) 
than farther offshore (Kawahara, 1977). Predictive equations describing growth 
characteristics of the pop ulation, given by Kawahara (1977) are: 

210,.2 [ ( -008618(t + 0.0699))] 

and 

(fork length in mm, total w eight in grams)0 According to the von Bertalanf 
equation)) growth is fastest dur the first year and incremental increases in 
length are smaller as the fish age.. The value of K is quite high, as is 
characteristic of fast-growing, short-lived fisheso 

Development of the Fishery 

Butterfish off the northeastern US coast were landed by US fishermen dur 
the period 1920-1962, with catches averaging 3,500 tons per annum (Waring� 1975) .. 

From 1963 to 1967 production fluct uated around 5,000 tons., After 1967 � 

reported catches increased dramatically� peaking in 1969 (17 �506 tons) and again in 
1973 (19 �454 tons) e 2; Table 1)., Japan� US Poland and the US accounted 
for most of the catch es dur recent years"' 

Catches by the US pr were taken after ti1e spawn season when butterfish are 
inshore., Seasonal domestic landings were gr eatest in early autumn (Haring� 1975)o 

coiilcident with the of fshore Lo ligo � were taken from 
November to April with maxim um production in Nover11Gera:Ii.J January 1977) .. 
Virtual ly no butterfish were landed by fo fleets dur summer i.Vhen the 
resou,rce is insl.wre and available to the domestic fishermen., 

By-catch of butterfish fishery is considered to be ificant, 
and Labarta butterfish is the main species in the 

catch of both the Spanish Lo and Illex fisheries, although S 
reported any butterfish , 1975).. Data presented by 
Labarta indicate that the mo nthly by -catch ranged from 3.,15% (February) to 38.,2% 
(September) of the entire catch in the directed s quid fisheries during 1973 and 
early 1974.. Italy has landed s ificant quantities of squid in the ICNAF area 
since 1972, however� their butterfish catches have also not been documented 
( T i b bet t s � 1 9 7 7 ; War i Ilg � 19 7 5) ., 

(1976) reported the abili of fleets to direct effort at either 
Loligo or butterfish, when they inhabit the same groun ds,. However) the 
evidence suggests that the ratio of Loligo to butterfish in Japanese catches was 
similar to the annual relative species abunda nce for the period of 1969-1975" 

The average ratio (Kg/tow) of Lo to butterfish was calculated for NHFS s pri·ng 
and autumn research vessel s urvey s 1969-1975<�> Indices were developed for the 
combined Southern New Eng land and Hid dle Atlantic strata (Ti bbetts, 1977) .. 

But terfish catches from t he s pr s urveys (in weight) from 1973-1975· were divid ed 
by a factor of 1,.35 to account for the larger s urvey net used, but Lo catches 
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no ad ssenwine and Bowman, 1977).. Spring and autumn survey 
ratios were ave yield a value cable to the entire year.. The survey s 
b racket the Japanese fishing season, hence the index has a functional relations hip 
to the commercial catches.. The ratio of Loligo/butterfish landi ng s  reported by 
Japan wa s plotted vs., the survey ratio, resulting in a linear correlation ( 
3).. The 1972 point indicated a much higher ratio of Lo o to butterfish in the 
Japanese commercial catch than in the surveys, perhaps to some di of 
b ut ter£ ish in that year (when Japanese Lo ligo catches peaked).. Commercial catch 
ratios for other coun tries landing both LOl'i'go and butterfish in 1972 (e .. g .. , US, 
Bulgaria, and the USSR) more closely appr oximated the survey data than the Japanese 
catches., Thus� the 1972 data were omitted from the regression analysiso The 
implications of the calculated relation are: (1) discardeJ little of 
its catch of marketable butter£ ish during the period ( 1972), (2) Japanese 
fisheries are opportunistic� with landings reflecting availability, (3) if other 
countries report Lo but not but terf ish do not di scard squid, then 
butterfish by-catch can approximated. from survey ratios.. , r 
catches were ad UjJWaru u survey ratios to account for butterfish discards 
of those countries repo rt Lo The resulting total catches are listed in 
Tab le lo The mos t ificant wa s in 1973, when the total catch increased 
70$84% to 33,236 tonsg The adjusted figures must also be regarded as underestimates 
of total catch, since there are no data on discards by those countries repo 
but terf ish landings .. 
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T able 1. Nominal Landings , ICNAF SA 4-6, by Country, and Adjusted 

Year USA JaEan 
1963 4513 
1964 2461 
1965 3340 
1966 2615 
1967 2452 146 
1968 1804 3526 
1969 2433 3930 
1970 1869 8624 
1971 15 70 5771 
1972 819 3675 
1973 15 57 12172 
197 4 2528 
1975 2088 
1976 1528 
1977 1447 

5457 
3624 
7884 
17 50 

USSR Poland 
2285 
1011 

749 
3865 
217 0 

1911 
11107 

404 
486 

1848 
2234 2804 
1372 3508 

798 3754 
420 1518 
419 280 

Tot al Ca tches1, 19 63-19 77 
(i n me tric tons) 

Nominal Adj. 
Bulg. GDR Rom ania Others Tot al Catch 

6798 7083 
3209 3209 
4089 4089 
6480 6480 
4768 4768 
7241 7241 

36 17 506 17 816 
10897 14319 

26 7853 10483 
114 34 6490 13040 
239 196 152 19454 33236 

12865 17993 
298 1 612 11166 14852 

4 3 62 11419 15837 
16 381 4293 4293 

!Adju sted to account for disc ards of countries not reporting bu tterf ish 
c atches from the Loligo fishery. 
Source: Mur awski and Waring (1978b) 
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Dyn amics of the Pop ulation 

Age Composition of the Catch Lengt h frequency sampling of butterfish catches by 
ICNAF member countries has been quite limi ted� Frequencies have been sup plied by 
Japan, t he US and the USo Japan has provided first quarter frequencies since 
1970; however, data reported for other quarters, and by the other countries has been 
intermittent., Since at least one length sam ple wa s reported for each quarter, 

in 1970, all samples within a quarter vJere combined, "l:.veighting 
individual sample size� to el d an overall quarterly uency distribution., The 

composition of the catches in 1968 and 1969 were derived from semi-annual 
NNFS research survey samples.. uencies were then calculated by applying the 
quarterly age/length keys of Kawahara (1977) to the length 

Japanese first quarter length and age from 1970-1976 are in 

L�, The age di stribution of the catch remained stable from 1970-1972� with 1+ 

individuals dominating the catcho A considerable pr oportion of the in 1973 
i;vere of those fish the previou s summero From 1974-1976 age 0+ and 1+ fish 
were essentially co-dominant in the s" Thus;� a trend of de age at 
recruitment is notable since 1970., 

The annual catch in numbers at age was calculated in the manner., The age 

compos ition in we of each quarterly sample wa s derived by multiplying the 
percent age di stribution in numbers by the me an we ight at age ( Table 2, determined 
by Kawahara� 1977), and dividing by the sum over all ageso The proportion at each 
age ( in vve \117as then mult ed the commercial yi estimates of 

the total catch by age� , the annual number caught in each age class �vas 
calculated by dividing the total catch at age by the average vJe � and summing the 
qua estima teso 

The calculated annual catches ( numbers of by year-class for the 19 

1976 are presented in Table 3o Total catches were. st in 1973� follm117ed 
1974� 1969, and 1976" The rnean we t of fish landed was calculated the 

total catch the nuraber Hean we liJere t in 1970 and 1974� and 

smallest in value in 1968 and 1973" 

Abundance Indi ces The relative abundance of butterfish was calculated 

from US research ve ssel s data for the Southern New and 
Hiddle Atlantic strata (1�12$ 1-76; Grosslein et aL, 1973)" catches from 
Georges Bank were not included in the is 

-
catches there were smaller and 

less consistent than those further to the southo The raean catch per tow in numbers 
and weight ( linear� l oge N+l) was first calculated� then log8 values were re­
transformed according to Bliss (1967)" Estimates of the autumn abundance are 
in Table 4 and Fig ure 5.. Variations in numbers per tow 
calculations in weighto Large st re-transfonned catches ( in we ight) were in 1976� 
followed 1973, and 1968, while butterfish catches were smallest in 1970, and 
1972., Re-transformed numbers per tmv peake d in 1976, 1973 and 1971 � and were low in 
1970 and 1972, Autumn survey indices general ly c orrelate well with fluctuations in 
annual commercial catch ( Table 1)., 
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Table 2o Hean Butterfish {,\Jeight (Kg) by Calendar Quarter 

July- Oct .. - Jan.- Apr .. -
Age _Sep� Dec., Mar., June 

·--

0+ 0 .. 040 0.047 0 .. 055 
1+ 0 .. 056 0., 101 0 .. 104 0 .. 104 
2+ 0 .. 099 0 .. 153 0 .. 163 Oo152 
3+ 0 .. 1501 0 .. 222 0,219 0., 183 

!Adjusted from Oel11 Kg 

Table 3� Butterfish Cat ch (x1o-6 fish) , ICNAF SA 4-6, 1968-1976 

Year Year 
Class 1968 1969 1970 19 71 1972 19 73 19 74 1975 1976 
1964 5.,02 
1965 3 .. 94 0"03 
1966 19"80 8 .. 05 1 .. 45 
1967 68.,1 1 51.. 03 23G 9 7 2.,31 
1968 10.,90 109 .. 81 58o 95 19 .. 45 L� .,4 7 
1969 9 .. 51 39.86 430188 25e30 0<!>21 
1970 13 .. 89 27., 27 44 .. 57 7 .. 06 3.,03 
1971 10 .. 55 25.,60 87 .. 90 30,87 1 .. 43 
1972 39 .. 09 309 .. 8L� 74.,87 l8o35 3 .. 26 
1973 SS.,OLJ. 65., 76 67,.67 17 .. 49 
1974 2L66 63o32 74"08 
1975 5o30 75o09 
1976 o, 71 

L: 1 102o 77 17 44 138ol2 103.,46 139.,02 460�05 196ol9 156o06 170o62 
w (g) 70.,46 99085 1Q3Q6 8 10lo32 93.,80 72o2 4 103.,09 95ol7 92o82 

(1) Totals may not equal L: due to rounding error 

Table 4" Autumn US Survey Butterfish Catch per Towl> Strata l-12ll 
61-7 6' 19 68-19 7 7 

r Tow in Numbers Catch TovJ in �.Je 
Year Re-transformed Linear Loge Re-transfonned 

1969 76 .. 93 2�16 57 o25 5 .. 32 0..,66 2.., 72 
1970 48.,29 L13 10., 7 4 3 .. 07 0"3 4 1 .,06 
1971 242 .. 17 2., 19 112QOO 5.,45 0 .. 58 2o29 
1972 86,6 7 L36 20.,11 3.,21 0.,36 L16 
1973 178.,03 2o 35 124 .. 08 8.,39 o .. 7 5 3., 70 
1974 116o32 1 .. 95 77 .. 52 5., 12 0 .. 66 2o66 
1975 52� 4 7 L69 36 .. 19 2 .. 94 0.,58 L80 
1976 160 .. 31 2 .. 32 156 .. 60 6.,71 0.,86 4 .. 15 
197'1 94m69 1..99 69 .. 33 6.,87 0"70 3 .. 24 

Source: Hurawski and ·Haring (1978b) 
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The mean we of individuals dur the survey s is expressed in 6 .. 

Both spring and au tumn data show a trend of smaller average we ts in recent years .. 
This de crease may be attributable to two factors: (1) large year-cla sses d ominating 
the survey catches as juveniles and (2) a decrease in mean weight as fishing becomes 
more intens e.. Although di fferential recruitment may p lay an important role in 
cau large fluctuations in mean weight� t he long-term trend of smaller tish is 
probably due to increased f ishing pressur e., The autumn mean weight has averaged 
4lo43 g (about 1�5 ounces) since 1972, a e quite close to the average we of 
0+ individuals in the fourth calendar quarter (Table 2)o Estimates of average 
we in the spr and autumn 19 76 s were identical (4 L. 82 and 4 L 86 
g � respectively) .. 

The total instantaneous mortality c oef ficient (Z) wa s estirrLated for each year-class 

from 1968-1975, utilizing spring s ur vey mean catch per tow in numbers.. Autumn data 
vJere not useful in this is since at this time are not fully 
recruited t:o the offshore areaso frequency di stributions of catch per tow 
were partitioned into age classes utiliz the h of Kawal:1ara (1977),. 
Total mortality coefficients of each year-class were computed by regressing loge 
number at age vs., code d age (Table 5)., The increase in total mortality since 1968 
has coincided \vi th the treme ndou s rise in landings associated wi th the advent of 
distant water fleet activi 

Tab le 5., Cal culation of Total Instantaneous l-iortali (Z) Utiliz 
Number per Tow by for NHFS Spring Surveys� 1968-1978 

sion Coefficients for 
Stratified Number per Tow at No" /TmrJ vs o Coded Agel! 

Year 
Class 0+ 1 +  2+ 3+ a -Z) 

·--- --- -- ·--- ---

1968 1L66 2o 96 L,30 0"01* Oo98Q Jo4 62 -L,097 
1969 1Qo0 4 2o 36 L24 Oo31 Oo 981 3o322 -1,, 108 
1970 26"36 L�  � 2 2 SoOO 0 33 0" 768 L�o546 �1G250 
19 71 31 31 40ol7 3 0 7 8)'� 0" 17* 1.,000 7 o801 -2"0 54 
1972 44o09 9 0 5  L89 Ool8 0.,939 5017 45 -1.,807 
1973 22ol 2 6o88 L82 0"18 Oo972 4,..918 -lo576 
1974 16 2o 24 s .. 12 L.ot� 0 Q 0 3�� 0.,957 7., 3 OL� -2 0 5 24 
1975 36040 4o39 0.,37 Oo 998 5.,949 -2o294 
1976 L�" 21 L93 1 .,000 2o217 -0 0 7 80 
1977 4o25 

lt Coded sO+� 1+� 2+"ooooN+ 

1�Not included in regression 

Source� Hur a�vs ki and (1978b) 
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Virtual �ulation Analysis Stock size at the beginning of each ye ar (1968-1976) 
was computed by virtual pop ulation analysis (Pope, 1972).. Calculations of stock 
size fo r sho rt-lived fishes utilizing this are rly sensitive to 
values of the natural mortality coefficient (M) and starting fishing mortalities 
(F). Since no studi es of the natural mortality rate of butterfish have been 
conducted, JYi was deduced from the age composition of surve y catches prior to the 
heavy foreign fishing pressure.. The surveys were initiated in 1963, the first year 
of foreign fishing fo r this The frequency distribution of autumn catches 
in the Southern New Eng land area indi cates large r individuals (to 30 em, fork 
length) we re in the pop ulation then than at present. Assuming Kawal1.ara' s (1977) 
age/length keys are applicable to the early data, the age composition of the 1963 
catch was computed.. Approximately 15 .. 0 3% of the fully recruited fish we re three 
years o ld, t herefo re: 

z -loge 0.,1503 

t - tc 

1 .. 8951 0 .. 95 

3 - 1 

If fishing mo rtality in 1963 'VilaS minimal ( ::-: 0 .. 2), then M 

Virtual pop ulation analyses we re conducted wi th an initial H value of 0.,8� and 
starting Fs fo r each year-c lass scaled according to Z values from s urvey data (Table 
5).. Addi tional computations we re run with H equalling 0 "6 � 1 .. 0 and 1 o 2 to assess 
the sensitivity of stock size estimates to this parame t,er .. 

mortality rates derive d from the VPA \i11ith f.1=0.,8 are listed in Table 6" Nean 
mortality rates increased substantially from 1968 (Q213) to 1974 (Q872)� Re latively 
large variations in Fs occur among f ully recruited cohorts �vi thin years� due 
to the sensitivity of the analysis to starting Fs and/o r  a vio lation of the 
assumption of constant natural mortality for al l ages., 

Stock size estimates (nu mbers)� by year-c lass, are presented in Table 7 <$ 

Co rres stock biomass was de rived by multiplying numbers at age by tne 
appropriate first mean we (Table 2), since the VPA estimates population 
size at the beginning of the year.. Overall stock size varied from 3 1�896 (19 ) to 
70�631 tons (1973) � ave ng 53,571 tons., Biomass estimates from expanded catch 
per tovJ data ave rage d 61, 60 tons from 1969-1973 (Waring� 1975)" Hean stock size s 
from t he VPA corresponding to the period of areal expansion estimates (1968-1973) 
iivere 40,483 tons, 61,762 tons, 113,16 2 tons, and 190,571 tons for l'1s of 0 .. 6, 0 .. 8� 
1.,0� and L.2o Since areal expansion probably results in a minimum estimate� His 
apparently at least Oa8, An H of Oo8 that the catch efficiency of survey 
gear (adjusted fo r daytime catches when bu tter£ ish concentrate close to the bot 
is 100%., 

The apparent discrepancy in the estimates of relative stock size in 1976 between the 
surve y data and the VPA (Tables 4 and 7) is due to a 1976 cohort that was not 
reflected in population size calculations at the beginning of the year., The r 

indicated the VPA were 1972, 1968, 1971 � and 1973� while smaller 
cohorts were 1975, 1969, 1970 , and 1974.. These data are consistent wi th 
surve y  info rmation" A large ye ar-class may not be evident in the autumn survey of 
the ye ar it was spawned since juvenile fish are concentrated inshore during the 
early au tumn., Depending on the timing of the cruise re lative to climatic changes, 
young fish may not be ful ly available to the offshore survey. 

Annual landings during 1968-1976 ave raged 31% of the initial ye arly stock size 
(Table 7 ), with the propo rtion harvested (P) ranging from 18% (1968) to 50% (1976)"' 
Annual exploitation rates (E, calculated from mean Fs from the VPA and H=0 .. 8) 
paral le l  calcu lations of the po rtion of initial biomass harve sted , eve n thou gh 
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comp utations of P and E are based on weights and numbers of fish respective 

1978 

Table 6� Fishing Hortality Rates (F) for Butterfish, Calculated 
from Virtual Pop ulation Analy sis (N = 0 .,8) 

Year Year 
C lass 19 68 19 69 19 70 19 71 19 "72 19 73 19 7 4 19 75 

19 66 ., 3 61 .49 4 o30Q 

19 67 .. 19 1 .. 424 � 7 76 .. 300 
19 68 .,0 09 .. 2 35 .,376 "407 .. 300 
19 69 oO 17 "'171 .,590 2.,582 o 3 0Q 
19 70 � 02 4 " 1 12 .. 542 "298 ,400 
19 71 oO 13 .. 071 .. 773 1., 9 2 0  LOOO 
19 72 .. 0 29 ., 691 0 7 62 $957 
19 73 ., 071 .. 21 4  "7 50 
19 7 4  oO 31 ,.227 
19 75 o0 21 

., 2 13 .,27 9 .. 290 .,504 o660 o69 0 o8 72 0 7 88 
Ages11 1-2 1-3 1-3 2-4 2-4 1-L� 2-4 2-4 

�·(He an F for f ul ly recruited ages, vile stock size in numbers 
if recruited age s 

Abundance Indi 

7) 

The relative abundance of bu tterf ish as been calcula tea on an annual basis as the 
catch in numbers and we t per tow fron1 of fshore ()27 m) bottmn travJl surveys 
conducted by the N1YlFSo Catches from Hid-Atlantic and Southern New strata 
dur the autumn have been the largest and most consistento Thus, the most 
relevant abundance indices are stratified random catches per tow for these cruises 
and s trata 4) o The linear catch pe r tmv index (in numbers) from the autumn 

1977 s urvey (9 4o69 ) declined 40"9 % from the previous year� and \vas 19 o5% Delow the 
10 year average of 117.,70" However� linear we t per tow increased 2o4% to 6o87 
kg/tow') that, although nmabers per tovJ declined� their average weight 
increasedo Autumn mean we per fish were 72"6 g� highest since 1968� and a 

73"3% increase over the autumn 1976 mean (4L,86 g; e 6), The retransfonned 
per tow index decreased 2lo9 % to 3o24 kg/tow in 1977 (Table 4; F 5). 

The autumn linear catch per tow index in numbers was itioned into age classes 
using the fourth of Kawahara ( 19 77)" The autumn estimate of 
ago 0+ relative abundance (Table 10) wa s 40"1 1 fish/tow� 68 .. 5% below the 19 76 
estimate� and 53.,2% below the 10 year average of 85.,66" Thus, the 19 77 
ap pears to be relatively weak when au tunm abundance indices are vd th other 
year-c lasseso In contrast, the 1976 year-class was 48,8% greater than the 10 year 
average, and third t in the time series" 

S linear catch per tow estimates have been used to assess 
various year classes by loge catch/tow on code d age and 
19 78a).. Table 5 incorporates data for the 19 78 spr s ur vey.. The decline in 
val ue of Z for the 19 76 year-c lass may be attributed to the sharp decline in total 
catch fo l lowing implementation of the FCHA in Harch� 19 77, but should be interpreted 
with caution due to the limited amount of data" The spr catch per tow indices in 
numbers have, however, been relatively poor in 1976 and 1977 de the presence of 
a 19 76 year-c lass in the autumn of that year, , a 

1 Excerpted and adapted from Hurav\Ts ki an d Haring (19 78b) .. 
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similar phenomenon has occurred with abundance indices of 
pealei) (NHFS, Resource Assessment Division, 1978), but 
fluctuations is as yet not apparent .. 

Future Condition of the ce 

inned 
the cause of such 

Recruitment of butterfish appears to vary independently of total stock size, 
therefore, F0 .. 1 was ed to average recruitment in order to estimate the maximum 
long tenn average yi (HAY) (16,000 mt) (see Section V-3) under the assumption 
that future recruitment \vill fluct uate wi thin the range of values observed in recent 
years.. A more refined strategy will only be possible if recruitment can 
be monitored on a real-time basis, a nd u sed almost immedi in the form ulation of 
regulations since a sign ificant portion of the recruits enter the fishery in their 
first year of li fe (Hurawski and Waring, 1978a)" 

The most recent sur ve y  data available (autumn 1977, spring 1978) indicate that 
butterfish abun da nce is still within the range of values used earli er to calculate 
HAY (see Sect ion V-3) and the total mo rtali rate of the population has been 
drastically reducede With the sharp decli ne in total catch in 1977 and 1978� a 
greater proportion of larger fish are available to spawn than vvould noxmally be the 
case with intensive fishing pr essure .. Even though an cit stock-recruitment 
relation has not been dem o nstrated for this stock, the pr obability of a 1978 

ss is no doubt enhanced, indication from t he joint US-USSR juvenile 
hake survey� and observations aboard US cmnrae rcial vessels from Rhode Island s uggest 
that the 1978 year-class may be relative to other years" These observations 
combined vJith the low· catch in 1978 lead to the conclusion that the 

tion status is good relative to past yearso 

V-3� Estimate of Max��um Sustainable Yield 

Above ave rage recrui trnent to the northwest Atlantic bu tterf ish stock vvas deduced 
from NHFS r-esearch surveys in 19l6o This information� coupled with the significant 
decrease in the total catch of this species since enactinent of the FCr·'lA (the total 
catch of butterfish in 1977 was 78% lower than the previ ous year), indicates that 
the current abundance of this stock is pr obably high relative to ou s yearso A 

preliminary estimate of maximum sustainable eld is 21 � 6 35 metric tons the 
several assumptions and specified conditions discussed below and in Section V-2o)o 
This estimate of HSY � however� presupposes certain minimum mesh sizes to be used in 
tl1e fishery and an average leve l of annual recruitment to the stock� and these 
conditions will not be completely met in 1979e. Hesh sizes used by and 
domestic vessels in 1979 will vary from that wh ich vvill 

e this NSY., the best scientific evidence available indicates 
that annual recruitment to this is not constant and that the substantial 
variations in yearly recruitment which have been observed in the past will probably 
continue in future years" If a sign ificant shift in recru itment values occurs over 
a persistant time interval� then it will be necessary to adjust estimates of maximum 
s ustainable yi eld accordingly., 
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Butterfish Stock Size (Millions Of Fish), Calculated From Virtual Population Analysis (H ::: 0.8) 

Year 
Class 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

1964 1.9 
1965 5.6 0.2 
1966 92.7 '29.0 8.0 
1967 562.1 208.7 61.'+ 12.7 

1968 1�684.2 750.3 266.6 82.2 24.6 

1969 823.3 363.7 137.7 31�. 3 1.2 

1970 847.5 371.8 149.'-� 39 . 0 13.0 

1971 1,215.3 539.4 225.7 46.8 3.1 

1972 1,976.8 862.5 194.1 40.7 7.0 

1973 1,168.8 1+89.4 177.6 37.7 

1971! 1,024.0 446.1 159.7 

1975 368.1 161.9 

Stock size (S) 
(tons) at be-

C' 
,) 

N ginning of year 41,022 61,740 56,580 67,976 51 ,88'l 70,631 53,663 1�6 '750 31,896 53,571 
w 

Total catch (C) c 

(tons) 7,241 17,816 14,319 10,483 13,040 33,236 17,993 14,852 15,837 16,091 

Portion of 
initial stock p 

harvested {P) 0.18 0.29 0.25 0.22 0.25 0 . 47 0.34 0.32 0.50 0 . 31 

0.46
3 

E 

Rate (E) 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.28 0.35 0.36 0.42 0.40 0.31 

(1) Calculated from 5 . 5 7 x e-1.1 (2) E = FU-e-Z) /Z (3) Assumed 
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Yielu 

Yiel d Per Recruit Yield per recruit iiJere conducted for butterfish with the 
and Gales (1964), since an isometric length/weight relation could 

n ot be assumed., Fork lengths at 50% select ion ( tc) were calculated utilizing Heyer 
and Herriner's (1976) selection fact or of 1�8,.. A:n.alyses were conducted 
for stretched mesh sizes of 30 mm ( t 4 mm) � 60 mm ( .Q, 08 mrn), 80 mm ( 2 44 
mrn) and 100 mm ( tc=l80 mm)o Various values of N, ranging from 0 .. 6 - 1�2 were also 
included" The following data were used as input parameters to the mo del: 

Lao 2 10,2 mm 

0,6 - 1 .. 2 

F = (l.,Ql - 2o50 

to -0" 0699 yrs 

Values of FOel (Gul land and Boerema� 1973) were determined to be the point at which 
the marginal increase in yield per recru it wa s 10% of the yield at F O .. OL 

Cal culations 

rates corres t o  and .. 1 were computed from� 

E 
z 

of f Tnortalities? and oitation rates for variou s  
combinations of mesh size and natural mortality :rate are listed i n  Table 8o 
Transverse isopleth sections for H = 0"8 are presented in Figure 7" If .J'Ii = Oo8� 
maximum eld per recruit .,48 occurs v.Jith the 80 mm me at F' )2"50" If a 
6 0 mm .(ile s h net 

mesh 
Ut 

of 80 mm� 
Oo69 ( 

v.Jas in use� a maximum of 22o07 g could be harvested with an F 

Fo.,l c , 23.,04 g can be derived with F = Oo96 and a 
however� i f  a 60 mm mesh is used� 20o32 g can be taken vJith an F of 
e 7 � Table 8)., 

tation r ates (E · r  Eo 1 ). are only different among·· J:!1 values within ma2,.� " 
mesh size categories (Table 8).. Thus? these calculations are not highly sensitive 
to the absolute value of the natural mortality c oefficient., Figure 8 summarizes the 
relations betvJeen stretched mesh size (mm) and Eo .. l" The calcula t,ed 
equations describe more than 99% of the variation about the lines for all 
therefore, .,1 for a particular mesh size ( a selection factor of L8) can 
be accurately computed" 

1 The 
(1978a)., 

discu ssion of Section V-3 was taken fr om Murawski 
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Figure 7 
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Table 8e Yield per Recruit Calculations for Butterfish 

Size H (g) 

0 .. 8 16 .. 44 
1 .. 0 12065 
1c2 10* 11 

60 mm 0"6 29" 14 
Oo8 22o07 
1.,0 17 .. 48 
le2 14c29 

80 mm 0�6 35�25 

0.,8 >26(;48 
1.,0 )2Q.,QL� 
lo2 >15,24 

100 mm 0"6 )3 32 

Oo8 >22,,Ld 
1,0 )14,28 
L,2 > 9., 1 3  

The theoretical mean \.ve 
tation rat·es by 

fish harves ted from that 

rate for the 

Fmax (g) FQ.,l EO .. l 

0 .. 39 0 .. 35 
o .. 71 15.,60 0 .. 47 0 .. 37 0 .. 27 
0.,84 1L99 0 .. 55 0 .. 38 0 .. 28 
Oo98 9.,55 0 .. 63 0.,40 0 .. 29 

0 .. 99 27,03 0 .. 55 0 .. 50 0 .. 33 
1..33 20.,32 0 .. 69 0.,55 Oo36 

1 .. 7 8 15 .. 95 0.,84 0 .. 60 0.,38 
2.,35 1 2.,92 L.03 0., 6L� 0.,41 

2"05 31..39 0., 7 5 0., 7 2 Oo4l 
>2$50 23.,04 0,96 >0 .. 73 Oo45 
)2o50 17 "56 L22 )0o69 0.,49 
>2 .,50 13 .. 62 L49 )0.,66 0 .. 52 

)2 o5 0 30"23 L09 )0., 77 0 .. 53 
)2.,50 19 .,57 L,38 >O" 7 3 0.,56 
)2,50 13 .. 01 L74 > 0"69 0 .. 59 
)2o50 8,67 2.,08 )0.,66 Oe 61 

of individuals in t he catch was estimated for several 
yield (in we per recruitment by the number of 

cohort over its li fe spano Cur ve s of 
3 0 miLl and 6 0 mm mesh size s are e 9 " 

oitation rate from 1974-1976 was 0.,43 � then 
average catch should hav.e 40.,73 g if a 30 mm mesh was useci, 
and 87 .. 99 g if the net was 60 mn1" The Japanese have traditionally used a 30 nnn mesh 
ins ide a 60 nnn one in their t terf ish f isherieso tl.m,;reve r � t rawls towed by US 

fishermen have ave raged 66 mra i n  tl1e industrial f and 114 mm for the foon 
f � 1975) o Mean vve ts of fish in the US survey catches in 1976 

and autumn average = 4L84 g) are quite clos e  to those cted ,,.Jith the 30 
mm mesho However� mean we ts in the fishery (Table 3� 1976 ave rage 92o82 g) more 

closely approximate thos e derived \rJi th the r net.. The di screpancy may 
r eflect cul of small butterfish ( <15 em� fork length) taken vJith the small mesh 
nets., The relative pr of estimates from per :recruit analyses to data 
from the fishery and s urveys tends to validate the above ass umptions of 
parameters" 
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The total harvest of butterf ish is a function of the number of 
the pop ula f mortali , and the age at entry to the 

If the 30 mm mesll. is used (il,c = 54 mm , fork h) a considerable portion 
stock will be harvested prior to initial spawn since effort is 

concentrated in the late autumn and wi nter 1nonths, and butterf ish are only ially 
recruited to the spawning population at age 1.. Hov1ever, i f  age at selection is 
delayed, harvest rates resulting in maximum yield increase to the point that very 
little of the adult stock survives the fishery, even though increases in 
fishing rate result in only marginal gains in yield (Fig ure 7) .. 

The total catch from a given number of recruits can be calculated u the 
per recruit modeL. The mean number of fish the pop ulation from 1968-

1975 was 1138 .. 5 x 106 (Table 7)., Assuming ages at selection for the 30 mm and 60 mm 

mes hes are 0 w 27 5 and 0., 7 67, then the ave rage numbers of recruits alive at tc are� 

1138 .. s x 1 o6 e -(0.,8)(0 .. 275) 
and 

913., 7 x 1 o6 

Yields associated with Eool (FQQI(30 mm) = Oa47; FO.l (60 mm) = O a69) are then: 

30 mm mesh ( tc 

60 m1n mesh ( tc Oo767 yrs) 18,945 tons 

Thus� yi eld at Fo.,l from the average recruitment for 1968�1975 
tons to 18�945 tons, depending on mesh size used., Average reported 
the period vJere 11,685 tons per year, with an ad ted mean catci1 of 16�123 tons" 
Since both mesh sizes vJere used at the time, the fact that the total ad catch 
was between the eld calculations inuicates the population was utilized near EOol" 

Derivation of Naximm11 Su stainaole Yielctl 

lYle tho ds The t otal eld from the average juvenile production (1138"5 million f 
over lifespan :for combinations of F a nd wa s calculated Paulil\:. and 
Galesv (l96L�) yield per recruit metho (Hurawski an d Waring (19 The loci 
of eld values for variou s mesh sizes and� t hus� ages at based on the 
selection factor of 1�8) were determi ned at values of Fo"l since transverse 
sections are flat in appearance� and result in very little n1ar6inal yield 
at large F values (near Fmax)" Although arbi of Fo.,l are to 
those result in the maximura eld per when stock-recruitment 
relationships are considerede For many butter£ recru itment 
to the fishery occurs prior to first spawn ing" The reduction in f mortality 
rate from F max to FO"l results in minor decreases in recru it� but 
preserves a larger port ion of the spawning stock., A pos stock�recrui tment 
relations has not been conclusively demonstrated f or but terf ish� bu t it is clear 
that rnore pr ogeny will be generated by fishing at Fo"l than at Values of FQ 1 
were calculated by determining the points at which ma increases in yield per 
recruit (0.,01 intervals of F) were 10% of tne yield per recruit at F = O.,QL, Other 
parameters used in the yi eld per recru it analysis are listed in e lOo Haximum 
yield at Fo .. l was thu s derived by iterating with respect to mesh size (in 1 mm 
increments) Q Total production was calculated multiplying the yield per recruit 
values by the number of fish at the age of recru itment ( tr = 0., 25 years)... The 
resultant yield calculations are presented in Table 9 .. 

1 Taken from Hur av1ski (1978; .. 
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Results The maxim um catch at Fool, constant recruitme nt, was cal culated to be 
21,635 metric tons, at a mesh size of 82 mm and an Fo .. 1 = L.OL Substantial 
decreases in total sustainab le yi however, should occur when mesh sizes smaller 
than 82 mm are used� Yiel d p er recruit at FOol is also reduced if the nets used are 
large r than 82 m m. Offshore bottom t rawls at pr esent must be at least 60 mm and 
pelagic traw ls may be 45 mm for foreign vessels in the FCZo Hesb sizes used by 
domestic vessels are gener all y signif icantl y  l arger., 

Estimates of relative ju ve nil e abun dance from autumn offshore bottom trawl sur vey s 
and total 0+ stock size estimates from virtual population anal yses for 1968-1976 
suggest substantial variations in annual recruitment (Table 10), The total 
estimated 0+ population size from the VPA ranged from 368.,1 mil lion to 1976 .. 8 
mil lion fish (95% C0L, = 453 .. 0 million)., Autumn catch per tow indices (in numbers) 
varied from 29 .. 95 to 231.,58, The catch per tow index for the 1976 year-c lass was 
the third highest for the time series of data� and 48% greater than the 1968-1975 
averagea For purposes, the value of 21,635 tons (mesh = 82 n:nn� Fo .. l = 
0 o 0 1) can be used as an estimate of HSY o It should be noted� howeve r, that if 
smaller mesh nets are used in the butter fish , t otal sustainable elds are 
less (Table 9).. If average recruitment continues to fluctuate about the mean 
(1138 .. 5 million fish), then the term HSY wil l  remain at 21�635 tonso If a 
significant shift in recruitment values occurs over a persistent time span)) h owever, 
HSY values should be adjusted accordingly., 

Be cause butterfish are harvested vJith a wide range of mesh sizes (approxima 45 
mm to 114 mm) �a more �practical� HSY � based on the present mix of gear in the 
f � may be between 15,000 and 19))000 Int., The best conservative estimate of HSY 
under current fishery c onditions is ap pr o xima t e ly 16s000 metric tons" 

Table 9, Butterfish Yield Per Recruit Data and Estimates Of Haximum 
Equilibrium Yield For Various Mesh Sizes (Selection Factor = loB, M = 

(Selection Factor = la8� M = Oa8) 

t'lesh At Yield For Average 
Size 1 Selection Recrui tine nt 
(mm) 4� 

30 15o 60 0 4 7 0"275 14c 540 
60 20o 32 Oo69 Oo 767 18,945 
76 22o 7 5 0 .. 90 1,154 21 � 206 
77 22o 8Q Oo9l Ll86 21,252 
78 22o93 0 .. 93 L203 21,374 
79 22o96 0 .. 94 1.,236 21 � 402 
80 23.,04 0"96 1..271 21�476 
81 23ol5 0.,99 lo306 21 � 5 79 
82 230 21 L,01 L338 21,635 
83 23.,21 L,02 L,362 21 � 6 35 
84 23.,17 L03 1..395 21' 5 97 
85 23.,13 LOS 1.,440 21�560 
86 23o08 L07 1..482 21,513 
100 19 .,57 L38 2o 182 18,242 

Assuming that FO.,l is the Iaaximurn F that will not adve rs 
recruitment, then this is the maximum ave rage yi from 
the fishery, \.Jhich is equivalent to the cur rent interpretation of 
l>1SY � 

30 



0 .2 .4 .6 .8 

3 

6 

9 

-----18 

--------
24 

c 24 

• 

--------�-: ____ 21 

1.0 1.2 

-------18 

1.4 1.6 2.0 

FISHING MORTALITY (F) 

Butterfish Yield Per Recruit Isopleth (Grams)� Assuming� 

t == -0.0699 yr� 
0 

= 0.25 yr, B = 3.4920, And t
A 

= 6.0 yr. 

Dot indicates maximum yield at F
O.l 

(t
c 

= 1.338 yr� F
O.l = 1.01). 

Figure 10 

31 



Table 10,. Estimates Of Relative Juvenile ( Age 0+) Butterfish Abundance 

From NMFS Autumn Offshore Bottom Trawl Surveys, And Total 0+ Stock 
Size For Year-Classes 1968 - 1977 

Year-Cla ss 

1968 

1969 

1970 

19"71 

1972 

1973 

1974 

197 5 

1976 

19"77 

* Source� Hurawski and 

Probable tion 

Autumn Catch 
Per Tow Index 

46 .. 19 

44 .. 61 

30 .. 06 

23L58 

79.,59 

135 .. 02 

92 o0 2 

29,95 

127 "50 
40o 11 

(1978b)" 

Estimate Of 0+ * 

Population Size 
From VPA (xl06) 

1684,2 

823o3 
847.,5 

121 5�3 

1976 .. 8 

1168 .. 8 

1024 .. 0 

368"1 

J:.�J..S discussed n Sect ions V-2 and V-3 � it is sible to predict erm 
abun dance of� or recruitment to� the bu tterfish stock" The optimum proposed 
in this hovvevers is conservative from a biological standpo int� and harvest at 
that level in 1979 should not by itself threaten future recruitment or abundanceo 
Unless butterfish abundance is significantly affected by other factors� such as 
environmental fluctuations or other natural phenomena:v the population should remain 
at a level in 1980o 

V-Sa Ecological Relation ships 

As is typical of a small, schooling 9 pelagic fin£ ish� bu tterf ish are sub ct to 
tion by a nuraber of larger � e c finfish., Table 11 lists 

several species which are known to consume butterfish specificallyo The relative 
rtance of butter£ ·however� t o  the diet of any other is un known., 

Com mon Name 

Haddock 

Sil ver hake 
Swordfish 
Bluefish 
\-Jeakfish 
Goosefish 
Sand tiger 
Porbeagle 
Red hake 

( s 

Table 11., Butterfish Predators 

Scientific Name 

fllelanograrrrmus aeglefinus 

l1erluc cius bilinearis 

Cyn oscion regalis 
Lophiu s arnericanu s 
Od ontaspis tauru s 
Lamn a nasus ----
Urophycis chuss 

ly cited by Horn (1970) and 
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Horn, 1970 

Horn� 1970 

BigelovJ and Schroeder, 1953 

low and Schroeder, 1953 

Bigelow and Schroeder, 1953 

and Schroeder, 1953 

Bige low and Schroeder� 1953 
Bigelow and Schroeder)) 1953 

low and Schroeder, 1953 

low and Schroeder (1953)) 



Young butterfish feed prima on jellyfish (Horn, 1970), and ctenophores and s 
1967)., The diet of adult butterfish includes other small fish, squid, 

cru stacea, polychaetes, t un icates and chaetnogn aths (Bigelow and Schroeder, 1953; 
Leim and Scott, 1966; Nichols and Breder, 1927; Maurer and BmNillan, 1975) .. 

Table 12 
captured 
rock and 

lists the finfish species with 11vhich butterfish are mos t 
by otter trawl s urveys� Butterfish are known to prefer sandy sediraents to 
mud bottoms, which may the composition of Table 

and Schroeder, 1953)� 12 

Table 12c Ten Fish Species Most Regularly Collected With Butterfish 
In Groundfish Surveys Of f the Northeast Coast of the United States 

Between The Gul f of Haine and Hudson Canyon 

Species Summer Fall 
Spiny d ish X X 
Little skate X X 
Haddock X X 
Sil ver hake X X 
Squirrel hake X X 
Alewife X 
Yellowtail flounder X X 
Hinter fl ounder X 
Fours pot fl ounder v 

..1':1. 

rn v 
L'>.. 

(from Hurawski et aL, � 1978� after Horn� 1970) 

Hinter 
X 

X 
X 

Butter£ ish also are captured with squid by otter trawls� e 
fo fisheries directed at 

Young butter£ ish are known to form associations vifi th coelenterates 0-IuravJski et 
197 ow and Schroeder ( 19 53) desc ribe young bu tterf ish as "often 
the shelter of the large r ishes� as young haddock do�" but state that this 
behavior is neither manifested by adult Dutter£ n or necessary to the survival of 

the 

VI.. DESCRIPTION OF HAbiTAT 

VI-1 ion Of The Habitat 

Climatic, pnys , and differences the ocean region from 
Cape Hatteras to the Gulf of Maine into two distinct areas� the :Hid-Atlantic -
Southern New land on and the New on� with the natural division 
occur r.ing at Nantucket Shoals" 

The tv1iddle Atlantic - Southern New land is unifonn 
is influenced by many large coastal rivers the Bay, st 
estuary in the United States., Additional s ificant estuarine influences are 
Narragansett Bay, Long Island Soun d, the H udson River, Delaware Bay, and the nearly 
continuou s band of estuaries behind barrier beaches along southern Long Island, Ne'liv 
Jersey, Delaware, Haryland, and Virginia., The southern of the on includes 
the estuarine complex of Currituck, Albermarle, and Pamlico Sounds behind the outer 
balli<s of Cape Hatteraso 

At Cape Hatteras, 
meters [656 

the continental shelf 
deep) ex tends seaward 
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(characterized by 'tva ters less than 200 
approximately 32 km (20 miles), widens 



to 113 km (70 miles) off New Jersey and Rhode Island and then broadens to 
193 km (120 off Cod fo s Bank$ The substrate of the shelf in 
this region is predominantly sand interspersed with large pockets of sand-grave l  and 
sand-shell.. Beyond 200 m, the substrate becomes a mixture of silt, silt-sand, and 
clay.. As the continental slope turns into the Abyssal Plain (at depths greater than 
2,000 m [6,560 feet]), c lay predomi nates over silt and becomes the major substrate� 

v�ater ratures range from less than 30C in the New York Bight in February to 
ap proximately 270C of f C ape Hatteras in August.. The annu al range of surf ace 
temperature at any location rnay be 15°C in slope waters to greater than 20°C n ear 
shoreo During the coldest season the ve rtical thermal gr adient is minimized., In 
late il - Nayj a thermocline develops although storm s urges over Nantucket 
Sho als retard thermo cline development there.. The thermoc line persists through the 
sum mer., Surface waters begin to cool in ear ly autumn, we ake ning the thermocline so 
t hat by mid-November surf ace to bot tom vJa ter rature is homogeneou s., 
Overtur ns occur in the spring and fal l, r esulting in recyc ling of nu trientso 

The salinity cyc le results from stream flow and the intrusion of slope ·�vater from 
offshore., The sali maximum of 1Jvinter is reduc ed to a minimum in summer by 
large volumes of spring river runoff.., Inward drifts of offshore saline vmter in 
autumn eventually coun terba lance the fresh water outflow and return the region's 
salinity distribution to the wi nter maximum., \rJater salinities near shore average 
32°/oo� increase to 34-35°/oo the shelf and exceed 36 .. 5 °/oo along the 
main lines of the Gulf Stream., 

On the continental shelf)> surface circu lation is southwes dur all 
seasons� alt tnis may be interrupted by coastal inU.rafting and some reversal of 
fl ovv- at the northern and sou then1 extremities of the area� of the drift are 
on the order of five kn ots pe r day., There may be a shoreward component to this 
drift the warm h alf of the year anci an offshore component during the cold 
h alf., This drift� fm1damental the result of distribution)) 
may be ·made final by the wind., A persistent bottom of tenths of 
knots per extends from mid-shelf toward the coast into the 
estuarieso Offshore)) the Gu lf Stream flows 

The NevJ land region frOHt Nantucket Shoals to the Gulf of Haine includes two of 

the ·worlds most productive grounds 6 s Bank and Browns Banko The Gulf 
of Haine, which is a deep cold wat e r sealed off from t he open 
Atlantic by these two Banks.. The outer Georges and Browns Banks fall o ff 

sharply into the continental shelf" major features include rd and 
Nantucket Sounds, Cod , and Cashes Ledge and Stellwagen Basin within the 
Gu lf of Haine., 

\�ater ratur es range from 2oc to 17°C at the surface and over tne banks� and 4°C 
to 9°C at 200 meters in the inner Gulf of r'laine, Hean salinity values vary from 
about 32 to 340/oo on th and location'" However, lower salinity va lues 
generally occur close to shore" In addition� both water temperatures and salinities 
within the on5> but es ly the southern boundary of Georges Bank and 
the basins of the inner Gulf of Haine, are influenced by intru sion of 
water o 

Surface circulation within the Gulf of Haine is generally coun terc lockwise., Cold 
Nova Scot ian waters enter the Eastern Channel and move across Brmms Bank 
while slope waters enter through the Northeast (Fundi an) channel., Gulf of Haine 
waters 1 out ove r Georges Bank and the Great South Channel onto 
Nantucket Sho als., The anticyc lonic eddy s Bank that s in the 
spr breaks down into a wes and d rift autumn"' 
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Gulf Stream meanders and warm core eddies, two oceanographic phenomena vvhich 
normal remain in deep of fshore wa can profoun d ly ef fect environmental 
conditions on the fishing grounds off the northeast United States when either one 
moves c lose along the continental slope.. The warm core eddies seen off the New 
England coast mostly form in the slope water region southeast of George s Bank by 
detaching froril Ineanders of the Gulf Stream.. Rotation is in a c lockvvise direction at 
s va from 0,.6 to 1.,8 knot s., 

Environmental 
from raeande rs 
fo l lows� 

ef feet s and their pos sible influence on f ishery resources result 
and ed dies have been identified by Chamberlin (1977) and are as 

L �Jarming of the u pper continental slope and outer shelf by direct contact 
of a meander or eddy., This may influence the timing of seasonal of 
fish as we l l  as the and location of spawn 

2.. Inject ion of wa na saline water into the colder le ss saline waters of the 
shelf turbulent at the inshore boundary of a meander or eddy.. This 
may have influences on the f resource similar to that of direct wa � 
and also cau se mortality of fish eggs and larvae on the shelf \tJhen the colder 
water in which they live is wa rmed beyond their tolerance by the mixing-in of 
vmrm sl ope �va tero 

3" Entrainment of shelf water of f the shelf� an effect frequently seen in 
satel lite imagery., l:·iortali ty of George s Bank fish larvae is known to occur, 
pr because of temperature elevation when shelf ��mter in wl1.ich 
occur is carried into the slope livatero (Colton� 1959)o The most profound 
ef fect s of the entrainrne nt on the fishing grounds may be in 
circulation and in vva ter EJ.a.SS pr result front the r eplacement of the 

waters lost from the shelfo 

4o Upwe lling the continental slope� which raay result in nu trient 
enrichment near the surf ace and increased primary cal productivity o 

The annual cyc le of the commun ( ) o£ the region is 
of the zone"' During the vJinter3 phytoplankton (plant plankton) 

and zooplankton (animal plankton) pop ula tions are lovJ., Nutrients are available� but 
production is supressed by low leve ls of solar radiation and low As 
s pr approaches and the level of so lar radiation increases� an enormous diatom 
bloom occurs., As tile bloom progresses� c oncentrations of 
decrease� As \lila ter temperatures increase dur late s pr summer� 
phytoplankton and zooplankton become abundant becau se of the more rapid 
deve lopment of early life stages, the spawning of fish and benthos� and the abundant 
food 

Dur s ummer, zooplankton reaches maximum abundance while phytoplankton dec lines to 
a level near the winter 111inim um., l lates and other forms better 
suited than uiatoms to wa rmj) nu or waters become more abundant dur 
sum.mer., Bacteria in the sediment active ly regenerate nutrients? but becau se of 
vertical temperatur e  and s alinity gradients� the water column is stable and 
nutrients are not returned to the eu photic zone (where so lar radi ation and nu trients 
are "fixed" into organic matter)., On Georges Bank� nu trients regenerated by 

bacteria are imrne.di available to phytoplankton becau se of mixing., 
Thus, diatoms daminate throughout the year on George s Bank (Cohn, 1975)" 

Dur autumn� as water ratures decrease, the. water column become s unstable due 
to and nutrients are recyc led to the eu photic zone.. This stimulates another 
phytoplankton bloom which is limited by decreasing levels of so lar radiation, 
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Phytoplankton and zooplankton levels then decline to their wi nter mi nima while 
nutrient levels increase to their wi nter n.taxima., 

Anomalou s condi tions within the generalized annual cyc les are probably common., The 
stabili ty of the water column which affects nu trient availability may be disrupted 
by severe storms., Anomalies in temperature may disturb the timing between the 
annual cyc les of interacting s pecies.., 

VI-2o Habitat Areas Of Particular Concern 

1976 Anoxi a In The Hiddle Atlantic Bight 

During the summer and early autumn of 1976, 
severely depleted and widespread mortalities 
section of the New York Bight shown in Fig ure 
anoxic.) on of Oz levels less than 2 
ap proximately 4 miles ( 6" 5 km) of f New Jersey 
(160 km) and 40 miles (64 km) wide dur 
depletion (Sharp, 1976) 0 Normal Oz l evels in 

oxygen concentrations at bottom vvere 
of benthic occurred in the 

11., This near-anoxic (and in 
per million (ppm) wa s located 

ana cove red an area abou t 100 miles 

this 
the most critical of the 

on are greater than 4 ppm" 

Investigations to date indicate tnat this state was probably induced. a 
combi nation of Itle teorological and circulatory concii tions in conjunct ion with a 

bloom (predomi of Ceratium t Lack of nonnal seasonal 
t urbulence occasioned by relatively few storms Belle notwi thstandin6), 
unu sual wi nd p atterns, and above-ave rage surf ace water ratures probably all 
contributed to depletion of the oxygen content of �va ters l)eneath the 
thermo cline in this on ( 1976), It is not knovm to vJhat degree the 

rou tine of wastes (sewage slud6e and spoils) contribu·ced to the 
tion., Ho wever� it is reasonable to assume that any ef feet I!Jould have been 

detrimental (Atki nson� 19 76)., 

The species affected by tb.e anoxi a of m ost commercial importance v;rere surf clam� red 

hake� lobster.\) and crabs., Finfish were observed to be driven to inshore areas to 
escape the anmcia, or were tr apj)ed in water wi th concomitant high levels of hydrogen 
sulfide (Steimle, 1976) Q Freeman and Turner (1977) po inted ou t that "o o oit is 
di:ffieult to rneasure ·with any pr ecision the extent of damage to highly mobile 

6au..L.o.uJ.o� es ly the fishes., Sub lethal effect s can also occuro Among the 
observed effect s of the anoxi c water on fishes were behavioral 
vertical distribution and r ou tes which in turn rnay affect 
spawning habits.," 

Reduction in oxygen levels in New York Bight below normal levels has been observed. 
several times in recent history (Atkinson� 1976) although not to levels as low as 
t"hose observed in summer, 1976" The relative contribution of any of the above 
rnentioned f actors to the anoxi a cannot yet and may never fully be assessed., 
However, it is rtant to note that each of these condi tions� by itself� was not a 
unique, ou sly unobserved p henomenon., It is as yet too early to the 
long-term effects of the anoxi c condition on any of the affected resources or their 
habitats" 

The Envi ronmental Pr otect ion Agency has requested that no f be tted 
between 3802Q'OO''N to 38025'00"N and 7L�01Qv00"\-J to 74020'00"W becau se the area is a 
sewage di sposal area and between 38040wOO"N to 390QQ'OO"N and 72000'00"�v and 
72o3ovoo"vJ becau se it is a toxic ir1du strial waste site (\tJ., E., Stickney, personal 
com munication)., 
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VI-3. Habitat Protection Programs 

No special habitat protection programs exist in che habitat of the species that is 

the subject of this plan. Sampling for pollution is carri ed out by bot:.h the N1·1FS 

and the Environmental Protection Agency . Habitat: protection pro�rams are 
administered by a variety of Federal agencies including the Bureau of Land 
Hanagement of the Interio r Department, the Coast Guard, and the Envi ronmental 
Protection Agency. States in the region with approved Coastal Zone Management 
Programs are Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 

Figure 11 

Oxygen Concentrations (Parts Per Million) In 
"Fish Kill" Area Of The Middle Atlantic Bight, 

Summer, 1976 (From Sharp, 1976) 
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VI I.. FISHERY HANAGEHENT JURISD 

VI I-1.. Hanagement Institutions 

LA�JS, A.l\fD POLICIES 

The US Department of Commerce, act ing through the Hid-Atlantic, New England, and 
South Atlantic Fishery :!Vlanagement Councils, purs uant to the FCl,'LA.:. h as authority to 
manage the stock throughout its range., 

VI 

Foreign fishing for butter£ ish is regulated by the FCHA p urs uant to whic h  Gove 
International Fishery Agreement s ( GIFAs ) are negotiated with foreign nations for 
fishing within the FCZo 

VII-3, i-md Policies 

The only known Federal law that regulates the management of the butterf ish 
is the FCHAo Cur the is pur suant to a Preliminary Hanagement 
P lan prepared by the Department of Commerce., That PHP wil l be by this 
Fishery Plan following i cs approval by the Council and the of 
Commercee allocations of bu tterfish under the Prv!P for 1978 and 1979 in 
111etric tons were: 

1973 1979 

ria 0 0 12 

FRG 10 .5 0 100 

France 0 0 10 
501 354 17 4 

GDR 0 0 10 

Japan 6'72 651 358 
Hexico 1�263 93 128 

Poland 67 0 37 
Romania 150 56 10 

in 1�053 156 606 
USSR 100 14 497 

Reserved 89 2�058 
Total 4�000 

* as of Harch, 19 79 

No Indian r s are known to exist speci fic to this fisheryo 

cies 

No State law s� r ions, or policies ic to this f are knovvn to exist" 

VII-5., Local And Other Applicable Laws, Regulations And Policies 

No local or otl1er laws, regulations, or policies specific to this f 
to exist., 
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VIII.. DESCRIPTION OF FISHING ACTIVITIES 

VI tat ion 

Butterfish probably have contributed sign i ficantly to US comme rcial fisheries on ly 
since the early 20t h  century (HcHugh, 1977)<1> The commercial fishery for this 
speci es traditionally has been concentrated i n the New York Hight - S outhern New 

land area; i n  1978, ove r 95% of the total reportea US catch was landed in New 

Jersey) New York, and Rhode Island., Trends in US commercial butterfish lan dings in 
this on have tended to follow patterns of lan dings of food finfis h by otter 
trawls, since most of the Jomestic butterfish catch is taken by this gea r.. Th us, 
com mercial la ndings of this species from the New York area peaked in the late 
1930s - early 1940s, when of food finfish in this region were at their 
maximum during recent histor y.. The average US r eported catch of butter fish from 
1964- 1977 wa s 4o2 million pounds (1,914 metric tons)(Table 13).. A significant but 
unknown amount is taken by ind u st r ial fisheries, e in southern states (see 

Section VIII-2 and IX-1)0 Abou t 60% on average of the yearly domestic catch has 
come from what is novJ the FCZ 14)" The deve of the butterfish export 
industry in 1978 has res ulted in a sharp increa se in domestic la ndings� an increased 
irnportance of the :fishery in Rhode Island,. and a r pr oportion of the domestic 
catch being taken in the FCZ (Tables 13 and 14)� The development of the export 
fishery is discussed in Sections VIII-2 ( "Rhode Island Comme rcial Fishery") a n d  IX� 

3 .. 

Fo of butterfish v.1ere first report ed in 1963, and the fo fishery 
for this species, \:Jhich is dominated by the Jap anese9 soon outgrew the US commercial 
f s 1 and 16)" Huch of the catch of butterfish is taken ii1 
conjunction with the squid fishery (pr or inned 
squid) o Precise data on the ma gnitude of the are unavailable� since 

of butterfish were but di scar ded foreign 
ves sels conduct directed fisheries for other ( see Section V-2)o Host of 
the fo butter£ ish catch has also come from the NevJ York Bight - Southern New 

land area� although significant quantities have been taken on s Bank and in 

the southern reaches of the Hiddl e Atlantic Bigh te Assuming that mast of the 

but terf ish catch is taken when these fleets con1.mct. directed fisheries for 
s � most of the fo butterf ish catch occurs in late fall and early vJinter in 

the 11iddle Atlantic � 'lllh en butterfish have returned to offshore waters at 
the of the continental shelfo 

Alt butterfish are known to bi te on baited hooks, at 
recreational fishery for this of reportable , and the 
sport catch on the stocks is probably negligible (see Section V-2;. 
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Reported Commercial Landings Of Butterfish By State, 1964-1978 

(Thousands Of Pounds And Thousands Of Dollars) 

ME N H l"1.t\SS R I CONN 1-J y N J DEL MD VA N C s c TOTAL - -

1964 6 - 69 2671 123 1067 1187 4 33 1211 130 - 6501 

1 - 11 242 12 126 133 * 3 95 9 - 632 

1965 1 - 220 1181 66 766 1181 7 164 2905 367 - 6858 
* - 24 171 10 70 95 1 14 230 29 - 644 

1966 - - 42 1115 28 593 1475 4 131 2037 503 - 5928 

5 157 4 65 115 1 9 152 33 - 541 

1967 - - 23 1327 11 1120 1312 - 45 110 384 12 4344 

3 188 2 123 122 - 4 89 16 1 548 

1968 1 - 44 958 74 974 727 - 18 698 107 - 3601 
* - 5 146 11 150 86 - 2 70 8 - 478 

1969 * - 66 1141 68 763 1663 - 31 1112 130 - 4974 
* - 10 191 11 110 166 - 3 85 8 - 584 

1970 - = 53 641 25 521 962 - 11 1603 133 - 3949 

10 152 6 142 120 - 1 202 11 - 644 
+='-
0 1971 - - 70 1098 11 353 1244 - 19 659 58 - 3512 

6 205 2 95 193 - 3 100 5 - 609 
1972 1 1 120 267 3 411 492 - 5 252 88 - 1640 

* * 23 84 1 139 93 - 1 56 7 - 404 
1973 3 - 134 1304 8 668 1030 -�� 7 199 40 - 3393 

* - 34 354 2 232 158 * 1 45 4 - 830 

1974 - - 163 1770 11 797 979 1� 12 186 76 - 3994 

38 453 2 300 135 * 3 39 9 - 979 
1975 - - 21 1899 8 1239 856 ic 22 143 127 - 4315 

5 507 2 ·:, c; 7 
._1/-.,, 157 '/( 5 30 10 - 1043 

1976 9 - 289 1273 21 959 336 - 21 125 54 - 3087 
5 - 81 382 4 274 83 - 6 30 6 - 871 

1977 1 - 56 1529 28 650 436 1 26 132 48 - 2907 
* - 19 425 � 215 105 ,� 7 30 8 - 816 I 

/!1978 * 2 78 6297 48 926 482 - 22 118 111 - 8084 
* 1 21 2340 7 354 123 - 5 28 26 - 2905 

.Aver-

age 1 '1:: 97 1631 36 787 957 1 38 766 157 1 4472 

* = less than 500 pounds or $500 if = preliminary 

- = zero 
Table 13 



Tab le 14.. US ComnErcial of Butterfish 
by Distance Caught Offshore 

( quantity in thousands of pounds� value in thousands of dol lars) 

0 - 3 Hil es 0 200 Hiles 
% of % of 

Average Total 
Year Value Value $ /lb., \ileight 

1974 1,8 71 488 0*26 47 2 � 124 491 0 .. 23 53 
1975 1,613 396 0 .. 25 37 2,6 95 643 0 .. 24 63 
1976 1,544 425 0,.28 50 1 �530 442 0 .. 29 50 
19 77 983 322 0"33 32 2,060 542 0 .. 26 68 
1978 801 256 0,32 10 7 �280 2,650 0 .. 36 90 

VIII-2 Domestic rcial .And Recreational F Activities 

Fol l owing is a discussion of the domestic butterfish fishery in those states in 

which significant quantities of this are landedo Detailed inforrna tion on 
the contribution of butterfish by weight and value to US commercial fisheries is 
given by c ounty and by e,ear in Section IX�l" 

There exists at pr esent no sport f for butterfish of significant magnitude, 

New York Comn�rcial F 

From 1964 � 1978� Ne\.v York con1rnercial of butterfish averaged 787,000 pounds 
(357 metric tons) " Peak landings of butter£ ish in NevJ York occurred in 1939 (2 � 380 
metric � the year that total State of food finfish and shellfish v.Jere 
greatest e 13)Q The decline of butterfish landi ngs since that date refl ects 
the decline of the otter tra1:-:rl fishery in New York" In 19 78, bu tterf ish was the 
ninth most important finf by we landed� in NevJ York, and the total ex-vessel 
value of that s ca tcb. accounted for about four percent of the total 
and ex·�vessel value of al l food finfish and squid� but only about one percent of the 
total dockside value from all species in New Yorko In 1978� the New York butterfish 
catch represented ap prm;:imatel y 11% and 12% of the total national catch of this 
speci es� in tenns of pounds and ex-vessel val ue� respect ively 

Almost all the Dutterfish landed in NevJ York is sold for but smne is used for 
baiL In 1977, nets accounted for approxima 23% of the total State catch� 
and otter traw ls for the remainder, In r�ec.ent years, 90% or more of the catch has 
been landed in Suffo lk County� In 1977 in that county� butter£ ish contributed five 
p ercent of otter trmvl landings and ex-vessel value � and six per cent and per 
cent of and revenue s frora pound nets� respectivelyo 

l:'lost butterfish landings in New York occur in late spring and early summer� 
sign ificant are landed year-roun d., The poun d  net f takes its 

t quantities during the warm months, when butterfish mo ve inshore and northa 
A secondary peak in landings usual ly occurs in mid -autumn., This cyc le is similar 
to) and may result from� the seasonal pattern of total finfish landings in this 
State" .An increase in late fal l  - early winter of this species, while it 

woul d require increased ef fort by of fshore tra-vJl ers, c ould significantly acid to 
overal l ex-vessel f income dur these months, when New York revenues 
are usual ly at a yearly minimum., 
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The average ex-vessel price per pound in 1978 for butterfish in New York was about 
$0 .. 38, but monthl y  average price varied from $0 .. 25 per pound (in summer) to 
$0 .. 52 per poun d (in autumn).. These prices, however, reflect only the average paid 
for al l butterfish., Poun d net-caught butterfish frequently brin g higher prices than 
t hose taken by trawls, as the fish are usual ly in better condition and reach the 
markets sooner after captureu For different sizes and qualities, also, butterfish 
prices may vary "J umbo" butterfish, available only in the 
autumn� brought $1 .,20 per pound at Fulton Fish Harket in No vember, 1978" These are 
t he butter£ ish. which are utilized by smokehouses in New York City and which are 
usual ly by most who lesale buyers., Dur autunm, demand for these fish 
fr exceeds sup ply"' Small but terf ish� however, of ten are almost valueless or 
are utilized nainly as baitG 

New Jers Comm.e rcial 

Commercial landings of butterfish in New Jersey in 1978 were 482,000 pounds, �:.vorth 
$123�000� for six of total US commercial landings of this 
species� but representing about half of the avera ge State catch of butterfish since 
1964 (Table 13).. The 1978 butterfish catch contributed approximately 0.,6% of the 
we and 0 ... 3% of the ex- ve ssel value of total NevJ Jersey food finfish and 
s hellfish landings in that yeare 

Host of the State butterfish catch is landed in Hay and Ocean C ounties� •..vhere 
1978 butterfish catch accounted for about 103% and L,2%, and loO% and 0 .. 9% 

and ex-vessel value of fin£ ish and s in t hose counties� 
ively o 

Over 90% of the 1977 New Jersey butterfish catch was 
tak.en pouncl nets" The ave rage price for 

in New Jersey was about $0o2L� per pound� vJhile the average 
pound nets and other gear was about $0 .. 28 per pound. 
di screpancy is pr the same as that di sc ussed for the 
Yorko 

the re1nainder was 
butte rf ish in 1 9 7 7 

pr ice for those taken by 
The reason for this 

net in New 

Butterfish accounted for less than two percent of total New Jersey food finfish and 
s and ex-vessel value in 1978., The New Jersey food finfish :fishery is 
s upported rna by flounders (espe surmaer flounder) which provided about 30% 
of the ex-vessel reve nues of this f sector that yearo It is probable that 
much of the New Jersey butterfish catch is taken as a by -c atch to the flounder 
f , since of flounders and. but terf ish tend to in the same 
seasons"' In 15eneral �  the New Jersey food finfish fishery relies heavily on those 
spe cies wl1.ich are also subject to intense recreational f pressure� e<)g" � 
s ummer flounder� b luefish) 1aeak fish, b lack sea bass, and scu p,. In 1978, t he ex­

vessel pr ice per pound for butterfish did not rank it among t he top ten species 
ordered oy the same criterion., Th us; while butterfish may occasional ly contribute 
s if in some months to a few ports or to a fie i: gear, the value 
of this species to New Jersey fishermen is almost entirely as added income from an 
incidental f 
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Rhode 

Hore butterf ish has been reported landed in Rhode Island than in any other State 
since 1973, Rhode Island landings averaged 30% of the repo rted national catch of 
this species from 1964 1977, and in 1977 provid ed abou t half of the US commercial 
catch (Table 1 3) .. This dominance -�vas increased in 1978, when Rhode Island landings� 
in response to the deve that year of markets for this , 
reached almost 6.,3 million pounds (2,856 mt) and accounted for 78% of reported US 
butterfish This 1978 catch was over five times greater than average State 
butterfish landings in the previ ous decade and the st Rhode Island 
landings of this s pecies on record (Fig ure 14)., 

The food finfish (includi ng squid) fishery of Rhode Island traditionally has 
concentrated on a few species, floun ders (41% and 29% by weigh t of this 
catego ry in 1977 and 1978� res pective ly) and other groundfish s uch as haddock� 
and sil ver hake (24% and 26% in 1977 and 1978)o Rhode Island butterfish landings 
from 1968 - 1977 ave 3% ltJe t of annual Stae food finfish 
but in 1978 this contribution increased to 13%.. In 1978� landint,s of l arge 

butterfish (the preferred size for the domestic and fo mark.ets) ranked fourth 
by weight and fourth by ex-vessel price per pound (after summer and yellovJtail 
flounders and squid) among t hose species which contributed significantly (1% or 

by \iJeight) to State of food finfisho 

Host of the butterfish catch in Rhode Island. is taken by otter trawls, the remainder 
by traps (about 10% in 19 77)., or more of the catch is taken 

in the FCZ� almost entirely by trawlso Almos t all of the butterfish taken by 
traps is in Rhode Island Sound, wi t hin State waterso The increased 

t effort for butterfish in 1978 was almost within the 

FCZ, 

Butterfish in Rhode Island are reported various market sizes (see Table 
24) o Large butterfish and t hose taken fl traps ar'� reported 
as "unclassified") are the mos t high ly valued 011 the market� the latter because the 
fish are in pr:llne condition In 1977� the averae,e prices per pound to 
fishermen :Eor large, medium� small)) and unclassified butterfish were $0 .. 34� $0.,19� 
$0oll, and $0"40� respectively" In 1978, despite the dramatic increase in $ 

the ave rage ex-vessel prices for these were $0"39� $0 .. 21� $0"18� and 
$0"41 � respectively (Table 24).. The effect of the of the ex port ma rket 
is most obviou s in of butterfish� wh ich not only accounted for almost 
all of the i ncrease in overal l � but als o reflected a significant increase 
in ex-vessel price over 1977., 

Rhode Island landings of large bu tterfish from autumn through 
early winter 1 2) Bu tterf ish catches by floating, t ra}_)s usually are 
in early summer, coinciding with the months of greatest bu tterfish landings by pound 
nets in Ne w York and New Jersey.. Landings of food finfish in Rhode Island usual 
are at a maximum in late spr.ing., The value of bu tterfish to the Rhode Island food 
finfish industry is� therefore, far seasonally than on a basiso In 
1977, butterfish accounted for abou t seven percent of ex-vessel revenue from food 
f infish for the last qua rter of the year., From October - December, 1978, ex-vessel 
revenue from but terf ish represented about 34% of total Sate ex-vessel revenues from 
food finfish (43% in October, 1978) (Fig ure 15)., 

At least 90% of the butterfish landed at Pt., J udith, the center of the Rhode Island 
butterfish industry, is exported, ma to Japan.. rted butterfish from. 
this port result ed in ap proximately $2 million to these fishermen in 1978o Another 
res ult of the development of the export market in 1978 vms that the w holesale price 

45 



of frozen butterfish exceeded that for fresh butterfish for the first time in 
(Pt .. Judith Fishermen's Cooperative, personal communication)., 

Based on the rapid development of this fishery in Rhode Island, total US landin6s of 
butterfish in 1978 exceeded 3,600 metric tons.. If a similar rate of growth for this 
fishery is maintained, as is predicted by the industry, then total US landings of 
butter£ ish in 1979 should reach 7 �000 metric tons. It is impossible at present to 

ct the level of butterfish exports in 1979 because (1) butterfish exports are 
not determined contracts set ma ny months in advance of actual production but are 

iated on a short-term (immediate shipment) basis, and (2) the of the 
trawl fishery for butterfish occurs in the autumn .. It is clear that the lilain 
determinant of how rapidly the Rhode Island but terf ish fishery develop s will be the 
strength of to rnarkets., Butterfish and squid, the harvests of which can 
readily be coordinated, offer the best vrospe cts for exp ansion and diversification 
of effort in this s·tate, i n  terms Of ex-vessel price, pr tt::I..UJ.J.V-l.Vf'') 
a nd abundance and ava ilability (both on traditional fishing grounds and with 
c onventional f The es which at present support the Rhode Island 
commercial food finfish fishery (groundfish and flounders) are in many cases 
overfished" under quota � a nd/or have a lower ex-vessel price" 

The development of this fishery in Rhode Island directly and indi benefits the 
f and related industries in other stateso A significant fraction of the Rhode 
Isla nd catch is processed and shipped to the overseas ma rket processors in 
ot her states" rt of most of the Rhode Island catch permits a stable market for 
but terf ish in ports in other states which do not have the process and 
facilities to enter the export ma rke to 
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Vi 

From 1964 - 1978, reported commercial of butterfish in Vi ave 
766,000 pounds (347 m e tric tons), or abou-c 17% of the total US reported butterfish 
catch on average during that period (Table 13).. The 1978 reported Vi catch� 
approxima 118,000 pounds, worth $28,000, represented abou t 1.,5% and 1 .. 0% of the 
national catch, by we ight and ex-vessel value, respe ctive 

A s igni ficant fraction (in 1978, abou t 30%) of the State butterfish carne 
from the 
waters ( L. e " , the 
1977 was take n by 
total catch, and 

Bay.. In 1978, abou t  70% of the catch came from of fshore ocean 
FCZ).. Over half the butterfish reported landed in Virginia in 

pound nets" Otter trawls accounted for about one-third of the 
1 nets for mos t of the remainder@ 

The average ex-vessel price per pound for butterfish varies relatively little by 
season or me thod of capture in Vi , in contrast to other states.. The 
average ex -vessel price per pound for

· 
butterfish in 1978 in Vi was about 

$0 .. 24, this 8th among other food finfish (vJith significant 
landings)" Butterfish� however� are no longer an important component of the State's 
food finfish landings., In 1978� this species accoun ted for only 0"3% and 0.,3% of 
the Virginia fo od finfish and s by we and ex-ve ssel va lue� 
respe ct In no month of that ye ar did butterfish accoun t for rnore than 
ap 2% of the State's ex-ve sse l revenues frou1 t his sector, The 
contribution of this spe cies to Vi commercial fisheries by county and by 
fishing ge ar is given in Table 2L 

Butterfish an rtant component of the Statev s industrial 
("scrap fish") f nets., From the late 1930s through at least the late 
1950s� large bu tterfish "iiJere take n by the net 
menhaden (McHu6h, 1960; Jo Zaborski, Vi Se a Grant� 

(1960) noted that i)utterfish the n1ost iraportant food fish in York River 
scrap in 195l�� 1955� and 1958�" and "almost two-thirds number and one-half by 
r,ve of all butterfish t in the York River fishery in 1958 were sold as 
scrap., It is estimated that dur the 1930s� as much as 30% of the scrap fish 
catch by (other than menhaden) rA7as composed of butterfish (J" Zaborslzi� 
personal 

Almos t al l butterfish sold as scrap was recorded as "menhaden" during 
this period "' Ke lly, NNFS:. pers onal These fish were young 
but terf uns uitable of marke for human consumption becau se of their small 
s ize (HcHughj 1960) c It is quite possi b le that the total we ight of butterfish 
caught by this industrial fishery frequentl y was far greater than the reporte d (for 
human food) catch dur this period" The total number of butterfish sold as scrap, 
hmvever � probably alwa ys exceeded the numbers sold for human food., In recent y e ars� 
t he relatively high price of butterfish has resulted in almost complete cul of 
this es fr om scrap fish net catches., It is probably that the total 
we of butterfish used industrial ly is significantly less than the reported State 
catch (J � Zabors ki, communication) o The industrial catch may stil l  be a 
s i ficant source of mortality , howe ver, b e cause it is composed of numbers of 
juvenile and undersized fishe 

North Carolina 

rted of butterfish (take n by the foodfish fishery) in North Carolina 
have only averaged 157,000 pounds per ye ar from 1964 - 1978, or less than four 
percent of the national catch on average over the same periode North Carolina 
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reported yearly landings of butterfish have not attained that average leve l  since 
1967, and the 1978 State reported catch accounted for less than two percent of US 

c ommercial butterfisl1 landings that year (Table 13)® 

Large but unrepo rted quantities of butterfish, howe ver, have been take n by North 
Carolina trash fish and shrimp fisheries during the same time.. (1966) and 
Brown and HcCoy (1969) estimated that the fol l owing amounts of bu tterfish vvere 

and landed by the ly inshore sc rap fish fishery from 1964 to 1971 (Table 
15). The ave rage size of these by- catch bu tterf ish indicates that these fish were 
almost entirely young-of-the-year.. The shrim p fishery, which operates mainly in 
Pamlic o sound� was estimated by Wolf f (1972) to catch about 50 mil lion pounds of 
finfish incidental ly d uring 1969 - 1971 which was not lande d but discarded at sea .. 
ltJolff (1972) estimated that during those years, 1 .. 3% of this by-catch was 
butterfish, o r  ab ou t 650,000 pounds per year., It is reasonable to assu:me that most 
of this bu t terf ish by-catch was returned to the sea dead" By-catch estimates from 
the shr f dur ou s or subsequent years are not availablee 

The sc rap of North Carolina has declined s 
mainly to a diversion of these vessels to other more luc rative 
areaso In addition� butterfish have large ly di sappeared froli1 
and catches in recent years, Wolff (personal 
present only neg amounts of butterfish are taken in this 

in the 1970s, due 
fisheries and f�uu�uM 

these inshore waters 
estimates that at 

fishery<> 

If the above incidental c.a tches of bu tterf ish in North Carolina are adde d to the 
State reported catches, the total US catch and the portion of the total catch taken 
in this State increase s if (e.,gQ � t o  16% in 19 Although it is 
probable that unreported butter£ ish catches in this State have declined drastically 
in recent years� a revival of the sc rap and/or changes in abun dance or 
distribution of butterfish c ould result in a renewed and source of 

mortality to this specieso 

Year 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 

1969 
1970 
1971 

VI 

Table 15o North Carolina rted and rted tima 
Catches of Bu tterfish� 1964 - 1971 

Reported 
Catch 

367 
503 
384 
107 
130 
133 

58 

(thou sands of ) 

Industrial ly 
Caugh t 

Butterfish 
� 

785 
528 
555 
466 

86 
121 
194 

Activities 

Butter£ ish 
from 

Shrimp Fishery 
unknown 
unknown 
unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

650 
650 
650 

Foreign catches of butterfish were firs t reported in the ICHAF area (Figur e 1) in 
1963 by the So viet Union, which vilas the fo nation to report landings of 
this species until 1967.. These catches came mainly from Georges Bank and ICNAF 

Subarea 4, alt some was taken in Statistical Area 6"' Other nations did not 
reporting butterfish catches un til 1967-196 8:t when Japan taking 

butterfish, -ma from the Niddle Atlantic Bigh t (Statistical Area 6)0 Catches by 
vessels from Bulgaria, the GDR, Poland, Romania� and Ireland were first reported in 
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1969, 1972, 1973, 1973, and 1975, respe ctive ly (Tab le 16).. Although it was never 
official ly r epo rted, it is knmvn that significant quantities of this were 
also caught but discarded at sea by Spanish vesse ls.., Reported and probab le total 
foreign catches of butterfish in the ICNAF area are discussed in Section V-2 (see 
also Section VII-3 and Figure 16) .. 

Host reported foreign catch es of butterfish in w hat is now the FCZ have come from 
the Southern New England Hiddle Atlantic In 1973, the year of peak fo 
catches� approximately half the total foreign butterfish catch came from Subdivision 
6A, which encompasses New Yo rk Bight.. Compared to of other species� the 
fo fishery for butter£ ish has been relative ly smal l.. Undoubted ly a 
fraction of this catch has been taken incidental ly to di rected fisheries for other 
pelagic species, especial ly mac kere l� herring� and squidc Since 1970, the largest 
harvester ( the US) of butterfish has been Japan., In 1973� the peak year 
of Japanese butterfish landings, this species accounted for 37% of Japan's catch of 
al l s f:rom what is now the FCZ., The contribution of butterfish to total 
landings by other major foreign nations has been much smal ler (about 2% for 
the USSR in 1969, the year of Soviet butterfish landings)., 

ICNAF Statistical Bul letins do not record foreign catches of butterfish by month by 
f area" Catches of Loligo pealei (long-finned squid)� howe ver, are available 
on that basis., Since the Japanese fishery for butterfish is conduc ted mostly in 
conj un ction with its fishery for squid� it can be deduc ed from these records that 
most e catches of but terf ish occur from late au turrm to late winter in the 
l'1idd le Atlantic , wh en butterfish are offshore and in deep viTater at the of 
the continental shelf., This is also the season of minimum domestic 
coJ.nmercial of ttlis specieso 

stic And 

Until enactment of the F tt1e fo for butterfish viTas confined 
to those cold weather months vJhen US catches of this traditional ly tlllere at a 

when tYutterfish are offshore in water and less accessible to US 
fisnermen (Sectioi'"l VIII-3)" Historical lyj) there was a US f in this area alsoo 
Since 1977 � fo for butterfish has been contro l led by 
pursuant to a Preliminary Hanagement Plan and amend.ments thereto� 
Nl.f1FS under th e FCHA., These regulations should minimize of conflict between 
fo competition for this Since much o:t the foreign butterfish. catch 
has occurred as a by-catch from other fisheries:�> the reduction in fo T.ALF Fs for 
major pe lagic species should also serve to control of this 
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Reported Catches Of Ilutterflslt In ICNAF Subareas • 1\nd Statisticnl i\rea f) � 1963-1�)76 

(Metric Tans) 

Subarea Sulx!lvision Subarea Division Division 
'iE·:Jr: � 4 5Zw # � __ M __ 

__ o_B_ Total 
1.<176 USSR 73 154 106 20 67 420 

Bulgaria 4 <! 
.Japan 1,405 5,391 929 116 �6 
Poland 664 392 140 322 
Romania 35 27 ()2 
Ireland 64 211 191 13 479 
USA 15 48 711 563 169 li 1,528 
GDR 3 3 

1.97S USSR 119 411 187 56 13 789 
128 4 166 289 

1 ] 
110 854 1.916 645 99 
871 8fl9 r',l36 .';9 

USA s 869 850 20 
[rela.'1J 13 174 230 192 3 

\97 I 2 1,202 2,596 1,403 Z07 44 
47 1,365 88 1,061 g,l7 

USSR 439 508 320 104 
USA 18 1,432 637 417 13 

1975 82 124 18 15 239 
190 6 196 

.Japan 610 7,773 1.997 112 12,172 
F'oland 81 2,354 214 2,304 
Fcnnrutia 30 25 16 80 152 

500 352 929 47 2,334 
5 508 171 872 1,557 

! '.17) 14 1,107 289 1,198 989 73 3,6i5 
43 53 13 114 

83 133 Zl4 1,160 246 1,348 
GDR 10 10 14 34 
US/\ 24 97 102 594 819 

1 :m 550 423 1,215 3 �075 505 5, 771 
61 232 107 72 14 

1 9 16 
Z4 8 387 103 l,l143 l ,570 

1'1"/fl J.1pnn 346 877 � ,142 3,680 1,071) 8 ,62i 
USSR 70 326 8 ,w; 
U:Sl� 20 17 354 zs l ,4S3 l ,869 

l �11"1 �l USSR 15 702 ii, 7i7 183 749 6H l 11,107 
ll5i\ 33 74 637 60 1 ,63� 
I>.uLgarin 36 
Ji'tPilll 1,037 833 1,096 912 3, �J:\0 

11.1,,:s USSR 64B 948 315 
1JS1\ 37 27 611 10 l t 119 
.Jnpan 284 44 1,024 2,174 

1 �·1117 764 
44 1 ,657 

.JCipM 30 114 H6 
USSR 3. S65 
us,\ 52 2,615 3,2:0 

I nc,s 732 7119 
37 l,OZS 2 .�IR .J,3·P) 

j �l()d liSSR 263 169 3lli 7·18 
USA Z7 946 1, S88 .: 1561 

J06,) USSR 235 110 1, 779 111 
USA 74 2,·164 166 1 t 8{)�) 

* 11i\iK'' not known # Catches before 1968 were reported from "Division 5Z" 

Table 16 
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The US butterfish n1;-:1rket is limited, and the development of export markets, which 
began in 19 78, r epresents a di stinct opportunity for expanding the US butterf ish 
industry., Large foreign catches of this s pecies in the past 1aay have hindered the 
devel opment of such an export market., Fishennen have indicated that activity of 

fo trawlers in areas of butterfish concentration may ad vers influence 
the development of an of fshore butterfish fishery by smaller US vessels because of 
perceived fo dominance of the limited s pace because of size and number of 
vessels, 

IXo DESCRIPTION OF ECONOHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FISHERY 

DC-1.. Domestic Harve sting Sector 

Historical records of butterfish landings are available for the States of Haine 
These records indicate that butterfish has been an important 

com ponent of the foodfish fisheries of this region since at least the 1930s., The 
ex-vessel values of this fishery in each of these States are given in Table 13 in 
Section VI II., 

Thos e New England ports at which butterf ish was recorded landed in 1977 are listed 
in Table 17 � The most rtant New port for butterfish traditionally has 
been Pt., Judith� Rhode Isl and., Total landings and ex-vessel val ue of bu tterf ish at 
this port exceeded the combined similar total for al l other NeviT Eng land ports in 
1977., Although butterfish contributed less than one of total and 
ex-vessel reve nue in other .NevJ land ports that year� this species accounted for 
just under three precent of total Pt., Judith food finfish and s and 
revenues in 1977., Further information on the characteristics of this fishery in 
Rhode Island are in Section VIII-2o 

The total ex-vessel value of the NevJ (Haine - Connecticu butterfish catch 
in 1977 (the latest year for wh ich New data are available; vJas 
$451�000, or about 0�2% of the total New ex-vessel revenue from all � 
and Oo5% of the ex-vessel revenue from food finfish and s quid , The aggregate va lue 
of this butterfistl catch, however� which includes the economic of this catch 
upon other f inaust ries and related activities� vJa s well in excess of 
one mil lion dollarso 

The f!lid dle Atlantic (New York - Virginia) butterfish catch in 1977, 1,25 million 
worth $357�000, accounted for about 1,5% of the onal ex-vessel revenue 

from food finfish and squid and 1.,3% of the total landings of food finfish and squid 
by weight.. In almos t al l counties in the Hiddle Atlantic states where butterfish 
are landed� the relative c.ontribu tion of this to the finfish and s 
fisheries is gr eater in terms of ex-vessel value than it is in terms of weight 
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Ta ble 17.. 1977 Contribution of butterf ish Landings to Total 
New Port , by �veight (in metric tons) 

Total Finfish Butter£ ish Total 

and % of Total All 
Port and State Butter£ ish Fin£ ish & Squid Species 

Portland, Maine 0.,4 14�493 .. 1 <O.l 14,572 .. 0 
Glouces Hass., 0.,1 67 ,46 3 .. 0 <O.,l 67,91 L3 
Chatham, Ha s So 10 .. 7 1,493 .. 3 0 .. 7 3,764 .. 9 
New Bedford� Has s., 1 .. 7 28,462 .. 7 <0 .. 1 7 5, 7 68 .,0 
Plymouth, Hass, 0 .. 5 1, 141..7 <O .. l 1,472 .. 5 
Provincetown� Mass., 1 .. 3 8,214 .. 0 <0.,1 12,925.2 
Sandwich, Hasse 1.,2 6,907 .. 9 <O .. l 9,518 .. 4 
Newport)) Ro I., 76"2 7 ,420 .. 5 LO 8, 6 85 0 0 
Pt, Judi R., L, 549 .. 6 19,268.,1 2.,9 19,7 17.,6 

Butterfish 
% of 

All Species 

<O .. l 

<Oel 
0 .. 3 

<O"l 
<Ool 
<OG 1 
<O�l 

0�9 
2Q8 

Tables 18 - 21 show the contribution of but terf ish to all counties in the Hiddle 
Atlantic states with recorded butterfish in 1976., These tables also show 
t he value of the 1976 butterfish catch to each fishing ge ar industry within each 
c ounty., Overall, butterfish pr ovided appr o:xima 3% and 4% of the ex-vessel 
revenues from otter trawls and pound nets� r ively, in these counties in 1976., 

In single counties to spe cific f gears, however, butterfish frequently was 

more valuableo For � the 1976 bu tterf ish catch almost 7% and 12% of 
the otter trav;rl and net income� respectively� in Suffolk County, Ne\v York 

18)o 
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Table 18 

Contribution Of 1976 Butterfish Landings To New York C ounties And Fishing Gea rs 

Bu tterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 

C ounty Landings: 
All Species 
Finfi sh & Squi d 
F ish Otter Trawls 

Bu tterfish Land ings: 
Fish Otter Trawl s 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & S qui d 
Fish Otter Trawl s 

Butterf i sh Landings: 
Haul Seines 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill 
To tal 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Haul Seines 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
An chor/Set/Stake Gill 

Nets 

Nets 

Pounds 

82,800 

2,449,100 
2,293,400 
2,027,100 

� 

38,500 

4,871,100 
1,029, 700 

947,300 

Suffolk 

� 

5,300 
622,300 
207,200 

3,300 
838,100 

26,310,100 
14,311,200 

760,600 
9,176,400 
2,418,700 

803,800 

55 

24,365 

532 '114 
464,554 
332,283 

Dollars 

11,475 

2,539,856 
265,686 
238,390 

County 

1,589 
181,062 

54,5 7 2  
891 

238,114 

28,239,286 
3,875,452 

208,353 
2,776,050 

469,048 
97,932 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.29 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

3.4 
3.6 
4.1 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.30 

4.6 
5.2 
7,3 

Butterfish Contribution �%) 
Pounds Doiia rs 

0. 8 0.5 
3. 7 4 . 3 
4.1 4.8 

Average 
$/Pound 

0 . .30 
0.29 
0.26 
0.27 
'().28 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds t'lolla rs 

3.2 0. 8 
5.9 6.1 
0. 7 0. 8 
6.8 6.S 
8.6 11.6 
0.4 0.9 



Bu tterfish Landings 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Scallop Otter Trawls 
Total -

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Scallop Otter Trawls 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Mid-Water Trawls 
Runaround Gill Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
�id-Water Trawls 
Runaround Gill �ets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 

*Food Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Lobster Otter Trawls 
Runaround Gill Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Lo bster Ott er Trawls 
Runaround Gill Nets 

Table 19 

� 

7,500 
100 

r,ootr 

13,048,200 
1,147,700 

734,000 
21,000 

2,436 
23 

� 

5,670,261 
511 '385 
234,772 

29,286 

Cape May County 

Pounds 

186,900 
52,400 

100 
239,400 

39,896,700 
22,508,300 
15,150,100 

4,525,300 
51,100 

41,603 
11 '965 

13 
-rr;rn:-

14,961,938 
4,373,150 
3,234,789 

331,463 
6,687 

Monmouth County 

Pounds 

3,900 
45,800 
w,;oo 

1:34,G44,700 
153,916,789 

3,833,322 
3,000,800 
3,007,900 

Ocean C ounty 

� 

36,400 
2,100 

100 
� 

15,459,500 
10,897,664 

8,510,800 
191,600 
497,200 

Dollars 

1,395 
12,195 
� 

5,411,170 
4,840,930 

553,603 
350,394 
242,994 

Dollars 

12 '563 
240 

41 
12';8'44 

6,479,155 
2,577,855 
1,703,668 

276,847 
81,738 

*Monmou th County is the center of the New Jersey menhaden industry. 
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Average 
$/Pound 

0.32 
0.23 
o.-rr 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

<0. 1 
0.7 
1.0 
0.5 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.22 
0.23 
0.13 
iJ""":'""T 

<0.1 
0.5 
1.0 

<0.1 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

0.6 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
0.2 

0.36 
0.27 
0':'21 

0.4 
1.2 
1.3 
3.6 
0.2 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

<0.1 
<0 . 1  

1.3 
0.1 
1.5 

Avera ge 
$/Pound 

0.35 
0' 11 
0.41 
o.TI 

0. 2 
0. 3 
2. 5 
0.4 
5. 0 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

0.2 
0.4 
0.4 
1.1 

<0.1 

< 

0.2 
0.5 
0.7 

<0.1 
<0.1 

less than 



Contrib uti on Of 1976 Butterfish Landings To Maryland Counties And Fishing Gears 

Dorchester County 

B u t t e r fish Landings: 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

County Landings: 
All Spec i es 
Finfish & Squid 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

B utterfish Landings: 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

Pounds 

100 

12,158,300 
3,372,600 

151,100 

Kent County 

100 

2,409,300 
1,095,900 

674,300 

Dollars 

38 

5,195,529 
504,157 

57,167 

Dollars 

44 

849,215 
365,154 
278,568 

Worcester County 

Pounds Dollars 

20,400 5,488 
100 

� 

11,378,500 5,446,980 
2,998,300 576,537 
2,706,500 495,170 

24,900 2,851 

Table 20 
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Average 
$/Pound 

0.38 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Averag e 
$/Pound 

0.44 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounas Dollars 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Averag e 
$/Pound 

0.27 
0.17 
0":7'7' 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

0. 2 0.1 
0.7 1.0 
0. 8 1.1 
0.4 0. 6 



Contri bution Of 1976 Butterfish Landings To Virginia Counties And Fishing Gears 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Dri ft Gill Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Dr ift Gill Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill 
Hand Lines 
Total 

County Landings: 
A,, 

...... Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Otter Trawls 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gil l 
Hand Lines 

Nets 

Nets 

Accomack County 

2,100 
3,800 
� 

9,437,000 
2,893,700 

796,800 
1,723,800 

City 

Pounds 

2,900 
31,700 

N";bUO 

3,337,300 
2,703,500 
1,303,300 
1,346,700 

Of 

City Of 

8,900 
2,500 
1,400 

100 

IT;"'900 

9,382,300 
4,343,300 
3,471,900 

522,100 
150,600 

27,200 

595 
1,031 

r,ozo 

3,574,945 
645,860 
281,391 
265,139 

Norfolk 

726 
7,216 
� 

1,171,362 
261,800 
310,489 
107,980 

Hampton 

Dollars 

2,045 
53 7 
303 

21 

z:gQi) 

5,618,549 
1,025,604 

926,508 
42,022 
18,274 

3 '914 

Table 21 
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Average 
$/Pound 

0.28 
0.27 
Q."'2'8 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

<0.1 <0.1 
0.2 0.3 
0.3 0. 2 
0.2 0.4 

A veT age 
$/Pound 

0.25 
0.23 
0":"'2! 

Butterfish ContTibution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

1.0 0.7 
1.3 3. 0 
0. 2 0 . 2 
2. 4 2.3 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.23 
0 . 21 
0 . 22 
0.21 
0.23 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds DollaTs 

0.1 <0.1 
0.3 0.3 
0. 3 0. 2 
0.5 1.3 
0.9 1.7 
0.4 0. 5 



Contri b u tion Of 1976 But terfish Landings To Virginia Counties And Fishing Gears 

(continued) 

Butt erfish Landings: 
Fish Pound Nets 

County Landings: 
All Speci es 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Pound Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Haul Seines 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 
Drift Gill Nets 
Total 

County Landings: 
All Speci es 
Finfish & Squid 
Haul Seines 
Fish Pound Nets 
Ancho r/Set/Stake Gill Nets 
Drift Gill Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Haul Seines 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill )lets 
Total 

Landings: 

& Squid 
Haul Seines 
Fish Pound Nets 
Anchor/Set/Stake Gill Nets 

Northampton County 

300 

20,339,700 
2,951,000 
2,326,200 

71 

8,513,620 
265,633 
226,847 

City Of 'V�rgirtia ·Beach 

� 

1,600 
7,600 

300 
1, 000 

ro,-m 

1,792,100 
1,374,300 

487,200 
525,800 
260,000 

73,700 

York 

Pounds 

800 
6,100 
1,400 
8,"!00 

3,185,500 
1,540,200 

793,300 
533,000 
180,800 

409 
1,345 

67 
250 

m 

367 '719 
198 , 299 

77,582 
56,367 
42,586 
12,175 

Dollars 

174 
1,353 

306 
l,8TI 

762,965 
176,718 
105,216 

Table 21 

44,945 
21,561 

(continued) 
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Average 
$/Pound 

0.24 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dolla rs 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.26 
0.24 
0.22 
0.25 
Q.T4 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

0.6 
0. 8 
0.3 
1.4 
0.1 
l.d 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.22 
0.22 
0.22 
0"":'72 

0.7 
1.3 
0.5 
3.3 
0. 2 
2.1 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dcll�rs 

0.3 
0.5 
0.1 
1.1 
0.8 

0.2 
1.0 
0.2 
3.0 
1.4 



Contribution Of 1976 Butterfish Landings To Virgin�a Counties And Fishing Gears 

(cont inued) 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Pound Nets 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Squid 
Fish Pound Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Pound Nets 

County Landings: 
All Species 
Finfish & Souid 
Fish Pound Nets 

Butterfish Landings: 
Fish Pound �ets 

Gloucester County 

22,600 

7,125,200 
2,864,800 
2,529,900 

600 

17,431,300 
14,529,200 
14,078,800 

Mathews 

� 

29,600 

9, 86, 00 
6, 40, 00 
6' 82' 00 

Dollars 

6,709 

1,778,846 
32.3,386 
249,716 

163 

1,927,491 
523,780 
426,652 

Countv 

Dollars 

6,466 

1,151,262 
449,082 
431,519 

Table 21 

(continued) 
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Average 
$/Pound 

0 • .30 

Butterfish Contribution (%) 
Pounds Dollars 

0.3 
0.8 
0.9 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

0.3 
0.4 
0.4 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.27 

Average 
$/Pound 

0.22 

0.4 
2.1 
2.7 

<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

0. 6 
1.4 
l.S 



Table 22 pres ents an analysis of commercial fisheries in 1976 fr om Haine 
through Virginia in terms of total weights landed, t otal ex-vessel revenues, and ex-
vessel prices per pound paid for each , and the relative contribution of each 
spe cies to total onal pr oduction., In 1976, butterfish ranked 35th by total 
poundage landed, 33rd by total ex-ve ssel revenue� and 26th by average ex-vessel 
price per poun d  p aid to fisherme n., If only food finfish and squid are considered in 
these rankings, butterfish ranked 26th, 22nd� and 15th, respective ly, The relative 
positions of butterfish in these indicate that the fishery for butterfish 
would be quite likely to exp and significantly under conditions of a 
expanding commercial f industry in this This is especial ly probable 
since the fisheries for at least four of the food finfish species which precede 
butterfish by total weigh t landed and ex-ve ssel value - cod, haddock, ye llowtail 
flounder, and Atlantic herring - are now or wi l l  be in the near future under 

tion by Nanagement Plans which v.Till s limit expansion of the 
groundfish and herring fisheries for at least several ye ars., 

Table 23 shows the average national ex-vessel price per po und for butterfish 
since 1964 in act ual dollars and in dollars ad for inflationo Table 24 shows 
these same prices for the Rhode Island butter£ ish fishery o ve r  the smne 
Rhode Island is one of the large st butterfish producing States and is also one of 
the few States whose butterfish catch is by market As Table 24 
indicates, demand for b utterfish depends greatly on size and q availableo 
The price spreads betwe en these size of butterfish in Rhode Island in 
1977, for � were greater than price di fferences for various marke t of 
almost all other food finfish ( gr oundfish)" Such price di fferences in the 
butterfish market have also been observeu in other States in which icant 

of this es are landed" This is due to the fact that only the 
st (or top ty) butterfish are in significant den1and for human 

d omestical Undoubt a fraction of the catch of undersized butterfish 
freque used for industrial or bait purposes, es ly when the supply of 
fish is abundant, 
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1 9 7 6  US Co mmer c i al Lan d i ngs* O f  S e l e c t�e c i e s  I n  T h e  Ne w Engla n d  A nd Mid d l e  Atla n t i c  S t a t e s  (Ma i n e  - Virgi nia) 

(Ex-Vessel) Average 
Titousands lt Of 1housands % Of (Ex-Vessel) .., 

SQecies Of Pounds Total S_eecies Of Dollars Total §2ecies Price/lb. 

Atlantic menhaden 656,380 46.7 American lobster 54,678 17.0 Bloodwonns $2.36 

Atlantic herrjng 110,517 7.9 Sea scallop 33,135 10.3 Bay scallop 2.10 

Atlantic cod 56,019 4.0 American oyster 28,490 8.9 Sea scallop 1. 79 

Blue crab 53,861 3.8 Hard clam 24,660 7.7 Hard clam 1. 76 

Surf clam 49,138 3.5 Surf clam 23,357 7.3 American lobster 1.65 

Silver hake 47,660 3.4 Atlantic menhaden 18,487 5.8 Swordfish 1.36 

Yellowtail flounder 37,940 2.7 Yellowtail flounder 15,553 4.8 Soft clam 1.18 

American lobster 33,113 2.4 Atlantic cod 14,626 4.6 American oyster 1.16 

Redfish 32,133 2.3 Blue crab 13,335 4.2 Northern puffer 0.68 

American oyster 24,666 1.8 Soft clam 12,317 3.8 Striped bass 0.58 

Sunnner flounder 23,635 1.7 Stmnner flotmder 10,650 3.3 Witch 0.49 
Unclassified, Haddock 5,563 1.7 Surf clam 0.48 

industrial 22,472 1.6 Winter flotmder 5,444 1.7 Swnmer flounder 0.45 
Pollock 22,117 1.6 Swordfish 4,905 1.5 Haddock 0.44 
Sea scallop 18,479 1.3 Redfish 4,394 1.4 Yellowtail flounder 0.41 
Scup 15,959 1.1 Atlantic herring 4,360 1.4 Bluefin tuna 0.41 
Winter flow1der 15,631 1.1 Silver hake 3,979 1.2 Tile fish 0.40 

0\ Hard clam 14,009 1.0 Scup 3,301 1.0 American eel 0.38 
N Haddock 12,789 0.9 Pollock 2,934 0.9 Winter flounder 0.35 

Weakfish 12,059 0.9 Bay scallop 2,790 0.9 American shad 0.34 
Soft clam 10,449 0.7 

White hake 9,046 0.6 American plaice 2,365 0.7 Shrimps 0.34 
Squids 8,379 0.6 Striped bass 2,298 0.7 Black sea bass 0.33 
Alewives 7,838 0.6 Witch 2,057 0.6 Mussels 0.31 
American plaice 7,822 0.6 Weakfish 1,670 0.5 American plaice 0.30 
Atlantic croaker 7,673 0.5 Bluefin ttma 1,650 0.5 Ocean quahog 0.29 
Bluefish 6,905 0.5 Ocean quahog 1,617 0,5 Butterfish 0.29 
Ocean quahog 5,600 0.4 Squids 1,577 0.5 Jonah crab 0.28 
Atlantic mackerel 4,975 0.4 Bloodwonns 1,256 0.4 Red crab 0.28 
Red hake 4,975 0.4 �\-11i te hake 1,185 0.4 Unclassified, 
Witch 4,157 0.3 Black sea bass 1,143 0.4 Food 0.28 

White perch 0.27 

Table 22 



Table 22 

1976 US Commercial Landings* Of S e l e c t e d Spe c i e s  In T h e  New England And Middl e  Atl antic States (Ma ine - Virgin i a) 

(Ex-Vessel) Average 
TI1ousands % Of Thousands % Of (Ex-Vessel) 

SEecies Of Pounds Total Species Of Dollars Total SEecies Price/lb. 

Bluefin tuna 4,021 0,3 Atlantic croaker 967 0.3 Atlantic cod $0.26 
Striped bass 3,987 0.3 Tilefish 887 0.3 Blue crab 0.25 
Swordfish 3,595 0.3 Butterfish 865 0.3 Yellow perch 0.22 
Black sea bass 3,431 0.2 Shrimps 764 0.2 Scup 0.21 
Butterfish 3,033 0.2 Unclassified, Catfish/Bullheads 0.19 
Unclassified, Food 761 0.2 Squids 0.19 

Food 2,734 0.2 Bluefish 625 0.2 Spot 0.19 
Shrimps 2,254 0.2 Atlantic mackerel 614 0.2 Weakfish 0.14 

0'\ 
Tile fish 2,225 0.2 .American shad 526 0.2 Redfish 0.14 

w Mussels 1,695 0.1 American eel 518 0.2 l\lhite hake 0.13 
.American shad 1,557 0.1 Mussels 517 0.2 

Catfish/Bullheads 1,462 0.1 Unclassified, Pollock 0.13 
Red crab 1,428 0.1 Industrial 431 0.1 Atlantic croaker 0.13 
Rock crab 1,413 0.1 Red hake 416 0.1 Atlantic mackerel 0.12 
American eel 1,373 0.1 Red crab 404 0.1 Sharks 0.10 
Bay scallop 1,328 0.1 Catfi sh/Bu1 1heads 285 <0.1 Tautog 0.09 
Spot 1,221 0.1 .Ale\vives 279 <0.1 Red crab 0.09 
Dogfish 1,212 0.1 Spot 229 <0.1 Bluefish 0.09 
White perch 837 0.1 White perch 223 <0.1 Red hake 0.08 
Bloodwonns 532 <0.1 Rock CTab 129 <0.1 Silver hake 0.08 
Jonah crab 284 <0.1 Jonah crab 81 <0.1 Dogfish 0.05 

Dogfish 65 <0.1 

Tautog 254 <0.1 Tau tog 23 <0.1 Alewives 0.04 
Sharks 121 <0.] Sharks 12 <0.1 Atlantic herring 0.04 
Yellow perch 24 <0.1 Northem puffer 6 <0.1 Atlantic meru1aden 0.03 
Northern puffer 9 <0.1 Yellow perch 5 <0.1 Unclassified, 

Industrial 0.02 

Total 1,376,428 98 Total 312.408 97 
Grand total, all species 1,405,792 Grand total, all specie� 

* Land ings a r e  sh own in roun d (live) weight exc e p t  for shell mollusks. Cl ams, mus s e ls and oys t e r  a r e  r e p o rt e d  in w e ight 
o f  t ot a l  me a t s; sca l l o p s  are re p o r t e d  in we ight of e d i ble meats. 

< = less t h a n  



Year 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 

1968 

1969 
1970 
1971 

1972 
1973 
1974 

1975 

1976 
1977 

1978 

Year 

196Lr 
1965 
1966 

1967 
1968 
1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 
1978 

National Average Ex-Vessel Price Of Butterfish 

(Dollars Per Pound) 

Unadjusted 
$0.10 

0.09 

0.09 

0.13 
0.13 
0.12 

0.16 
0.17 
0.25 
0.24 

0.25 

0.24 
0.28 
0.28 

0.36 

Adjusted* 
$0.12 

0.11 
0.09 

0.10 
0.12 

0.09 

0.11 
0.09 

0.13 

0.11 

0.11 

0.11 

not available 
not available 
not available 

�'<:196 7 Standard Dollars. Index f. rom US Bureau of Labor Stat is tics, 
Wholesale Prices And Price Indexes. Index used is for "Fresh 
Packaged Fish And Other Seafood". 

Table 23 

Ex-Vessel Price Of Butterfish In Rhode Island 

(Dollars Per Pound) 

Large
1 Medium2 Sma113 Unclassified4 

Butterfish Butterfish Butterfish 

Unadj. Adj.
5 Unadj. Adj. 5 5 

Unadj. Adj. 5 

$0.09 $0.11 
0 . 14 0.16 

0.14 0.14 

0.14 0.14 

0.15 0.13 

0.17 0.13 
0.24 0.17 

0.19 0.12 

$0.38 $0.20 $0.15 $0.08 0.28 0.15 

0.28 0.13 0.23 0.10 $0.16 $0.07 0.34 0.15 

0.25 0.11 0.19 0.09 0.12 0.05 0.45 0.21 

0.29 0.13 0.22 0.10 0.15 0.06 0.34 0.15 

0.34 na 0.23 na 0.15 na 0.29 na 
0.34 na 0.19 na 0.11 na 0.40 na 
0.39 na 0.21 na 0.18 na 0.41 na 

(1) Large = 300-350 per 100 lbs. (2) Medium = 400-450 per 100 lbs. (3) Small = 

more than 450 per 100 1bs. (4) Rhode Island butterfish landings prior to 1972 were 
not reported by size category. After that year, this category contains mainly fish 
caught by floating traps. (5) 1967 Standard Dollars. 

Table 24 
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Host butterfish r·ep orted landed is so ld fresh or fr ozen for human c onsumption .. 
Demand in the US for butter£ ish as fo od is c oncentrated mainly on the largest and 
best quality fish (speci fication of market sizes is given in Table 24)., 

A smal l but growing fract ion of the catches of the largest butterfish is smoked and 
sold in s pecialty markets.. This process is carried out almost exc l usively in New 
York , and most of these fish c ome fr om Suffolk County, New Yo landings in 
t he autumn, '{rJhen large butterf ish are most available in t his area (see Section VIII-
2, 11New York Com mercial Fishery") o 

Table 25 c US Production of Smoked But terf ish 

vfuolesale 
Year Pounds Value 

19 74 22,000 $ 38�000 
19 75 28,000 55�000 
19 76 43ll000 1015>000 

About 20% on average of the annual reported butterfish catch was used industrial 
fr om 1965 - 1974 (the latest year for which data are available)o Host of this 
fraction of the catch is used for bait 26 and 27) 0 quantities of 
butterfish have been ly take n by industrial (scrap fish) fisheries �vhich 
do not report species" The composition of such fish landings 
r.nay fl uctuate from year to year., See Sect ion VI II-2, Carolina 
Coramercial 

Data to 
The 

of US processor capacity are not available at this time, 
proposed in this Fl::IP should result in the necessary data 

Y.ear 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
19 70 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

for use in this FI11Po 

Table 26 
Industrial Pr oducts, 

(thousands of 

New Hiddle South 

521 
401 445 39 7 
488 253 407 
416 352 262 

222 99 

247 278 139 
536 241 146 

167 600 
583 590 
781 
916 

New Eng land = Maine Connecticut 
Middle Atlantic = New York through Virginia 

Used For 

1' 37 4 
1�243 
1 � 1 Lt-8 
l ,030 

321 
664 
923 
767 

1' 17 3 
781 
916 

South At lantic = North Carolina through east c oast Fl orida 

65 

% Of Total 
Butterfish 

20 
21 
22 
29 

7 
17 
22 

L� 7 
35 
20 
21 



1978, and (b ) the possibility that foreign nations may have purposely mi nimized 
their catches of butterfish to the greatest extent practicable in order to prevent 
c los ure of their squid fisheries, which at present are of far greater importance to 
foreign fishing nations, and in w h ich butterfish is an unavoidable by-catch. 

The 1979 TALFF for butterfish (4,000 mt in the 1979 PMP and in this FMP), which is 
the same as the 1978 TALFF, makes it extremely probable that foreign dema nd for US­

caught butterfish will exceed the 1978 level. Japan, traditionally the largest 
harvester of butterfish (Table 16), was allocated 0nly 672 mt of butterfish in 1978 
and only 358 mt in 1979 (as of May, 1979), which is less than 13% of its average 
annual catch of butterfish from t he Atlantic Ocean in the years prior to enactment 
of the FCMA. It is likely that, as foreign butterfish allocations in the FCZ are 
being limited, these coun tries will seek to maintain their butterfish supplies 
through imports from the US. 
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Total Catch By All Nations Of Atlantic Butterfish And Pacific Butterfish 
(1970-1977)!1 Total Catch Of Atlantic Butterfish By Foreign (Non-US) 

Nations (1964-1978), Total Catch Of Atlantic Butterfish By Japan (1967-1978), 
And US Landings Of Atlantic Butterfish (1964-1978). Dashed Line (a) Represents 

Sum Of Foreign-Caught Atlantic Butterfish And Atlantic Butterfish Exported By 
US Processors In 1978. Exports Of US-Caught Butterfish Prior To 1978, 

If Any, Were Negligible. 
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Table 2lo Use of Reported* Butterfish Landings For 
Indu strial Products� By Commo dity 

(thousands of pounds) 

Animal Food Bait Canned For 
(Fresh/Frozen) Animal Food Reduction 

104 12 

1966 416 114 

1967 117 18 7 122 

1968 239 158 

1969 156 96 
1970 312 3 

1971 8 281 

1972 2 338 

19 73 791 

1974 781 

1975 916 

* Large of but terf ish have been taken by 

767 

713 

722 

633 

69 
349 

634 

427 
381 

industrial f isheries which do not report species., The 
compos ition of such trash fish landings may fluc tuate markedly from 
year to yearo See Sect ion VI II-2 � "North Carolina Commercial 

and Commercial ) o 

Prior to 1978:. US butterfish expo rts� if any? v.vere negligible., A US butte·.rfish 
for export 'v.ra s in 19785) based almost on Rhode Island 

Approxin1ately 2�400 metric tons of lj-Jhole frozen butterfish were exported 
in 19 78, to (Pt., Judith Fishermen"' s Cooperative� 
communication) (see Section VI II-2)" The ex�ve ssel value of this exported 
butte:rf:Lsh ''�ATas ulilli on" Detailed information on the 
-value of these exports are unavailable� although it is estimated that US processors 
grossed bet'lereen and $L} milli on from these sales" 

It is impossible to predict the magn itude of butterfish exports in 1979, At 
, fo demand is greatest fo r large and roe-free butterfish$> which are 

most available to dom estic fishermen dur autumn and winte:rr" Accurate 
estimates of 1979 exports will not be available un til the of the fall f 
season (October - November)" 

As 16 illustrates, the ¥:rorld supply of butterfish (butterfish and Pacific 
but terf ish, is heavily dependent upon the Atlantic species ( 74% 

of both from 1970 = 1977) o From 1970 - 1976� 

the last year of unrestricted (except by fo for butterf ish in the 
Atlantic fo but terf ish catches from vi!hat is nmv the FCZ a ccounted fo r 
about 60% on average of the total harvest of both species {Pacific butterf ish are 
not found within the US FCZ) "' In 19 7 7 � due mainly to enactment of the F CkiJA, the 
total foreign catch of Atlantic butte:rfish fell to 2,077 tons, result in a total 
(all nations) catch of Atlantic and Pacific butterf ish that year of about 5,400 

metric tons, about one-third of the previous ye s catch.. The total foreign catch 
of both species, which averaged ove r  14,000 mt from 1970 - 1976, dropped to about 
4,000 mt in 1977. The total catch of both species in 1978 is unknown., The failure 
of foreign nations to harvest the entire but terf ish TALFF in 19 78 in the Atlantic 
FCZ (Section VII-3) reflect s not a la ck of demand for butter.fish� but a 
c ombination of other factors including (a) the failure of some nations with 
butterfish allocations to fish fo r any species whatso ever in the Atlantic FCZ in 
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X., DESCRIPT IONS OF THE BUSINESSES, JViARKETS, AND ORGANIZATIONS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE BUTTERFISH FISHERY 

X-1., Relationship A mong Harvesting, and Pr ocessing Sect ors 

The infonaation for this analysis is not availablee 

s Or Asso 

The information for this analysis is not 

region., Data for selected ports in Ne\v 

available for ports in the Hid-Atlantic 

are in Table 28� 

Table 28 .. 1976 Labor Force Charact eristics For Of fshore Fishermen 

Ports 

Boston 

Chatham 
Gl oucester 

Menemsha 
Ne'Vv Bed£ o rd 

Provincetmvn 
RI 
Ne11vport 

Pt., .Judith 

l1E 

Rockland 
CT 
Stonington 

NH 

In New Ports 

Nutaber of F ull­
Time Fisherme n 

100 

60-80 

500 

30 

400 

150-200 

80 

120 

150 

80 

20 

Unions 

& 

Co 

Union & Nonunion 

Cooperative 
Union & No nun ion 

None 
Union 

Coopo & Nonunion 

Union & Nonunion 

Cooperative 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Source: Smith and Peterson (1977), 

X-3s Labor Or ganizations Concerned With B utterfish 

Hajor 

Ethnic 
Groups 

55 Yankee� 
Port., 

45 Yankee 
45 It 

Yankee 
40 Yankee 
43 Yanka / Norwo / 

Cano /Port., 
L� 0 Yankee 

45 Yanlco /Port., / 
I tal" 

40 Yanko /Norw" 

40 Yankee 
!.�0 Yankee 

50 Yankee 

40 Yankee 

The information for this is is not available for ports in the Hid-Atlantic 
one Data for selected ports in New England are presenteri in Table 28., 

X-4., Foreign Investment In The Domestic Butterfish Fishery 

The information for this analysis is not available., 

XI.. DE SCRIPT ION OF SOCIAL Al\JD CULTURAL FRAHEvJOPJZ OF 

DOHESTIC .BUTTERFI SH FISHEPJ.\fEN AND THEIR COHHUNITIES 

Unifonn socio-economic data on fishing com munities are not available.. Certain 
information is available from t he federal cens uses on a county basis" Therefore, 
but terf ish landings were tabula ted by c ounty and analy zed to identify those counties 
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-v;rith a involvement in this fishery (Tables 17-2l)m Barnstable, 
Hassach usetts, Newport and �vashington� Rhode Island, Su f folk, New York, and 
May, New Jersey were selected as being relatively important in this fisherye 

Table 29 .. Butterfish and Total Finfish and Squid Landings, 1976 

(landings in thousands of pounds) 

Total B utter£ ish 
Finf ish Share of Dist .. of 

State ish & Butter£ ish 

HE Cumberland 0,.5 32,442o4 <O.,l% <O., 1% 
York 8.,6 6,376,.4 0 .. 1 Oa3 

MA Barnstable 250., 7 32,402 .. 2 7 .. 7 8.,3 
Bristol 16.,6 55,8 88.,2 <O"l 0 .. 6 
Dukes 8o7 2,717 .. 6 3 .. 2 0 .. 3 
Essex 1L6 1 43,909.,1 <Ool 0.,4 
Pl ymouth 2o0 2,.503, 2 <0.,1 0,.1 

RI Newport 301.. 6 23,02L8 L3 10 .. 0 
Washington 971.,8 41,7 31., 7  2,3 32o2 

co Fair£ iel d  0 .,1 2630 2 <O�l <O .. l 
New Have n 0 .. 3 78 .. 3 3 .. 8 <O � 1 

NY Kings 82 .. 8 2,29 3 .. 4 3"6 2o8 
Nassau 38 .. 5 1 ' 029 "7 3,7 1 .. 3 

S u f folk 8 38 .. 1 14,31L2 5.,9 27 .. 8 
NJ Atlantic 7o6 1�147,7 Oo7 0,2 

Cape Hay 239 0 4. 22�508o3 Ll 8o0 
Monm.outh 49.,7 153,916,8 <Ool lo6 
Ocean 38.,6 10,897.,7 Oo4 lo3 

HD Dorch ester 0 .. 1 3,J72o6 <Ool <Ool 
Kent Ool 1�095 .. 9 <Ool <O o 1 

Horcester 20�5 2,998"3 O o 7 0 .. 7 
VA l1ccomack 5o9 2,893o7 Oo2 0.,2 

Norfolk 34"6 2,J03.,5 L3 L2 
(city) 12o9 4�343.,3 0 .. 3 Oo4 

Northampton Oo3 2,95LO <Ool <Oo 1 
Vi Beach 10o5 1,374o3 0.,8 0.,4 
York 8.,3 l�540o2 0.,5 Oo3 
Glouc ester 22.,6 2�86L�o8 0,8 Oo 8 
Lancaster 0.,6 14· '5 29 "2 <Ool <O.,l 
l'1a the\N"S 29.,6 6,640 .. 4 0.,4 1 0 

Total 

Data from the census are presented in Table 3 0., The resort nature of the economies 
of Barns table and Coun ties is obvious from the data (lmv percentage of 
residents empl oyed in manufact ur and relative ly older pop ulation)" The heavy 
involvernent of the military in the Newport economy, and to a icant but lesser 
extent in the Wa on Coun e conomy� is also apparenL Su f folk County was high l y  
urban and and was the place of residence of many persons who -vvorked outside the 
county (3 4o4%), probably in New York Cityo 

The only one of the five counties that may have been in some economic dif ficuli 
was Hay, with many inaica tors signi ficantly di ffering from t he national 
averages., For exam ple, median age was 38.,9 relative to the US average of 28 .. 3 .. 
Ed ucational achieveme nt of resid ents 25 years and more \iva s 1 L 3 years from Cape 
May County and 12 .. 1 for the US� Unempl oy ment was 6 .. 5% relative to 4 .. 4% for the 
nation.. rvlanu fact ur ind ustries were relatively small and were growing at only 
about half the national rate (change in value ad ded betv.1e en 1963 and 1967 was 16.,8% 
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for the County and 36.4% for the US). 

Data on f isheries employment are not availa ble on the county leveL, 

T able 30.. Sele cted 1970 Pop ulation and Economi c Characteristics for 
Counties with Signif icant Butterfish Landings 

Population 
Total (000) 
US rank 

us 

203,2 12 

Per sq. mie 57 
% Change�60-70 13e3 
% Net mig�60-70 1.,7 

% Female 
% Urban 

yrs., % Under 5 
% 18 yrs .. 
% 65 yrs .. 

& o ve r  
& over 

51.. 3  
7 3.,5 

8,4 
65.,6 

9"9 
28.,3 Hedi an age 

Over 25� median 
school yrso 
completed 

La bar force 
Total (000) 
Civilian (000) 
% Fern, /w husbo 
% 
% 
% Empo 

% Families with 
female head 

r·ledi an family 
Income ($) 

% Families 
low income 
oestabo 

% 20-99 emp, 
% 100 or 

more emp, 
% C hange, value 

added , 6 3- 6 7 

eating & 

1 1 

82 � OL�9 
80�051 

57"0 
4o4 

25o9 

17 "8 

1 0"8 

1 o .. 7 

11., 2  

36"4 

places 7 .. 7 
Sele cted servi ces 
% Receipts, 

U/ /o 
hotels, etc., lle6 

' 
amusements 13., 7 

D = Data not reported 

Barnstable 

97 
364 
246 

37,5 
32"4 
52 .. 1 

4lo3 

7.,4 
68.,5 
16.,9 
34.,4 

10.,5 

9,242 

96 
10o4 

12.,4 

8 .. 8 

95 
373 
819 

15 .. 1 
.,4 

4L�" 0 
68o0 

8.,3 
69 .. 6 

7.,2 
23"9 

12 .. 2 

47 

27 
56o9 

4,6 
17 oO 

13o2 

14.,1 

1L7 

53 
13..,2 

5 .. 7 

189,0 

10,2 

22.,5 

Source: County and C ity Data Book, 1972o 

70 

86 
403 
267 

45 .. 1 
24.6 
47o5 
59o 1 

8 .. 9 
68,0 

7o8 
23.,7 

37 
28 

58o3 
4.,3 

27 0 9 

9�603 

74 
3Ll 

160o0 

D 

1 � 29 5 
19 

1,213 
69 .. 0 
49 .. 3 
50 .. 3 
89.,8 
10�0 
60.3 

7 .. 6 
26"4 

404 
403 

6L3 
3o5 

2L,8 

37o3 

7.,4 

60 
567 
223 

22o7 
2L9 
51 .. 3 
61..8 

6 .. 6 
7L,7 
20�0 
38o9 

1L3 

21 
20 

5Lh8 

6oS 
llo4 

5.,8 

18.,1 



XI I q, DETE'RMINATION OF OPT IMU11 YIELD 

The Mid-Atlantic Council ad opted the following objectives to guide management and 
development of the butterfish fishery in the northwestern Atlantic$ They are: 

1.. Promote the growth of the US bu tterfish 
2.. lYiinimize cost of harvesting butterf ish; 
3.. Increase employ ment op portunities for com mercial fishermen; 
4. Prevent exploitation of the resource beyond that level producing the 

maximum sustainable yi and 
5.. Ninimize costs of enforcement and management of the resource .. 

XII-2.. DescriEtion of Alternatives and XII-3.. Analysis of Beneficial 
And Adverse Impacts Of Potential Hanagement Op_tions 

This plan proposes a level of optimum yi el d  and restrictions on the level of fo 
fishing based on the surplus after the US catches its estimated capacity" Changes 
in any of these proposals are possible alternative actions.. The of 
each group of alternatives relative to the proposed action is discussed below .. 

L Optimum Yiel d  (OY) For Bu tterfish� The proposed op timum 
yield represents the best balance of possible catch levels consistent with the 
attainment of the objectives of this FMP" The probable consequences of 
an increased or decreased optimum yi el d  are described in Sect ions V-2 and V-3a The 
upractical0' maximum sustainable yi eld for butterf ish$l under 
conditions, is ap proximately 16,000 metric tons� and the stock appears 
able to sustain an annual harvest of that any significant 
declines in future recruitment" An increased OY might also result in an increased 
TALFF for butterfish� The US f ishery for butterf ish fo r export is in its 
initial stages, but is growing rapidlyc A large TALF F for bu tterf ish hinder 
the of this export indus Decreas the OY beneath 11,000 metric 
tons 1-vould not be of icant � but woul d result in the 
uniiJarJranted restriction of either the US butte:rfish fishery)) the fo 
fj_shery:v or both)) and would not significantly further the of the US export 
fishery., 

2., 
pr oposed in 
species dur:.tng the proposed 
to date by the Hid-Atlantic 
Island Commerci al Fishery")., 

Bu tter£ ish� The US estimate 
the best prediction of domestic harvest for this 

1979-1980 f ye ar� based u pon information received 
Nanagement Council (see Sect ion VI II-2 :�� uwRhode 

3" Take No Action At This Time� This alternative vmuld mean that the Preliminary 
Fishery Hanagement Plan pr by the NMFS would continue in force.. Since the PH.P 
for 1979 proposes an OY and a US capacity significantl y in excess of that proposed 
by this FHP, it is likely that continuation of the P:tv1P woul d result in a large 
real location of butterfish to foreign fleets at the end of calendar year 1979� This 
would significantly undermine the stabili ty and of the US fishery :11 

becau se foreign demand for US�caught butter£ ish �;rill be largely c ontingent upon an 
anticipated reallocation.. Establishment of the OY proposed in this FMP, therefo re, 
wil l protect US interests in this regard, by eliminating any possibility of a huge 
reallocation to fo reign fleets0 

The PMP regulates fo � but not domestic, fishermen.. The effect of this 
alternative would be that data that would be collected on domestic f and 
processing ef fo rts as a result of this plan coul d not be collected as effectively� 
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and that assessments of the scope and development of the domestic fishery would not 
be as accurate as they would be with the FMP., 

4� Selection of t1anagement Unit: The FCMA dictates that each FriP identify a 
speci fic management unit for each subject spe cies.. It is desirable for management 
p urposes that such management un it include as m uch of a stock and/ or fishery as 
possib le .. 

One factor which influences the selection of a management unit is political 
boundaries. States' j urisdictions within the territorial sea m ust be considered� as 
must the jurisdictions of other nations as they relate to US management of each 
resource@ The US and Canada presently are engaged in neg otiations to determine the 
demarcation of each nation's 200 mil e  fishing zone. One possible au tcome of these 
negotiations may include American fisheries in Canadian -livaters (and/or vice versa) .. 
A ratified bilateral fisheries or boundary agreement "Will supercede the provisions 
of a FHP if conflicts exist., It is impos sible to anticipate all possible outcomes 
of any agreement in a timely fashion, the amount of time necessary to develop, 

and US f planso It is therefore necessary, until 
such time as a agreement is concluded!; that a FMP for any species v1hich is 
even transboundary in its distribution11 or which may be the 
subject of a bilateral agreement� ad opt a flexible managera.ent unit .. The 
alternative management units for this Flv.IP areg 

(a) Bu tterf ish Within the FCZ North of Cape Hatteras� Select ion of this 
option would limit the jurisdiction of this FMP to the for butterfish 
within the FCZ (All unit options for butter£ ish do not 
extend south of Cape Hatteras because the important f for this 
does not extend south of that po int and becau se the assessments upon 'ivhich 
this Fl"iP 'Was based 1:1\tere performed for the area north of Cape Hatteras.,) This 

unit \1\Tould the fraction of the fishery and stock 
tvhich occurs within the territorial sea<> This option also does not anticipate 

conflicts "�ivhich t arise from the US/Canadian 
negotiations Q 

(b) Butterfish �vithin All US Waters North of e Hatterasg This option 
includes virtually the entire butterfish stock and f � but does not have 
the inherent flexibility necessary to coordinate this Fl'lP with a le 
US/Canadian bilateral For 1P this management unit could not 
include any possible US f effort for butterfish within Canadian waters� 
should s uch effort ever occur ... 

(c) All Butterf ish Under US Jurisdiction North of Cape Hatteras: This 
managemer1t unit pr defines the management authority of this FHP under 
any possible outcome of a hila teral agreement, '"N"hile simultaneously it 
encompasses as large a fraction of the butterfish stock and fishery as 
possible., (US jurisdiction is defined h ere in the broad sense to include both 
state and federal jurisdi ctions'*) Should the US and Canada fail to achieve an 

dur the life of this plan;l this would be 
identical with (b), above$ This unit includes 
butterfish stock and f ishery.. The proposed OY has been for the 
entire stock and the US capacity estimate includes any US catches which might 
(albeit improbably) occur in Canadian waters... Relatively insignificant 

quantities of butter£ ish are occasional ly taken in wh at are now Canadian 
iiiTaters., It is extremely improbable that such catches by any other country 
could ever grow to a level wh ich, wh en added to the proposed OY � would result 
in overfishing. It is necessary to note, however:;. that a small fraction of 
the stock may n ot be addressed by this Fl"iP e 
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5.. Other Management Measures: The Coun cil has considered the use of other 
management measures and fishing regulations in order to de tennine if such are 
necessary or desirable to attain the management objectives, optimum yield, US 
capacity, or TALFF pr opos ed by this FMP.. This option includes such measures as 
gear, area, season, and other fishing regulations.. It is the opinion of the Council 
that no management measures other than quota and repo rting regulations and the 
Foreign Fishing Regulations are necessary at this time0 Institution of other 
measures at this time woul d be of no management ad vantage for the domestic f 
and would lead to unwarranted increased costs of enforcem ment of this FMP.. It must 
be noted that the Council is working t o  develop a series of regulations to establish 
rules of conduct fo r fixed and mo bile gear fishermen to minimize conflicts.. lNhen 
these have been developed they may be considered as amendments to this and other 
FMPs. 

The optimum yiel d s peci fied by the proposed action is below the harvesting 
and demand fo r butterfish by fo reign nations wh ich have fished in the 
recent years.. Thus, the OY represents an adverse action '"117ith to foreign 

fishing .. 

Increased US landings of butterfish on the Atlantic coast 

input but becau se of substantial no increase 
expected., Also, n o  severe reduction in the ava .... ..�..a.�..� ........ 

could more labor 

in the cost of labor is 
of butterfish as a prey 

organisu fo r conur.ercially and r·ecreationally important species is expectedo 

The of the selection of the management unit to be all butterfish under US 

jurisdiction north of Cape Hatteras are di scussed in Sections XII-2/XII=3o 
Selection of this unit provides the t possibl�� flexibility for 
implementation of this F�1P o V.Ji thout such inherent flexibili , it is possible that 
a FNP fo r this species could not be instituted until a bilateral �117ith 
Canada is reached. 

of the f through regulation of its FCZ is the 
most efficient and equitable means of the objectives of this F:j\IIP, The 
Se of Com·merce has au thority, ou tside of this FlVIP� t o  the States"' 
jurisdiction in the event that the States"' management (or lack thereof) in the 
territorial sea icantly undermines the attainment of the objectives of this 
FHP" The :Hid-Atlantic Council believes this au tho should be invoked for this 
FMP only if abso necessary .. 

Since the provisions of this FHP shoul d not result in a decline in future abundance 
of butterfish due to fishing, t he optimum yield� management unit, and all other 
provisions of this FJYIP should not have an ad vers e impact on the envi rorunent" 

A prime objective of the 11id-Atlantic Council is to foster the of the US 

fishery for butterfish fo r expo rt.. It is the aim of this Council that this be 
accomplished subje ct to the constraints ed by other plan objecti:ves .. 

Since enactment of the FCNA, the annual foreign harvest of this in the 
northwest Atlantic has decreased sign ificantly (see Sect ions VI II-2 and IX-3).. This 
has resulted in the increased expo rt of US-caught bu tterfish to countrieso 
There can be no doubt that the level of such fo demand is dependent u pon (a) 
the level of the butterfish TALFF, and, equally importantly, (b) nations' 
anticipation of any annual reallocation of a portion of the US capacity 
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set Sections VIII-2 and IX-3). 

The PMP for 1979 for Other Finfish set a butterfish OY of 16,000 metric tons and 
i nitial US capacity and TALFF levels of 12,000 metric tons and 4,000 metric tons� 
respectively.. Based on the information received to date and export estimates� we 
expect that 7,000 mt may b e  an adequate US Capacity for butterfish fo r fishing ye ar 
1979-1980 (the 12 month period beginning 1 April, 1979) .. 

The 1978 US harvest of butterfish increased significantly from t he 1977 level51 from 
1,319 mt to 3,667 mt .. Reported foreign landings decreased from 2'!)077 mt in 1977 to 
1,324 mt on 1978., The final 1977 TALFF was 5,500 mt and the 1978 TALFF was 4,000 

mt.. There was no reallocation to increase the TALFF in 1978 .. 

The 1978 US landings were the highest for any year in the period 1964=1978 and 

exceeded the average for that period of 2�028 rot by 1,638 mt. 

E xport data on butterfish are not available.. To determine the extent to which the 
increased US butterfish entered the export market� the Council contacted 
processors throughout the Mid=Atlantic and New· England areas., The processors 
reported that exports we re negligib le during 1977 but v1ere significant dur 1978 .. 
Estimates of exports in 1978 by US pr ocessors were ap proxima 2,400 mt11 according 
to the survey of pr ocessors� 'While these data are it is obvious that 

1978, the ex-vessel price of butterfish \i17as adequate to cause fishermen to 
harvest the spe cies ·while the price was reasonable to develop an export 
trade.. All pr ocessors contacted reported plans to enter the export trade dur 
1979.. The pr ocessors surveyed are located the Mid-Atlantic and New 

They believe that have the ability to meet the quality 
of foreign have established contacts with buyers" The 

of their estimates of expects for 1979 s ubstantiate the estimate of USCAP 
and US processing capacity in the F't,iP" 

It also seems reasonable to conclude that a s � if moderate, export trade 

for butterfish could be if historical landings reported by 

naiClons can be used as an indication of demand� rted 
Atlantic butterfish 6,682 mt for the period 196L}-1978 with a peak of 17�897 

iJ.t :ln 1969., Since no economi c data on exports are available9 it is not le to 
estimate hml7 much of the demand that was met by direct fo harvests could be met 
by the export of US harve£:>ted fisho However, it seems reasonable to conclude� 
particularly in light of the preliminary development that actually took 
1978� t hat an export market for butterfish can be realizede 

In the past two years fo nations have harvested only a small of their 
TALFF for butterfish (2,077 mt VSo 5,500 mt in 1977 and 1,324 mt vs., 4,000 mt in 
1978)., Ho�v-ever!i) it must be remembered that each fo nation receives an 
al location of each es" When a nation harvests its allocation of any one 
s pecies, it is operations in the Atlantic FCZ., It might 
also be possib le that to some extent the relative ly l ow harvest of butterfish by 
foreign nations during 1977 and 1978 was because of the ef fect on f operations 
of the foreign fishing areas (windmvs) and related restrictions., 

In any event, the limited available data seem to indicate that there is a very real 
possibility for the expansion of the US butterfish fishery for export.. Given the 
biological condition of the stock along with landings in the recent past� an optim um 
yiel d of lll)OOO mt seems reasonable for the fishing year beginning April 1, 1979 .. 

Total landings of Atlantic butterf ish in the years im mediately prior to the 
enactment of the FCl� were 12,149 mt in 1974, 11�026 mt in 1975, and 11,753 mt in 
1976� The relatively l ow levels in 1977 (3,396 mt) and 1978 ( 4'!)988 mt) could have 
reflected the effects of the foreign fishing regulations coupled with the 
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US fishery for export. 

Another positive result of the developing export fishery is that ex-vessel prices 
remained high throughout the year (in fact, r eports indicate prices significantly 
higher than the annual average near the end of the season), even though 
significantly increased quantities of butterfish were landed. Traditionally, ex­
vessel prices decreased during the season as landings increased .. 

The FCMA de fines optimum yield as "the amount of fish (A) which will provide the 
greatest overal l benefit to the nation9 with particular reference to food production 
and recreational op portunities; and (B) which is presc ribed as such on the basis of 
the ma::Kimum sustainable yiel d  from such fishery, as modi fie4_ Qy_ any 
economic, social or ecolQgical f actor" (emphasis added).. I f  OY were set equal to 
the "practicalvw lviSY (16,000 mt), an increased harvest of 5,000 mt in ad di tion to 
that provided by the 11,000 mt OY would be permitted., The entire increase would be 
allocated to T .. !\LFF given the USCAP of 7,000 mta The current poundage fee for 
butterfish is 3 .. 5% of $626 per metric ton., For the 5,000 mt, this would yield 
$109 � 550., 00 in revenues to the US.. However� it woul d certainly eliminate the US 
export trade and ·would result in the US harvest being reduced to the levels 

prior to 1978, US landings in 1977� the most recent year to the 
development of the export trade were 2�907�000 pounds (1,319 mt) with an ex-vessel 
value of $316�000 (Table 13).. 1978 US landings were 8,084,000 pounds w·ith an ex� 
vessel value of $2,905,000., If the export trade develops as proposed in the Fr1P and 
the USCAP is realized� at the 1978 ex-ve ssel value of $0"3 6 per pound" the result 
would be $5,555,340.. It may, therefore� be concluded that, while the 
of OY at 16,000 mt woul d likely increase government revenues by $109,550$) it wou l d  
s de crease ential income to f ishermeno It must be noted that this 
analysis does not include the additional benefits of the 119000 mt OY to the 
processing sector becau se limited data make such an sibleo Hm.;;ever� 

the benefits to the pr ocessing sector of the 11)'000 mt OY would serve to increase 
the difference bet"�ATeen the approx:imately $4'"5 million and the approximately $0 .. 1 
mil lionc 

In addition�> the reduc t.ion of f mortality result from an OY of 11,000 mt 
(as opposed to 16�000 increases the probability of increased mean we of 
butterfish in the catch, Large butterfish a.re preferred domestic and foreign 
markets and have a ificantly greater ex-vessel value than small butterfishc 
This may have significant economic implications for the dornestic industry" However, 
other factors� mesh sizes used in the fishery� also will ef fect the mean 
weight of butterfish in the catch (Figure 9)� 

The recent amendments to the FCll.fA require that US processor capacity be considered 
as wel l as US harvesting Data are not available to determine historical 
processing capacity for butte:rf ish., Pr bu tterf ish generally involves only 
packing and freezingo Therefore, this plan is based on the estimate that processor 
capacity at this time is at least 7,000 mtll that is� equal to US harvesting 
'-""'"'""""'·._ .... ty... It is necessary that report systems be deve loped to gather the 
necessary data so that there "�"A7ill be a data base for the development of processor 
estimates in the future .. 

Another factor that must be considered in de the optimum yield is that the 
foreign fisheries for Loligo and butterfish are inext ricably related., Butterfish is 
an unavoidable by-catch in this s quid fisheryo Prior to enactment of the FC:MA� the 
ratio of reported butterfish to catches by foreign fleets was relatively 
high � usually greater than 20%.. of this butterfish, however� was not taken 
pur incidental ly� but was directly pursued, in order to increase the overall 
ef ficiency of the foreign Loligo/butterfish fishery.. Since implementation of the 
FCHA, it has been demonstrated that foreign fleets d o  not require this ratio of 
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butterfish to Loligo quotas in order to take their Loligo allocations.. In 1978, the 
foreign butterfish catch was ap pr 14% of the catch, and there is 
good reason to believe this by-catch can be further reduced 'ivi thou t signi ficantly 
disru pting the foreign squid f ishery� 

It is the intent of the Coun cil that the butterfish TALFF s houl d be set at the 
minimum required to allow foreign nationals to harvest their expected squid 
allocations� The TALFF proposed by the 1979 FMP for Squid is 30,000 metric 
tons. It is the opinion of the Council that a butterfish TALFF of 4,000 metric tons 
is suf ficient to allow foreign nations to com pletely harvest the TALFF, yet 
wil l not be of a magnitude that will drastically hinder the development of the US 
butterfish export industry .. 

It is clear� for the factors stated above, that it is necessary to modi fy li1SY to 
determine OY in order to achieve the obje ctives of this FMP11 particularly the 
development of an export industry" The stability and development of the US 
butterfish expo indus necessitates a TALFF c onsistent with FHP 

objectives and elimination of uncertainties on the part of US and foreign fishermen. 
as to the ultimate butterfish TALFF i n  fishing year 1979-19800 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council,. therefore, has determined that the 
optimum yield for butterfish in fishing year 1979-1980 for the s peci fied management 
unit is 11,000 metric tonso 

Tab le 31� Butterf ish MSY11 OY, US ty, and Total Allowable 
Level of Foreign Fishing 

'Theoretical' MSY 
ical" HSY1¢ 

Optimum Yield 
us 
TALFF 

tric tons) 

21 � 6 35 

16�000 
1111000 

7!)000 

4,000 

* Given the mesh sizes currently in use in the fisheryo 

Attainment of Plan Object:lves 

(l) Promote The Growt h Of The US Butter£ ish Export Industr_y_ - This objective vdll 
be met by the reduction of the fo butterfish harvest in the FCZ t o  the proposed 
TALFF level., The validi of this has been demonstrated by the 
development of this d omestic fishery since enactment of the FC£lfA and the concomitant 
reduction in foreign catches in the FCZa 

(2) iYiinimize Cost Of Harvesting Butterfish This plan does not propose any 
regulation of the domestic fishery which �vould s result in increased 
harvesting costs., In ad ditionS> foreign fishing for butterfish and �oligo is e ct 
to the which are in part so that ef fort 
for these s pe cies will not a f fect butterf ish availability to domestic 
fishermen.. Basing the F:I21P on a year il 1 will serve to enhance 
the efficiency of the foreign fishery since the major foreign fishery is carried out 
during the fall and winter.. With a calendar year FMP � the fo fishery would be 
s plit between two FrlfPs and coul d also present problems with reallocations., lVith an 
April 1 fishing year, foreign nations will kn ow their entire allocation for a year 
be fore they and will receive any reallocation while they are in the 
process of harvesting their base allocatione 

(3) In crease Emj2loyment Opt:ortunities For Com mercial Fishermen The OY, US 
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'-"""'"'C.'-.J..ty � and TALFF proposed in this F�iP will promote the rap id growth of the US 
butterf ish export This will increase employment op portun ities in the 
fishing, processingSI and related sectors.. The growth of this industry may also 
provide replacement or suppleme ntal employment for fishermen who are currently 
underemployed in other fisheries, e specially for groundfish .. 

(4) Prevent Exploitation Of The Resource Beyond That Level Producing The 
Maximum Sustainable Yield - The optimum yield proposed by this plan is less than the 
best available estimate of the maximum sustain able under current 
conditions.. There is no evidence that this stock cannot sustain the proposed OY on 
a continuing basis or that this level of harvest will endanger futur e recruitment or 
abundance .. 

(5) Costs of 
managing this resource and enforcement will be mainly limited51 for the domestic 
f ishery, to costs incurred in the collection of data mandated by this plan" No 

gear, se asonal� area or other restictions have been proposed by this plan for the 
domestic f The costs of the provisions of this relative to 
the fo fishery should be similar to those currently incurred in enforcing the 
PHP .. 

Relationship to National St andards 

Se ction 30l(a) of the Conservation and lYianagement Act states that� voAny 
fishery manage·ment pla n prep aredSI and any pr to such 

e "  � shal l be consistent ·with the fo ·national standards for fishery 
conservation and The following is a discussion of the standards and 
how this FL•fP meets them� 

Conservation measur es � 
on .§:. continuous optimum best 

sci entific evidence ava ilable indicates that butterfish is n either cur 
overfished nor at a reduced level of abun dance.. Harvests at the optimum level 
described in this Fl'�'IP should not endanger f uture harvests at le levels"' 

" ___________ l_"o_ n_ and �n��ment ������?_h_a_ l_ l_ scientific. 
currently This Ft1P i s  

available:. a s  outlined in Section V-2 o 

11 {}J... an stock 2f. be �nanaged as §!:. 
interrelated stocks of � � 

This Fl'1P me ets the requirements of this standard by 
the area of US jurisdiction n orth of Cap e Hatteras. 

The range of the species is somevorhat greater than that� extending into Canadian 
waters" However, historical la ndings of this species in Canadi an waters have been 
at such a small level that the management un it of this FlvfP effectively amounts to 

of the throughout its range.. The fishery for this species 
effectively stops at Cape Hatteras, so managing the n orth of that point does 
n ot violate this standardo 

The fo fisheries for and butterf ish are closely coordinated0 Butterf ish 
is an almost un avoidable bycatch of at present because of the of 
the species and fishing ge ar and methods now in use.. The FJYIP for Squid proposes a 
�oligo OY of 30,000 me tric tons� The butterf ish OY proposed in this F�W is adeq uate 
to allow foreign nations to completely harve st the initial squid TALFF plus any 
r eason able allocations.. In addition, the schedules for Council review of US 
capacity and n otification of any reallocations of these spe cies are identical in the 
Squid and Butter£ ish FJ:viPs" This will provide for coordinated management of the 

77 



foreign fisheries fo r butterf ish and Lo ligoo 

==;g.;::.:.::.;::..:;.:;..::.. ���:!.!:..;:::..::!... shall not 
nec essary £L fishing 

�..;;;;;..;,;_..;;;..;.;;... ;;;.....;;......;;;..;.;;....;;......;.... fishermen, such allocation shall be (A) fair 

_ 

such fishermen; (B) reasonably calculated promote 
(C) carried out in such �manner that !lQ_ particular individual, 

corporation, o r  oth� entity e.!!. share of .such privileges .. " The 
OY and US capacity estimates desc ribed in this FJYIP will accomo date all US demand for 
butterf ish without pr udice to residents of any State.. The distribution of this 
species makes it extremely un lik.ely that fishennen of any State or region could 
harvest the US capacity b efore the speci es becomes ava ilable to other domestic 
fishermen., 

C onservation and shall, promote 
efficiency in utilization :resources; ex cent !!£. measur e 
shall !!__.�_ve .�1omic allocation purpos e.n Since domestic fisheries 
presently harvest butterfish beneath the OY levelS! n o  economic inefficiencies due to 
surplus investment or effort or other factors, should result from the 
provisions of this FMP.. As US capacity estimates anticipate an increase in 
commercial f ishing for butterfish, this F:t1P wi ll not create economic inefficiency in 
domestic commercial fisheries� 

n 6 Cons ervation � !!!?-nagement 
yariations among, and contingencies fishery resources, and ::::..:::.::_:::.:::.:::.::..:::.::::..:... 
This FHP and the OY and allocations described herein take into account possible 
fluctuations in spe cies abundance (see Se ct ion V-2) and trends in US demand 
for butterfish (see Section VIII). 

Butterfish recruitment historically has varied by about 45% (one standard 
deviation) from the mean . ., The proposed OY is significantly bc:meath the maximum 
sustainable eld and� thus!il the harvest should provide an adequate 
stock abundance should future recru itment decrease 
observed in r.ecent years., In addi tion!l the managernent un it takes into account 
US/Canadian negotiations relative to a bilateral on f isherieso 

I?_!: act icab le � co�?_ts 
The management measures outlined in this Fk1P 

and complement� but do not dupli cate� management 
measures contained in other Fl11IPs or P1•1Ps., Costs of d omestic management IJlill be 
limited to colle ct ion and pr of basic f data which is necessary fo:r 
future revisions of this FMP and related enforcement costso Thus, the costs which 
"tvill be incurred as a result of the implementation of this FMP can be considered as 
the minimum that would be required for implementation of any fishery management 
plan., With respect to foreign effo rt, this plan adopts by reference the fo 
f pr in ef feet)) thereby reducing the impact of 
implementation of the FHP on fleets .. 
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XI II.. l1EASURES, REQUIREMENTS, CONDITIONS, OR RESTRICTIONS 
PROPOSED TO ATTAI N :t1ANAGE!YIENT OBJECTIVE S 

Note: All references to the Foreign Fishing 
reference the Fishing Regulations 
adoption of this FMP 1?_!_ the Secretary 

are intended to adopt J2.y_ 
may exist at the _time of the 

as they may be _amended from 
time time following F1YIP ado:Qtion 

XIII-1., Permits and Fees 

(a) Registration 

(1) Any own er or operator of a vessel desiring to take any butterfish within 
the FCZ, or transport or deliver for sale, any butterfish taken within the FCZ 
must obtain a registration for that pur pose. 
(2) Each foreign vessel engaged in or wi to engage in harvesting the 
availa ble ·must obtain a t from the Secretary of Com merce as 

ied in the FCl\ffi., 
(3) This section does not ap ply to recreational fishermen butterfish 
for their personal u se but it does apply to the mmers of party and charter 
boats ( vessels for hire)e 

( b) The owner or operator of a domestic vessel may o bt ain the 
tration on the fonn pr ovided by the NMFS information 

the names and addresses of the vessel o"ii'mer and master, the name of the vesselS) 
official number� directed f or fisheries 50 gear or types utilized to take 
butterfish!i> gross tonnage of vessel� crew size captain� fish hold capacity 
(to the nearest 100 pounds)� and the home port of the vessel., The form 
shall be submitted � in duplicat'�� to the N1"1FS!l Gloucester� 
Hassachusetts, 01930� vi!ho shall issue the required stration� for an indefinite 
term; such term to include the calenda r year in liiThich the registration is issued., 
New trations will be issued to replace lost or mutilated strations A 
registration shall wh enever vessel ownership changes, or when the master of 
the vessel changes in the directed f or fisheries of such vessel., Application 
for a n'�1iii tration� because of a change iil vessel owners hip shall include the 
names and addresses of both the purchaser and the seller and be submitted by the 
purchaser� 

(c) The tration issued by the N1'1FS must be carried� at all times, on board the 
vessel for which it is issued� mounted clearly in the pilothouse of such vessel>� and 
such registration, the vessel, its gear and and catch shall be subject to 
inspection by an authorized officialo 

(d) Registrations issued under this part may be revoked by the 
for violations of this parte 

Vessel Identification 

Director 

(a) Each domestic fishing vessel shall its official number on the deck house 
or hull and on an ap pr opriate weather deck., Foreign fishing vessels shall display 
their International Radi o Call Signs (IRCS) on the deckhouse or hull and on an 
ap pr opriate weather deck., 

(b) The identifying markings shall be affixed and shall be of the size and s 
established by the m-IFS .. 

(c) Fishing vessel means any b oat;p ship, or other craft which is used for, equipped 
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to be used for, or of a type which is normally used for, fishing� except a 
scientific research vessel.. For the purpose of this regulation, f vessel 

includes vessels carrying f ishing on a per cap ita basis or by charter \vhich 
catch butterfish for any use .. 

Sanctions 

Vessels c onducting f ishing operations 
sanctions pr ovided for in the FCHA., 

to this Fr1P are subject to the 

If any foreign fishing vessel for which a penni t has been issued fails to pay any 

civil or criminal monetary penalty imposed pursuant to the Act jf the may� 

(a) revoke such pennit, rNith or without pr ejudice to the right of the foreign 
nation involved to obtain a permit for such vessel in any subsequent year; {b) 
suspend such permit for the period of time deemed appropriate; or (c) impose 
additional conditions and restrictions on the approved application of the foreign 
nation involved and on any permit issued under such applicationS! provided� however� 
that any �vhich is to this for nonpayment of a 
civil penalty shal l be reinstated the Se upon pay ment of such civil 

penalty together with interest thereon at the prevailing US rate .. 

XI 

The following areas are closed to fishing based on the request of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (see Section VI-2): 

38°20"0011N - 38025"0011N and 7401Q'0011·w - 74°20"0onw 
38°40"'0011N � 3900Q"00uN and 7 20QQ"0019TrJ � 72°30"'00n�v 

The Secretary may open these areas when the EPA notifies her that the polu tion 
are c orrected and the a reas are safe for fishing., 

In fo nations fishing for butterfish shall be ct to the tin1e and 

area restrictions 

(CF'R)a 

set forth in part 6llo50 of Title 50 Co de of Federal Regulations 

Fixed Gear Avoidance 

Fo nations for butter£ ish shall be subject to the fixed gear avoidance 

regulations set fo rth in part 611.50(e) of 50 CFRa 

XI II-3.. Gatch Limitations 

The fishing year for but terfish shal l be the twelve (12) month 

April lo 

The total al lowable level of foreign fishing for butterfish in f ... <:>U.J-UF:! 

1980 is 4�000 metric tonsG 

Th e US capa city (quota) for butterf ish is 7,000 metric tons .. 

beginning 

year 1979 -

It is the policy of the r1id-Atlantic Y!anagement Council that the Assistnat 
Administrator for Fisheries, NOAA, be al lowed to make an in-season adjustment to the 

estimated domestic annual harvest (DAH) and Total Allowable Level of Foreign Fishing 
(TALFF) for but terf ish based on the criteria specified by the Coun cil as set forth 

belowe The Coun cil further estab lishes that any reallocation made by the Assistant 
Administrator in consultation with the Coun cil must be consistent with the 
objectives of this management plan for the butterf ish fishery.. An is a 
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tem porary in-season reduction of US CAP 
temporary in-season increase of TALFF. 
USCAP, annual domestic quota, and TALFF 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery l'1anagement Council 

and annual domestic quota and an equivalent 
At the end of the fishing year (Harch 31 ) , 

shall revert to the amounts by the 
in Section XII-5 of this F�W. 

The Council's criteria to guide the Assistant Administrator in the reallocation 
process are as fo llows: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NHFS) shall review reported domestic 
harvest (including off-loadings at sea) for butterf ish fo r the first seven 
months of the fishing year (April 1 to October 31). Domestic harvest shall be 
determined based u pon vessel and processor reports required by Section XIV of 
this Fl1P and ad ditional statistical port sampling data collected by �IFS� 

If reported domestic harvest is to or greater than forty percent (40%) 

of the annual domestic quota, n o  reallocation of butterfish shall be made .. 
However, i f  reported harvest for this period is less than forty (40%) 

of the annual domestic quota� the Assistant Administrator shall consider 
reallocating a portion of USCAP to TALFF., No reallocation shall be 
than one-half the difference between reported domestic harvest for the first 
seven months of the fishing year and the annual domestic quota.. Aa.y 
reallocation of USCAP to TALFF for butterf ish shall be ef fective on January L, 
Prior to making a real location the Assistant Administrator shall take into 
account� (1) the intent and capacity of the domestic industry to harvest 
butterf ish dur the latter portion of the fishing year for both domestic use 
and export; (2) the status of the butterf ish and (3) the current 
harvest of butterfish fo nationals. 

The Assistant A dmin.istrator shall any reallocation of butterfish through 
the tory process.. The notice of proposed relemaking shal l reflect the ab ove­
mentioned criteria11 and be pub lished in the Fe deral The public shall be 

a comment period from the da te of publication., Dur this time the 
Assistant Administrator or his designee shall consult with the ap propriate committee 
of the Council to ensure that the pr oposed :reallocation is consistent with the 

ectives contained in the Fl1P" The Assistant Administrator shall p ublish final 
in the :Federal �egister to any reallocation" The Council 

believes these final regulations shoul d  be published in the �eJ�ister 
approximately 15 da ys prior to the ef fective date, to allow for pr oper notice.. TtJhen 
the final tions are pub lished in the all comments and 
relevant information received including catch summarized" 

The Council has de termined that it is inap propriate to provide for reallocation of 
the entire difference between reported domestic catch andf the annual domestic quota 
for butterfish for the following reasonsg 

(1) The traditional pattern of US harvesting of butterf ish throughout the 
latter part of the fishing year:;> the last month of the fishing year.., 

(2) The unknown amount of incidental catch of butte.rfish which may be 
unrepo rted" 

(3) The possiblity of unforeseen entry into the butterf ish fishery by 
domestic f ishermen la te in the seasono 

(4) The development of the butterf ish ex port market" 

The Council antici pates that the Secretary, after consultation 111ith the Council9 
will implement the intent of the Fl\lfP to restrict US harvest by imposing s uch 

81 



measures including� but not limited to, tri p limitations, quarterly or half yearly 
quotas, and closed areas, a s  she deems ap propriate in the final Such 

measures should ensure the achievement of OY in a manner that does not result in a 
sudden dislocation of those involved in the fishery.. The Council intends that these 
measures will enable fishennen to redirect their effort in a timely manner shoul d a 
closure of the fishery or a substantial dimimution in allowa ble catch become 
necessary .. 

XIII-4.. Types of Gear 

Foreign nations fishing for butterfish shall be subject to the gear restrictions set 

forth in 611 .. 50(c) of 50 CFRc 

Foreign nations fishing for butterfish shall be subject to the incidental catch 
regula tions set forth in parts 611.13, 611.14, and 6lle50 of 50 CFR0 

No foreign fishing vessel operator11 including those catching butterfish for use as 

b ait in other directed f isheries� shall conduct a fishery for butterf ish outside the 
areas design ated for such f op erations in this FIYIPc 

XIII-7'1) Habitat Preservation, Protection and Restoration 

The Council is deeply concerned abou t the effects of ma rine pollution on f 
resources in the Hid-Atlantic It is mindful of its res pons ibili ty under the 

FCHA. to take into account the impact of pollution on fish" The extremely 
substantial quantities of po llutants which are being introduced into the Atlantic 
Ocean pose a threat to the continued existance of a viable f In the op inion 
of the Council» elimination of this threat at the earliest possible time is 
determined to be necessary and appr opriate for the conservation and of 
the � and for the ach eivement of the other object ives of the FC1YIA as well .. 
The Council$ t herefore, urges and directs the to forthwith to take 
all necessary measures� including but not limited to� the obt judicial 
decrees in appr opriate courts� to abate:.> �dthou t delay, marine pollution 
from the fo llm-Jing sourees� (1) the ocean dumping of raw sewage slu d ge� 
s poils9 and chemical wa stes; (2) the di of raw sev.ra ge into the Hudson River� 

the New York Harbor� and other areas of the Hid-Atlantic (3) the di 

of pr treated s ewa ge from ocean ou tfall lines; (4) overflows from combined 
sanitary and stonn s ewer systems; and (5) discharges of harmful wa stes of any kind, 
indus trial or domes tic ll into the Hudson River or surrounding rna rine and estuarine 
�111a ters" 

The domestic fishery for butterfish 
developing and this development is 
a ssistance at this time� 

XI II-9.. l1anagement Costs and Revenues 

and the butterf ish exp ort industry are 
ed to continue without direct gove :rnm,ental 

It is that the initial increased costs of the 
management measures described in this plan will be limited to those costs incurred 
in issuing t he required permits.. Of this, an as yet undermined amount may b e  
recovered b y  the of Com merce, who is authorized to recover costs of 
licensing and regulationo 
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On-going and permanent (for the life of the plan) additional expenses will be 
limited to costs of processing and manipulating the data from vessel logbooks and 
processor records, as outlined in the plan and other enforcement costs .. 

The Coast Guard will incur enforcement costs that shoul d be similar to those 
incurred enforcing the PMP that regulates the butterfish fishery@ It is not possible 
to specify these costs because of the multi-mission responsibilities of the Coast 
Guard .. 

XIV, SPECIFICATIONS AND SOURCES OF PERTINENT FISHERY DA T A  

Note: All references the Foreign =-=-�.=.::.!:lo.. Regulations 
reference the Foreign ;Fishing Regulations � they faay exist 

of ·� the Secretary of � they may be amended from 
time to time fo llowing FlviP ad option., 

The follo'l!;ring are recommended in order for the Hanagement 
Councj_ls and the l\fMFS to acquire accurate data on the butterfish catch51 by-catch, 
disca.rds� catch disposition� effort� and importance of butterfish to 
fishermen relative to al l other species caught.. These data are necessary to manage 
the for the maximum benefit of the United States.. It is necessary that 
reporting be as compr ehensive as possible and should include the territorial sea and 
the FCZ.. The fo llowing are designed to meet this need" If it is 
deterrn.ined that the Secretary d oes not have the authority to mandate of 
catches in the territorial sea� alternative methods of secur the data must be 
developed., It is understood that the ID1FS is prep mo de l  
requirements" The Hid-Atla ntic Council will revieliv these mo del requirements �t..rhen 
they have been published to determine ·whether they meet the needs identified in this 
sect ion., If such a determination is made by the Cou·ncil11 n otice of the action ii'Jill 
be published in the and the model regulations will be considered as 

the proposals that fo llow. 

XIV-2 (a)" Domestic Fishermen 

(1) For a vessel owner or master of such 
vessel must maintain an accurate log of at least dateS> 
type and s ize of gear use dll locality fishedj) duration of fishing time» of tow 
('1111h ere appropr , time of gear setS> a nd the estimated live in pounds of each 
species taken� Such logbooks shal l be available for inspection by any authorized 
official, including (1) any com missioned:> \1\i'arrant or petty officer of the Coast 
Guard, (2) any c ertified enforcement or special of the NMFS, (3) any officer 
designated by the head of any Federal or State agency tvhich has entered into an 
agreement with the Se of Commerce or S of Transportation to enforce 
the Act, or (4) any Coast Guard personnel accompanying and acting un der the 
direction of any person described in categ ory (1), and shall be presented for 
examination and subs equent return to the own er or master of the vessel upon proper 
demand by such authorized official at any time dur or at the completion of a 
fishing trip., Such required documentation will be maintained by the owner or master 
of the vessel at least one year subsequent to the date of the last entry in the log 
book" Copies of l ogbook forms will be submitted weelx.ly to an authorized official or 
designated agent of the N}1FS .. 

(2) All data received under this section shall be kept strictly c onfidential and 
shal l be released in aggr statistical fonn only, without individual 
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identification as to its source, except as necessary for purposes of enforcement of 
this Fl'IP., 

XIV-2 (b).. Foreign Fishermen 

Foreign fisherme n wi ll be subject to the reporting and recordke eping requirements 
set forth in part 611.9 of 50 CFRo 

XIV-3o Processors 

(1) All persons, i ndividuals, firms, corporations, or business associations, at any 
port or p lace in the United States, that buy and/or receive butterfish from US flag 
vessels shal l accurate records of all trans actions involving butterfish on 
fonns sup p lied by the Regi onal Director, NJ.ViFS., These records wi ll be submitted 
we ekly to the Regional Director, l'\l1:t1FS.. Records wi lls hm·.r at least the name of vessel 
or common carrier butterfish was received from, date of trans action, amount of 
butterfish received, price paid� to process butter£ and the amount of 
that actually used� 

(2) The possession by any person:)) firm, or corporation of butterfish which such 
personSl f or corporation knowsSl or should have knovm, to have been taken from 
the FCZ b y  a vessel of the United States without a valid registr ation is prohibitede 
In ad dition:il al l persons>� individuals:il finns, c , o r  business associations 
which process but terf ish in any manner wh atsoever other than temporarily preserving 
butterfish in its fresh state fo r inrmedi ate use, shall ke ep accur ate records of all 
transact ions involving butterfish.. Such records ·tvill shov-1 at least the name of the 

from <tlhom the butterfish tvas received� date of transaction, arnount of 

butterfish received ('by size if pr S> price to process 
butterf and amoun t of that ty actually used., 

XV" RELATIONSHIP OF THE RECOJVllVJENDED :t1EASU.RES TO EXISTING 

APPLICABLE LA\�S .Ai.\ID POLICIES 

Fishery Hanagement Plans (PHPs) for five fisheries of the northwest 
Atlantic were on Harch 1, 19 77, by the US Department of Commerce a These 
PHPs presently regulate foreign fishing for Atlantic herring� Atlantic mackerel� 
sil ver and red hake� butterfish and finfish t to The 
New England Fishery IY1anagement Council has prepared a Fishery lvlanagement Plan ) 
for the Atlantic groundfish promulgated by the Secretary of 
Commerce imposing quotas, minimum size limits,. mesh restrictions, etca � r111ent into 
effect on June 13, 1977, and h ave been subsequently amended to apply to the 
fisheries during 1978., Plans for se-veral other species are also in various 
of prep aration b y  the Regional Fishery Councilso 

This But terf ish Fishery J:i.lanagement Plan 
Council is re lated to these other 

by the Hid-Atlantic 
fo llows� 

L, This Butterfish FMP will the PHP foreign fishing 
for butterfish wi thin the FCZ as prescribed unde r the FCl1Ao 

2., All fisheries of the northwe st Atlantic are of the same 
general ge op hysical, biological� social, and economic 
Domestic and foreign fishing fleets, fishermen, and ge ar often 
are active in more than a sing le fisheryo Thus, regulations 
implemented to govern harve sting of one of a group 
of related spe ci es may impact upon other fisheries by c ausin g 
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transfers of effo rt. Hany fisheries of the northtvest 
Atlantic result in si gn ificant non-target speci es fishing mortality. 
Th erefore, e ach management plan must consider the impact of non-

species fishing mortality on other stocks and as a result 
of other fisheriesc 

3., Butterfish are a fo od item for many commercially and recreationally 
important fish species., Also, bu tterf ish utilize many finfish 
and invertebrate species as food itemsO!) 

�-.. Present research programs of ten provide data on stock size, 
levels of recru itment, di stribu tion, age, and growt h for many 
speci es regulated by the PHPs, FHPs, and proposed Fl<IPs .. 

XV-2.. Treaties or International Ag_reeme nts 

No treaties or international 
the FCl�� relate to this f 

� other than GIF As entered into pursuant to 

�CV-3.. Federal Laws and Policies 

The only Federal law that controls the fishery covered by this management plan is 
the FCJYfA., 

1v1arine Sanct uary and Other Special Management tems 

The USS l111onitor r·1arine was officially establi shed on 30� 1975� 
under the Narine Protect Research., and Sanctuaries Act of 1972., Rules and 

regulations have been issued for the Sanctuary (15 CFR Part 924) a They prohibit 
deploying any equi;?ment in the Sanctuary� fishing activi ties ·which involve 

in any mannerS> stop ping, r withou t pmver at any 
timeVI (924�3 (a)), and vv (924 .. 3(h))., the Sanctuary"s position of f 
the coast of North Carolina at 3500Q"'23u N latitude � 7502 W tude is 
located in the s designated manag ement area� it does not occur 1.vi or in 
the of S> any fo reign areao Therefore)) there is no threat to the 
Sanctuary al fo butter£ ish fishing operations under this if 
implemented Secretary of Commerce" AlsoSI the Monitor Marine Sanctuary is 
c le arly des on all National Ocean Survey (NOS) charts by the caption 
11protected This minimizes the potential for to fhe Sanctuary by 
domes tic fishing operations, 

Pot ential Impact on �1arine Hammals and 

Numerous species of marine mammals occur in the Northwe st Atlan tic Oc ean$) yet 
definitive speci es composition is 1.:mknown" Indications are that the most numerou s 
species in the area are the common ( dolp hin (Delphinu s delp his)� harbor 
porpoise pho coena), and harbor seal CJ?hoca vi tulina) " Data on pop ulation 
abundance for variou s speci es, howe ver� i s  sketchy at best� and for some 
non-existent .. In addition, behavior and pref erence fo r certain prey 
are not ·well understood<�� These facts in combination make it extremely di fficul t  to 
assess, even qualitatively, the potential impact of the Butterf ish management 
program on marine mammal pop ulations .. 

The proposed harvest leve l for the 1979-1980 fishing ye ar of 11!1>000 mt is not 
expected to cau se any declines in abundance of this Therefore, no change 
in the availabili of these to those toothed cetaceans and p that 
utilize butterfish as a fo od item is expected to occurc 
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tfuenever fishing ge ar and marine mammals occur in the same area, there always exists 
a potential for an incidental kill of ma rine mammalso Excep t in unique situations 
(e.g., tuna-porpoise in the central Paci fic), the incidental kill as a result of 

commercial fishing activities usually has an insignificant impact upon the stability 
of marine mam111B.l pop ulations. This is because the number of animals killed is 
relatively small compared to total pop ulation size. 

Outside of c ertain marine ma mmals, the only threatened/ endangered s pecies occur 
in the Northwest Atlantic are the shortnose sturgeon brevirostrum) and 
several species of sea turtles.. Because data on occurences of shortnose stur geon 
are vital to understanding its current status, the Council urges fishermen to report 
any incidental catch of this species to the Shortnose Sturgeon Recovery Project of 
the NM:FS" 

Available data appe ar to indicate that several species of sea turtles are regularly 
found in New land wa ters., These turtles are the Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys 
kem:Qi), leatherback (De rrnochelys coriacea), loggerhear (Caretta caretta), and green 
(Chelonia In addi hawksbill turtles (Eretmochelxs imbricata) 

occasionally stray into the area... The ""s ridley sea turtle9 while probably the 
most rep til e on earth (total pop ulation estimated at several thousand 
animals), is also the most frequently observed sea turtle in New England waters� 

iJ<:;::"-.J..OI...II..ly Cape Co d Bay.. Strandings of Kemp"' s ridley, with many individuals dying 
as a result, are not in the Bay and have been known to occur for some 
time.. One hypothesis is that individuals remain in the Bay until late autumn� and 
with the decrease in water e as wi nter ap proaches, these animals become 

ect to hypothennia and subsequently die., 

In late au tumn 1978 seven Kemp's turtles 'il.-rere found on the beaches along Cape 
Co d Bay" ·�fuile several of these individuals vile re reportedly cut and �,;rhen 
first observed9 recent examination of the preserved s did not reveal any 

or physical to the individuals., It is possible that these animals v.rere 
injured by fishing activity lement in the tra-wl nets or by 
contact irvith the there is no solid evidence to 
indicate that f were responsible for the kills, Based on inquiries 
to fishermen condttc ted NHFS and JYiassachuset ts Division of J:-1arine Fisheries 
personnel9 the conclusion can be drawn that and numerous 1d.llings of 

""s ridley turtles in Cape Cod Bay do not occur as a result of normal commercial 
fishing operations" Efforts are undenvay to provide much needed monitoring of 
turtles and to better inform f ishermen and the pub lie about the of 

ect these animals� c onsistent >:!\lith the position of not inter£ 
extent possib lell with legitimate activitieso 

In conclusion9 the Council does not beli eve that implementation of the Butterfish 
FHP will have any ad verse impact upon pop ulations of marine mammals and endangered 
specieso As ad ditional unders of the status and dynamics of marine mam mal 
and sea turtle pop ulations becomes available� the Council will this 
information into their examination of potential impacts upon the environment as a 
result of FNPs .. 

Current and/or Proposed Oil� Gas� Mineral� a nd 
Port Deve lopment 

tvater 

While Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) develop ment plans may involve areas overlapping 
those contemplated for of fshore fishery management, \1\le are unable to specify the 
relationship of both programs 'I"IITithou t site specific develop ment information,. 
Certainly, the potential for conflict exists if com mun ic ation between interests is 
not maintained or ap preciation of each other's efforts is lacking c Potential 
conflicts include, from a fishery management position� (1) exclusion areas, (2) 

86 



ad verse impacts to sensitive, biological ly important areas, (3) oil contamination� 
(4) substrate hazards to conventional f gear, and (5) competition for cre�.rs 
and harbor space.. 1:'17e are not aware of pending deep vm ter port plans which would 
directly impact of fsho re fishery management goals in the areas under consideration, 
nor are we aware of po tential ef fects of of fshore fishery management plans upon 
future development of deep water port facilities .. 

XV-4. State, Local, and Other Applicable Laws and Po licies 

No State or local laws control the fishery that are the subject of this management 

State Coastal Zone Management (CZ1Y1) Programs 

The proposed action entails management of butterfish stocks in an ef fo rt to ensure 
sustained productivity at some optimum leveL. In order to achieve this goal� all 
management plans must incorpo rate means to achieve of fish stocks, r elated 
food chains, and habitat necessary fo r this integrated biological system. to function 
effectively.. Inasmuch as CZM plans are presentl y in the developmental stages, we 
are not aware of specific measures on the part of the individual states '\ivhich wou l d  
ultimately impact this fishery plan., Hmrilever, the CZH Act o f  19725) a s  amendedSl is 
primarily protecti-ve in nature, and provides measures for ensur stability of 
productive fishery habitat wi thin the coastal zone.. Therefore)) each s CZ11 
p lan wil l  probably assimilate the ecological pr upon which this 
f management plan is based.. It is recognized that responsible 
management of both coastal .zones and fish stocks :must involve mutual ly supportive 
goals Q The t·1assachusetts and Rhode Island Coastal Zone Hanagement Programs ·have 
been revie�ved relative to this F:MP and no conf licts have been identified Q Future 
CZlvi wil l  be revie\r�Ted for consistency 'W'i th this FHP" 

XVI" COUNCIL REVIEw A.1\TD HONITORING OF THE PLAN 

The Council will revie�v the plan each year.. The review �rJill include the most recent 
cruise survey data and data on the US harvesting and pr indu stries., This 
will permit a revie\1\f of HSY s OY � US 50 and TALFF and the development of and 

modifications to the FiYIP o These reviews will be carried out so that 
amendments to the FHP can be reviewed by the Council and the lie and 
implemented hy the Secretary of Commerce by April 1 of each year.. This schedule may 
be modified in the future as the domestic f evolveso 
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XVIII. APPENDIX 

XVIII-1. Sour ces of Data and Methodology 

Data in the plan were supplied by the ��1FS and the individual stateso 

and economic methodologies we re deve loped by the NMFS 

XVIII-2.. Environmental Impact Statement 

Biological 

The summary of the pr opos ed action is pr esented at the beginning of this d ocument<�> 

Relationship Of The Proposed Action To OCS, Marine, And Coastal 
Zone Use Plans, Po li cies, And Controls For The Area 

Regional Council Fishery :tY1anagement Plans and Other 
Preliminary Plans 

Preliminary Fishery l"lanagement Plans (PMPs) for five fisheries of the northwest 
Atlantic were impleme nted on Harch 1 !> 19 77 by the US Department of Com me rce.. These 
were amended to extend them into 1978 during the fall of 1977.. These PMPs presently 
regulate foreign fishing within the FCZ for Atlantic herring� Atlantic macke rel, 
s ilver and red hake, squids and finfish caught incidentally to trawling" The New 
Eng land Council has prepared a Fishery Hanagement Plan (FlvfP) for 
the Atlantic groundfish (had dock, c od!; and yellowtail fl ounder) which 

the domestic fisheries only, since there are no of these three 
spe cies available to fo nations" promul gated by the Sec retary of 
Com merce imposing quotasll minim um size limits� mesh restrictions� etc"� vJent into 
effect on June 13, 1977"' These have been updated and amended for 1978" Plans for 
several other spe cies are also in va rious stages of pr by the New E n g land 
and I1id-Atlantic Fishery Hanagement Coun cils" 

This But terf ish Fishery Hanagement Plan pr the r1id�Atlantic Fishery 
Coun cil is related to these other plans as follows: 

1.. This Butterfish F11P will the PHP currently fo 
fishing for butterf ish within the F CZ as presc ribed by the FClYJA, 
.2, All fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic are part of the same 

ical,. biological, social, and economic Domestic and foreign 
fleets, f and gear often are active in more than a 

fishery.. Thus, r egulations govern harvesting of one species or 
a group of related upon other fisheries by co. ...... "'-'-·UJ.". 

transfers of fishing effo rt� 
3., Hany fisheries of the northwest Atlantic result in non-target 
spe cies fishing mortality., Therefore� each management plan must consider the 
impact of non-targe t species fishing on other stocks and as a result 
of other fisheriesc 
4o Butterfish are a food item for many comme and 

fish species., A lso, butterfish utilize many species of finfish and 

squid as food items� 
5.. Present ong oing research pr ograms often provide data on stock size, levels 
of recruitment, distribution, age, and growt h for many of the species 
regulated by the PHPs, FHPs, and propos ed Fl1Ps" 

Marine Sanctuary and Other Special Management Systems 

The USS l1onitor Harine Sanctuary was of established on January 30j) 1975 
under the Harine Protection, Research� and Sanct uaries Act of 1972 (P.,L., 92-532)., 
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Rules and regulations have been issue d for the Sanctuary ( 15 CFR Part 92 4). They 
prohibit deploying any equipment on the Sanctuary, fishing activities which involve 
"anchoring in any manner, stopping, remaining, or drifting without power at any 
time" (924 .. 3(a)), and "trawling " (924.3(h))., Although the Sanctuary's position of f 
the coast of North Carolina at 35000'23" N latitude - 75024'32" W longitude is 
located in the plan's designated management area� it does not occur within, or in 
the vicinity of, any fo fishing area.. Therefore, there is no threat to the 
Sanctuary by allowing foreign f for butterfish un der this plan if implemented 
by the Secretary of Com merce.. Also, the Monitor Marine Sanctuary is clearly 
designated on all National Oc ean Survey (NOS) charts accompanied by the caption 
19Protected Areau e This minimizes the potential for damage to the Sanctuary by 
domestic fishing operations� 

State Coastal Zone Management Pr ograms 

The proposed action entails management of butterfish in an attem pt to ensure 
sustained pr oductivity at some optimum leveL. In order to achieve this goal, all 

must rate means to achieve integrity of fish stocks� related 
food chains, and habitat necessary for this biological system to fun ction 
effectively.. Si nee CZ1'1 plans are pr esently in the developmental stages� we are not 
aware of specific measur es on the part of individual states which would ultimately 
impact this fishery management planw However, the CZM Act of 1972� as amended (PoLo 
92-583), is primarily pr otective in nature and pr ovides measures for ensuring 
stability of productive habitat ·within the coastal zone" Therefore� each 
state's CZH plan will pr obably include the princi ples upon which this 

is based.. It is recognized that 
of b oth coastal zones and fish stocks must involve mutually 

supportive goals" The Massachusetts and Rhode Island Coastal Zone 
have been reviewed relative to this Fl"fP and no conflicts have been 

identified., Future CZJY1 Pr ograms 'tV'ill be revie�11ed for consistency �:vi th this FlVIP o 

Current and/or Proposed Oil, Gas, Mineral. and 
Deep t!Tater Port Deve 

While Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) development may involve areas overlapping 
fo r offshore fishery ·management� we are unable to the 

both pr ograms without site-s pecific development information" 
!!> the potential for conf lict exists if communication between interests is 

n ot maintained or ap preciation of each s efforts is lacking., Potential 
conflicts include� from a f position� (1) exclusion areas, (2) 
ad verse s to sensitive� biologically important areas, (3) oil contamination, 
(4) substrate hazards to conventional fishing gear� and (5) c ompetition for crews 
and harbor space.. VJe are not aware of pending water port plans tvhich would 
directly impact of fshore fishery management goals in the areas under consideration� 
n or are "\1-Je awa:re of potential effect of of fshore plans upon 
f uture development of deep water port facilities .. 

Probable Of The Proposed Action On The Environment 

The pr oposed optimum yield of butterf ish that will be established by this action has 
been considered in light of recent estimates of stock size and variou s estimates of 
the levels of fishing mortality., No significant ad verse long-term effect on the 
stock of butterf ish is expected as a result of this action, but it must be n oted 
that sufficient data are not available to support a high of confidence in 
this statement.. Thus, c ontinuing monitoring and assessment for this stock is 
c ritical so that better assessments can be madee New information may be required 
and modifications of the management plan may b e  necessary.. The data are tenuous and 
modi fications of the estimated yields in respo nse to fluctuations in stock size can 
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be expected .. 

This plan shoul d induce no s icant ad verse im pact on the environment.. It is 
designed to optimize long-term yield recognizing the im portance of butterfish as a 
forage s pecies and thereby contributing to the overall productivity of the 
ecosystem. 

The proposed action woul d permit a catch of butterfish by US fishermen in excess of 
their estimated catch for 19"18.. Therefore, this action will help of fset the 
economic impact of expected lower catches of other This may lead to the 
development of an export industry.. No increases in labor costs are likely to result 
from the larger catch es because of substantial unemployrnent in the affected ports .. 

Alternative s To The Proposed Plan 

This plan proposes a le vel of optimum yield, plus restrictions on the level of 
foreign based on the after the US catches its estimated capacity, 
and area and seasonal limits on fishing by fo nationso in any of these 
proposals are pos sib le alternative actions"' The probable im pact of each grou p of 
alternatives relative to the proposed action is discussed belm'il'� 

1.. Optimum Yield - The proposed op timum yield (OY) 
represents the best pos sib le balance of pos sible catch levels consistent 'til"ith 
the attainment of the objectives of this Fl>iP (see Section XII)., The probable 
biological consequences of an increased or decreased op timum yield are 
described in Section V-2e 

2., Increased/Decreased US Cap acity - The US capacity estimate proposed in 
this Plan represents the best prediction of domestic harvest for this 
in 1979 - 1980$1 based upon information received to date by the l:�Iid-Atlantic 
Fishery r1anagemen t Council, 
3c. Take No Action At This Time - This alternative ·tvould mean that the PMP� 
p repared by the NMFS, woul d continue in force.. The PHP regulates foreign 
fishennen The effect of this alternative v.:roul d be that the data that 
will be collected on domes tic f and efforts as a result of 
this coul d not be collected as effective ly� and assessments of the scope 
and development of the domestic f woul d not be as accurate as they 'ljvill 
be with the plana 
4.. In The Unit Alternative units include (a) 
only the FCZ a nd (b) US territory� i n  both cases north of Ha tte:rcas, 
Us butterfish in the FCZ only would not maintain the flexibility of the FlVIP 
relative to US/Canadian fishery negotiations and would limit the collection of 
data on al l US fishing effort s  for butterfisho This would be a significant 
problem in a de veloping fi sheryo the unit to butterfish 
in US t would be adequate if the question of a bilateral agreement 
with Canada 'tvere resolved, 

Probable Ad verse Effect s Of The Action Which Cannot Be Avoided 

The optimum yiel d s pecified by the proposed actions is below the 
and demand for butterfish of nations which have fished in the recent 
years" Thus the OY represents an ad verse action with to foreign fishing .. 

Increased US landi ngs of butterfish on the Atlantic coast coul d require more labor 
input for processing, but because of substantial unemployment� no increase in the 
cost of lab or is 8.<"'\:pected., 

There shoul d be no ad verse im pact on the recreational fishing 
not utilize butterfish heavily. No severe reduction in the 
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butterfish as a pr ey 

is expected" 

for and recreationally important species 

Rela Between Local Short-Term Use Of s Environment And 
The 11aintenance And Enhancement Of Long-Term Pr oductivity 

The pr oposed management measures are designed to accomplish two goals: ( 1) provide 
for a sustainab le optimum yield based on stable stock levels ( , of 

c ourse, natural fluctuations in stock abun dance), and (2) provide the United States 
an allocation that will encourage efforts to develop the domestic butterfish 

fishery.. The proposed action could$) over the l ong run,. lead to increased US pr ofit 
from the butterfish fishery" 

Sufficient data are not available to predict effect s of the pr oposed action on total 

productivity of the region., To do so woul d require kn owledge of trophic 
interactions among butterfish and other species beyond our present un ders 
Therefore, t he pr oposed action is to result in continued yiel ds on at least 

the present level ba sed on the best scientific evidence available., Even so, it is 
sib le to com pletel y forecast the long-term effects of the pr oposed actiono 

The relationship between the short-term use of the environment and the of 

l ong-term viability of the stock s is a and necessary b ond., Prudent and 

responsible use of the resource ba se requires no less, 

Irreversible And Irretrievable Com mitments of Resources 

No irreversib le commitments of resources ,,vill result from t he 
bu tterf ish plan wh ich has been set in motion by the passage 

of this 
of the FC1:1A" 

Implicit in the implementation of the management is the periodic 
the catch to pr ovide da ta :Eo r decisions" 

of 

- No loss of aquatic flora or fauna populations has been 
identified" Periodic monito of the catch is required and the 

is flexible and can be mo dified or amended if adverse impacts appearedo 
Land Resources No irreversible or irretrievable cmnmit.ments of land 
resources have been identified in the pr oposed utanagernent plana 

No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 
water or air have been identified 

sho rt-term irretrievable comrnitments of lie funds can be identifiedo 
Irretrievab le commitments can be general ly defined as the use or o:t 

r esources that are neither renewable nor recoverable for subs use .. 

Other Interests Or Considerations Of Federal Policy Of 

Environmental Impacts Of The Proposed Action 

Adverse 

The butterfish resource of the northwest Atlantic iss> in fact, a public resource 
andil t herefore, to no one icular interest gr oup" The concept .envisioned 
by Congress as stated in the FCNA is to c onserve and manage the fisheries so as to 

maximize the benefits derived from t hese resources for all Americans" The species 
c onsidered herein is treated much like any other natural resource of the public 
domain.. Given these circumstances, the conservation measures pr oposed are examples 

of direct and responsible actions to ensur e  resource availability at 

adequate levels for the forseeable future� 

The pr oposed action wil l result in catches of butterfish by foreign nations below 

their harv·esting capacity and demand for butterfish, and thus tvill have an ad verse 
economic impact on them .. From 1963-1976, the butterfish catch in SA 5 and 6 by 
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countries other than the United States averaged just under 9,900 me tric tons 

annually� For 1978, the total allowable leve l of foreign fishing (TALFF) for 
butterfish wi thin the FCZ was 4,000 mt, a drastic reduction. This fishery 
management plan proposes for 1979 a TALFJ:i' of 4))000 tons.. Quantification of the 
impact on foreign nations is not possible, since the opportunities for deployment of 
foreign vessels into fisheries in other parts of the world or the costs of such 
redepl oyment are unknown.. Hmvever,. a reduction in catches by other countries is 
c onsidered ne cessary to help assist the development of the US industry vvhile at the 
same time avoiding the risk of reducing future pr oductivity of the stocks .. 
Therefore, the butterfish OY has been se t at a leve l that take both these views into 
consideration, while fulfil li ng the requirement in the FCJYIA of making a 
surplus available to foreign nationals .. 

Norfolk, VA 
Ocean City� HD 

Cape May, NJ 
Asbury PArk� NJ 
Centerreach, NY 
Pt., Judith� RI 
Gloucester, r1A 

Portland51 lYlE 

Date 
9/20/78 
9/21/78 
9/26/78 

9/27/78 
9/28/78 

10/3/78 

10/4/78 
10/.5/78 

September 20j) 1978� Norfo 

Number of Public 

7 
11 

3 
18 

8 

34 
16 

8 

The hearing began at 7� 15 p .. m., Mr .. Harry Ke ene was the moderator" Dr" Steven 
Hura'ii'Jski represented the Northeast Fisheries Center"' Hr Peter Colosi represented 
the Northeast Office of the National lVIarine Fisheries Serviceo Mr., David 
Ro Keifer represented the Council staff., Nso Carol HcDaniel served as recording 

Seven members of the lie were pr esent, 

}vlr" Keene reviewed the procedural rules for the and the three planso 

The lack of ava ilabili of Atlantic mackerel and but terf ish off shore in 

of availability e lsewhere v.ras questioned, The response ljJ"as that environ.rnental 
and other factors ·were pr obably the cause� n ot sed stock., 

The :relatively high price of bait squid was discu ssed 

indication of adequate abunda nee� Give n the relatively 
squid, after discu ssion there was agreement that the high 
due to a lack of squid, bu t to the distribu tion sect or., 

in t of 
low ex-vessel 
prices were p:r 

s 
of 

Several persons supported the repo :requirements bu t wanted details on the 

tration and repo system for charter and party boats" were assured 
that every effort would be made to fy the process, bu t that da ily 
submitted monthly� would be 

The hearing ·was closed at 9:00 p .. m .. 

September 21, 19 78, Ocean City,. Nary land 

The be gan at 7:15 p .. m., Jvls., Barbara Porter 'tvas the moderator., Hr., Robert 
Rublemann of the Mid-Atlantic Coun cil was also present.. Dr... Steven JYiurawski 

represented the Northeast Fisheries Center.. Hr� Peter Colosi represented the 
Northeast Regional Office of the National Marine Fisheries Servicee Mrs David R@ 
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Keifer represented the Council staff. !Yis. Carol lVicDaniel served as recording 
secretary. Eleven members of the public \vere present .. 

Ms .. Porter revie·wed the pr ocedur al rules for the hearing and the three plans .. 

The relatively high price of bait squid was discussed 
indication of adequate abun dance.. Given the relatively 
squid,. after discussion there ·was agreement that the high 
d ue to a lack of squid� but to the distribution sector� 

in light of the plan's 
l ow ex-vessel prices of 
prices were pr obably n ot 

Several persons supported the reporting requirements but wanted details on the 
registration and reporting system for charter and b oats.. They were assured 
that every e f fort ·would be made to sim plify the pr ocess, but that daily l ogs? 
submitted monthly, would be required., 

The hearing 'irJas closed at 8�00 p .. m"' 

September 26, 1978� May51 New Jersey 

The hearing v.ras held at the Golden Eag le, May, New Jersey$' and convened at 7:30 

p .. m" Cap tain David H., Hartll Coun cil Chainnan, was moderator., lYis., Anne 
represented the Northeast Fisheries Center, 'Mr e Stuart Wilk r National 
Marine Fisheries Servicell Hr., Paul ·Hamer represented the New Division of 
Fish, Game, and Shellfisheries� and H r"' Joel HacDonald represented NOAA General 
Counsel's Of fice., 1"1r .. John C., Bryson represented the Coun cil staff and Hs .. Nancy 
'liJeis served as recording s Three members of the p ub lie were present o 

Cap tain Hart reviewed the three 

lYiro Goldmark stated that squid were not abundant the last tvvo years and in of 
this the fo allocation in the plan., Mr., Bryson replied the US 

allocation in the surpassed the amount of squid taken in the US 

fishenaen., Squid are not a essed stock but have remained of fshore due to 

e variations 

1:-ire Goldmark asked if the quota on mackerel would be adjusted if commercial interest 
increased., l':'Ir., Bryson replied ye s and reported the fo level had been cut in 

order to rebuild the stock., 

Nr, Gold.mark abou t flu.ke, Mr., stated a was developed by 
the and would be reviewe d by the Council and then taken to 

p ublic hearings., 

Jvlr, Bryson commented efforts were being made to devf;lop a market for 

Captain Hart commented attempts had been made to notify the p ublic of these 
to generate inp ut and felt perhaps low attendance vilas due to their e �;vith the 

The meeting was adjourned at 7 � 45 p .. m., 

Se p tember 27, 1978, Asbury Park, New Jersey 

The hearing was held at the Asbury Park Park, New Jersey and Iivas 
convened at 7:40 p .,me by Coun cilman William Feinberg wh o served as moderator" 
Coun cilmember Allan Rist ori was also l\fs o Anne represented the 
Northeast Fisheries Center, Hr .. Joel MacDonald represented NOAA General Counsel and 
Mr.. Stuart Wilk repr esented National l�Iarine Fisheries Service.. Hr., John Bryson 
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represented the Council 

Eighteen members of the 

staff and Nancy \Jeis served as recording secretary., 

lie were present .. 

Jl1r .. Bryson reviewed the three plans .. 

SQUID PLAN 

Hr.. Flimlin asked if US capacity would be adjusted if the quota was not taken.. Hr" 

Bryson replied that if US fishermen did not take the quota it may be reallocated to 
the foreigners in mid-ye ar. However, there are some boats who are gearing up to 
catch squid for expo rt., 

Hr .. Bramhall asked why passenger carrying vessels needed a license in light of the 
fact the subpanel sug gested this be dropped from the Hr .. Bryson replied the 

Council felt this wa s necessary to have accur ate catch data"' l1r .. Bramhall felt a 
voluntary pr ogram would accurate data� a license ·will decrease the 
coope ration of the fishermen., 

Hr, Rodia felt licensing will not pr ovide accurate catch da ta from the fishermen if 

it is mandatory., There are better ways to obtain data.. r1r ... Bryson replied this 
matter 'N'ill be take n under consideration by the CounciL, Nr" Rodia felt more 
accurate f ·wou l d  be obt ained if it was on a volun basis., 

One person suggested the volun tary repo 

affect .. 

be tried before licensing is put into 

Nr" Risto:ri com.mented fishermen in New land have benefited from reporting 

systemso An attempt is being made to standardize for all species" 

i\1r., Wilk stated the survey on tnackerel in the plan Twas within1< or minus51 10% 

accurate., J:1ro Bramhall aske d \lvhy the sur vey could not be continued instead of 
licenses, l'Iro Ristori the cost v.ras or factor in doing constant 

surveys.. Hr., Bryson stated information from provided mo re current data 
than surveys 'if.rhich resulted in more accurate plans" 

Hr" Rodia a.sked wh y catch 

mackerel wa s not accur ate" 
recreational boats woul d be 

not hand le the informa tion 
cons ide red by the Council., 
p utting a saltwater f 

stated in the plans .. 

repo had to be so accurate when the number of 

He further hm:v long it would be before 
to be licensed� Hro Bryson replied NHFS could 

from recreational logbook s and this measure had bee.n 
Eke Bryson stated that the Council has no intention of 
license in the plans., �1r., Bramhall this be 

stated the Council was not a bureaucracy bu t represented the interests 

of the fishermen in their areao 

Hr .. Nash asked what would be the procedure if all were not returned" [vir., 

Bryson replied in the Surf Clam Fishery it has been sugge sted that enforcement 
measures be taken and the subpanel has sug gested that a reminder of the penalties 
for not retur logbooks be sent to members of the fishery., 

Mr.. commented in California the voluntary system does not produce data from 
all fishermen but the es that are reported are more accurate@ 

97 



BUTTERFISH PLAN 

Hr.. Flimli n asked how a foreign surp lu s coul d be set un til the US capacity was 
detennined and if US fisherme n had an increased fishing power woul d the US 
allocation be increased. Mr. Bry son rep lied US capacity was set above figures from 
past years.. The US allocation would be raised accordingly if the fishing power 
increased., 

One pe rson 
allocations .. 
figures are 

asked if tor/prey factors were considered in setting the 
Hr., Bryson stated this was taken into consideration, howe ver, t he 

not as accur ate as de sired. lVis., com mented lA70rk in this area was 
being ted .. 

Mr .. Feinberg s tated the government encour aged US fishermen to enter into foreign 
export markets .. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p .,m., 

Se ptem ber 28, 1978, Centerreach� New York 

Th e hearing was convened at 7:30 p .. m., l_vis .. Nancy Goel l was the moderator., Other 
Coun cilmem bers pr esent were: Dr .. John L.. ll1r .. Allan Ristori� and Hr .. 
Taormina.. l'1essrs .. vJilliam Overholtz and St uart Wilk represented the Northeast 
Fisheries Center" lvlr., Bru ce Nicholls the Northeast Regional Off ice of 
the National 1Yiarine Fisheries Serviceo l'1s ¢ Anne 'irJil liams represented the Coun cil 
staff,. There were eigh t members of the publi c present., 

Ns" Go el l reviev.:red the three plans o 

Hr o �1il le r proposed t hat the 
year in order to facilitate 

FiYIP be changed from a calendar year to a 
of real location., 

l\1r" l1iller the ect ive in the Jvlackerel FHP of promo 
the fishery because it could be as the basis for limi 

!Jr" Hiller 

f aeili tate 
FI·.:JP be to a 
He also que stioned the 

suggested that the Bu tterf ish 
the of reallocationQ 

costs to consumers since it could possib be used to 
controls or tion of the fisheryo 

The hearing was c losed at 8g30 p®mo 
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New England Fishery Management CouneiJ.,�' .. 

617-535-5450 

Peabody Office Building 
One Newbury Street 

Peabody, Massachusetts 01960 

FTS 8-223-3822 

S�lliARY OF BUTTERFISH, MACKEREL, SQUID PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Point Judith, Rhode Island - October 3, 1978 

There was opinion that private boat owners should report mackerel catches 
for recreational purposes, since those landings may be substantial. 

It was stated that the butterfish and squid plans should provide for a mid­
season re-allocation of quotas between domestic and foreign fisheries; such 
that domestic quotas may be increased and foreign quotas decreased if the 
domestic landings are ahead of expectations. 

There ·was opinion that if foreign fishing takes its quota early in the 
year, it will be impossible to re-allocate between foreign and domestic 
quotas and to increase the U.S. capacity or quota� 

There was considerable support for readjusting the seasons or fishing year 
by foreign nations fo r squid to permit U.S. fishermen first access to 
Loligo squid. It is believed that early offshore heavy for 
Loligo reduces the probability of sub stantial numbers of Loligo moving into 
fishing areas accessib l e to u.s. vessels. May 1 was suggested as the 
beginning of foreign fishing for Loligoc 

100/� observer coverage on foreign squid vessels was recommended to minimize 
the by-catch, particularly of butterfish, in that fishery. 

There was opinion that the by-catch of butterfish and mackerel is high in 
the present foreign fishing for Loligo , particularly the Japanese fishery . 

The foreign Loligo seasons and windows should be set to �inimize by-catches 
o f  butterfish. 

Foreign fishing gear for squid should be regulated to minimize the butterfish 
by-catch. 

A one-year moratorium on foreign squid fishing was suggested to increase 
availability to domestic fishermen and to provide opportunity for restora­
tion of previously-important trap fishery. 

High b utterfish landings in southern New England in 1978 may push total 

U.S. landings over the proposed 6,000 MT quota. 
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In view of strong market demand for processed butterfish, 6,000 MT may not 

b e  a non-restrictive quota for U.S. fishermen. 

There is opinion that increased surveillance by the Coast Guard is needed 
on Japanese vessels believed to be engaged in a strong directed fishery for 
butterfish, especially for night-time fishing. 

Because the quality of butterfish in the cold months produces the highest 
market value, the plan should consider the im pact on values to U.S. fisher­
men of foreign quotas/windows in the cold months and high U.S. landings in 
the warmer months. 

It was recommended that: 

1) The foreign allocation of butterfish in 1979 be reduced to 2, 700 HT, 

in order to provide a larger U.S. quota and therefore a higher in­
centive to U.S. fishermen, and 

2) the plan should make .!!.£ provision for a mid-year reallocation of 
b utterfish quotas to foreign nations. 

It r.vas recommended that the butterfish objective of "minimizing costs to 
consumers" be eliminated. Fishermen are not in the business of minimizing 
costs to consumers. 

There was opinion that the butterfish objectives are 
they do not address the strong potential for export� 
specifically address developing the export potential 
balance of payments. 

' 

too narrow in that 
The objectives should 

and the problem of 

It r,vas recommended that the butterfish plan omit a reserve of 400 MT to be 
held for possible reallocation. 

It 'livas noted that as groundfish quotas become more restrictive, there r.vill 
be greater effort directed to species such as butterfish and squid. 

Gloucester, Massachusetts � October 4, 1978 

There is concern that high volumes of recreational mackerel catches in the 
spring are sold in the New York market and are driving commercial trap 
fishermen in New England out of the mackerel business. There was testimo11:y 
that recreational soles have depressed the commercial market prices from 
40¢ to 10-15¢. A 9,000 MT quota to recreational fishermen will hurt the 
trap fishermen. 

There was a question on the meaning of mackerel objective #4; i.e. what is 
meant by efficient allocation of capital and labor? (Is this intended as a 
b asis of limited effort?) 
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tfuat are the specific incentives in squid objective #7? 

There was opinion that the mackerel quota provided very little incentive to 
build U.S. processing plants for mackerel. The proposed 5,000 MT mackerel 
quota is not enough to operate one mackerel processing plant. 10,000 MT 
would be needed to encourage investment in one plant Which is being planned 
now. On the other hand, present processing capacity for mackerel could not 
h andle 5,000 MT. 

Portland, Maine - October 4, 1978 

p p  

There was a question how the mid-year re-allocation of squid or butterfish 
will be made: on the basis of landings, or on the basis of a resource 
assessment? 

It was reported that large mackerel are abundant of fshore in the Gulf of 
Maine. The rationale for a mackerel quota was asked for. It was reported 
that large amounts of mackerel have gone for swordfish bait, unreported. 

There was question on the accuracy of rnackerel assessments, and the sampling 
technique by NEFC for such a highly-mob ile, pelagic specieso 

The uncertainty of a relationship between stock size and spawning success 
in mackerel was pointed out. 

It was urged that inshore and off shore butterfish fishing be distinquished 
and separated, because of dif ferent catching patterns. 

It was suggested that the mackerel and squid fishing years begin on May 
1 --when the fish become accessible to U.S. fishermeno 

It was urged that all fishing years be set on the basis of appropriate bio­
logical characteristics, e.g., inshore migration, cessation of growth, 
spawning habits, etc. 

A mackerel processor asked if 5,000 MT, commercial, were taken, how long a 

delay would occur before the U.So commercial/recreational quotas could be 
adjusted. The processor could not afford a long delay for re-allocations 
in mid-season. 

It was noted that, with new interest in mackerel processing, purse seiners 
could take 5,000 MT easily. 

It was noted that a mackerel, purse seine fishery would take pressure of f 
groundfish, and is the only alternative for seiners with very limited 
herring quotas. The lower mackerel market in recent years resulted from 
other, more profitable markets. The mackerel landings will increase as a 
result of restrictive quotas in other fisheries. 

It was urged that prey species be protected as food for more valuable 
predator speices. 
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DE?,\RTME��T OF ST,\TC: 

J ,-: z ..... ::n 

BUREAU OF OC:.Si\::s 7\ND n;-:::EIC.:'o.T IOI:Ll.L 
ENVIROi:·;';•iEL'ITi\L ;,NO SCIEr!TIFIC i\FFi\IP.S 

October 2, 1973 

Nr. Roland F. Smith 
Acting Director 
Office of Conservation 

and Hanagcment 
NMFS, Page Bldg. 2 
3300 Nhitehaven Street N.i'T. 
Washington, D. C. 20235 

Dear Roland: 

'rhank you for giving us the opportunity to com:n,:,zlt 
on the August draft Butterfish Fishery l-lanagement 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 

Our main concern is that, • .. ;hilc the m.:::.xirmJm sus­

tainable yield {HSY) is 21,63 S:nt, the optimum. 
is only lO,OOOmt, with a foreign surplus of 4, 
vle understand trl9 mid-Atlantic Council's desire 
to foster grm·rth of the U.S. btlt.t.crfish fishery, 
but there is no evidence in the Plan of an economic 
analysis of the world market. It appears, 
on pages 52 and 70, that conjecture alone justi­
fies the foreign surplus. We twuld appreciate a 
copy of any such study that has been made. 

1 

The National narine Fisheries Serv.ice is .:n·rare of 

the contraints on foreign fishing caused by lm·T 
bycatch levels. We believe that the practice of 2 
correlating the bycatch TALFF to the target specJ.es 
TALFF's might have merit, especially if the b:st 
observer program data are used. In 1979, an arbi-
trary TALFF of 4, OOOmt butterfish to 1900mt Loligo t"', 0"0 

was established. Since it appears that the 1979 
squid FI1P ldll set a L�ligo TALFF of 30,000mt, it 
may be necessary to ra�se the butterfish TALFF--
without excc;eding NSY--to a level that 'dll not 
prohibit foreign nations from taking their quot.J.s. 

- 2 -

We al so request, unle3s there a.::-e overriding con­
servation reasons, that the buttcrfish TAI.FF be 
raised automatically Hith any :r.tidseason increase 
in the � TALFF. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to co��ent en 
this Plan. 

Sincerely, 

h;-£c,c�. �dJ. Negro;?onte 
ep�ty Ass�stant Secretary 

Office of Oceans and 
F��sheries Affairs 

-�;.f'{r..�� \.:Ybf��� 
� 
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DEPARTr;lENT OF lRANS?ORT;.:rmN 
· Ui\IJT2D s-r.C..T2S COAST GUA;�o 

.!-�r .Rnland F. Smf::h 
Ac t l n r: n i r ·� c t " t· , 0 f f i c e o f 
Ruso�r�� ConserV3tion and Hanace�ent 
:,;a tiona 1 !!a rine r· i �h�r ies So;;> r:v ic� 
Was�in"tno, o.c. 20235 

o,�ar !-lr. Smith: 

:'.t.,..;.tLl ..... G A.:I!JI'l£S.:.i; 
u.-:: cu . .:..��;G:"Afi.O 

\·, -vi�-"�.-.:.ru�.;. o -:-; 

"''0"'"202-!,2(,-JJOO 

•1(.476/7 .b 4S6 

The concernetl operatin1� athd.ni�•tratt•J•�s and <;t<lff of the t:.s. 
Coast Guar-d have revicwl'd the dcoft Enviro�"c!nt:al l�1pact 
Scat�Rent (EIS) and fishery Managefflent Plan (F�P) for thd 
llutterfish rishery �:nrth\<�Cstern Atlantic Ocean •. Cc oifiu: 
the following comments on these dacu�ents: 

a • p. 7 5 • Par a r. r a ph X I I I - l ( b) • -- He r e c o;;u:! end c lt "! 
�ational ::arine fisheries

-
S;;:r-vici! (:::!FS) and the 

b. 

11. S. Co<�st Guard (USC,G) join.tly ��velar a license­
focrt containing inform<l.tion rel3tilll! to tho:>r: element'; 
ment:ioned in this section� The pllt:<lf;c ··� · · , uc �•betl 
the mastec of the vessel chan;:;es in tl:e �ir?.cCt>d 
fishery or fisil f.!ries of such vessel,"" is un�l.:ar and 
should he- clarified� l'rilH" t.o this phca::;e c.:ltn-� is no 
reference to directed or lncide�tal fisheries . 
Expiring a perr:�it for a chan�e of direct<!.! fislteq• is 
questionabl e  since hutterfish are likely to be takt!rl 
incidencally to a ne1�ly claimed di r ected fishery and 
the requirement for a buttecfish perait ccmalns. 

p. 75-76 Vessel IJentiflca�ion. Since a markln� 

4 

syscem for forei;�n fishing vessels has alrcad� been 5 established. pa�agraph {a) should reflect SO CfR fill.5 
(vesseL and gear identification)_ WP rcco��end the 
Council with mn·:; and-- r:hc USCG, d!l'v-:·lop do:nestic ves::;el 

identification atandards which �re consistenc with · 

e�isr:iui requirements of the federal and s tat� �arkinA 
regu 1 at ions-� 

c. 

@-;;EI> �11 
5 

h"sa haw w• 
cun ft�� with. 

p. 76. Sanctions. This s e c t fon s�ould cake it clear 
that all sanctions referred to la S e c t ion s JOB. 309, 
and 310 of the fishery Consecvatlon and �anagement 
apply equally ulth those of Section 20�(b)(l2} to 
viol�ttons by U. S. natl�nals ond vessels. 

:\c;: 
6 

.:i. 
�;�·(;�-�.;r���;�-�;��;�{i-c:_:c�:.�-;t�5-��;;�:, i :�� = i� l,�,,����:1!ll!. 7 
'.:l.thin the cO•l�;ti:tat•�o listed . ..:.'.�f! ct�Lr-,�ti_on._t.!, -
Jo:::��tic anJ foc�i;;:r: f.i3;tir.;: r.o b-<! ;.ro,tii-,it:t>d? .Uso, 
it is uncll!ar .,_.�1ctber tiH! c.1�:n..:.il pru•�O::i•:!>i t>l c.lo,;e all 
fis�in� uithin an a���0xi�atuly 190 �qua�c Qi!� ar�a 
of the :�art:l.,.H:tst�rl'l .\tl:tntic Sc.can (1-�0l;"'•)•J'·:; -

39°Q(�•oo·�-.: .. 72°o:J•uo";; - 72uJ!I'OU".:) <if!:>l::a�tt!(l in 
50 Ci� 6li.36. Ii Ho, araa � shoula L� 3��"�ed ta 
reflect this closure. 

8 
e. p. 75, Fi:;e:! Ganr A•."oidatlce�· -'i"!:u ;>rohle;: 1··::-lat.Ln� to 

r..-o...;-ilep�ear.-confTfcr.inr;--;,;_rl}i Hxed '3:..:ar r� uqu1.U}· 
applicable to doAestic ve�snls as w�ll as �arei�n 
vcsso:ls& 'rhe.reo i::; a n<:e•l to rlcvel.o?. a 3-il;>a.rut."! sci: of 
reculaclon� r=�ardins the �aadlin� ol �ear con�licts in 
�hich domestic vossdls are tha princi��ls invol�cci. 
'fhe Secrata::'y- of C�Hl•ncrcc has th� nut:hority. uncl�r ti''� 
Ace. to ?COmul�ate sue� re�ulation� (Coa3t Guard �ay 
otherwise consider promulgation of eenr conflict ra�­
ulutions und�r the authority of the Out�r Continancal 
Shelf ���nds Ace:). 

f. -�:5, Para_r;:rcph �aif·-z(a)(l). A standarrl lo:� fot"raat 9 
far rec-ordir.g fis:1ing ef�ort anc catch shoul<i h•: 
developed_. iucorpar<l t�r! in to th£! ll:t•, and ex ;"�licitly 
outlined· in 1:�1�-- retula tiuas. A s tanda cd izcJ lot: ·.1it!• 
simple and comp�ete instruction� �111 facilitate data 
coJpilnt:ions by vess�l personnel. a�d data l ocation 
an� interpretation by boardin� personnel. 

The opportunity tQ ravi�w the �nvironmen:al ���act Stateaeot 
and Fishery t!anaga:actlt Plan is �;rea tly appre<:.ia tad, 

i 

SincereLy, 

�
�/,· �!I 

�- ' 
h __ . . . ' / t! ..tl'_ ,{!. 

. 

"'· ��......,u-j 
:. rt ��:� .. �-··--· 

t;;-:�:-t:, ·.= . .  �·-' ·�· -..:::c1 
fi;�: :�� � ::. it -�: :: � :� J i �-]�� :i:::3 

��jrr�-::�;::��i·i 8:::! 2:-�·�J:J:3 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OEFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

lia;theaat Region 
15 State Street Ell78/86S Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

i Mr. .John Brysonc 
·�xecut�ve Director 

October 20, 1978 

RECEIVED 
ocr za ms 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery ManagemenE; Council 
Federal Building�. RoOlll 2115 

MID A�liC CCUNOL 
North and New Streets 
Dover, Delaware 19901 
Dear Mr. Bryson:; 

This is in: response- to. Mr. Sidney R. Galler:t s request for t:he Department 
of the Interior's comments oa tha draft environmental statement for 
the proposed fishery management plan for: Butterfish Fishery,.. Northwest 
Atlantic Ocean-

We believe the document adequately- treats its subject mat:t:er and we 
therefore havana furrber comment� 

Sincerely yours, 

�� 
William Patterson 
Regional Environmental 

Officer-

[k.e&v 
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3o. DeWitt Plac• c r_-�· 
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·-.....-='\_;� :,.�.'l. 

P. 0. JGx 307 
Montauk, I. Y. 11'5� 
o.tooo r 10, 1'7� 

�r.\0 , •. --:_·_,-.. •. 

l!r. John ilry:so•, Exe• a.:tive Dire•tor 
lU.d-Atlafl.tiG F'i.�hery Jlqaage•&lilt CoUlil•il 
Federal luildiag, Roo• 2115 lorth aad Iew Streets 
DoYer, Delaware 1''01 

Dea"' 51r: 

I aa i• faYer sr an a•e�dNent that is �eing 

eonsider�d whi•a would e�ta�1i�h a flsh1n� year 

llil5tead of th• •aleadar year eurrent1y used. 

Your� truly, 

,Lc 

Riehard �tera 
•oat 11DOI�A Liia�u 

12 
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�lr. John c. Bryson. Executi•.Te Director 
Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Room 2115, Federal Building 
North and New Streets 
Dover·, Delaware 19901 

Dear- S i.r-: 

:\ugust 2!�. 1978 

.RECEl'IED' 
AUG :!'i 1978 

MID ATLANTiC COUNQJJ 

At the request of Jacob J.Dykst.ra r a·m submitting the pounds 
of butterfish packed out at ourCb-operative for the years 1976, 1977 
and for the year 1979 (up to August 21st.) 

1976 ( 12 months.) 

1977 (12 months) 
1978 to Aug. 21, 1978 

Butt.erfisn Landin�s 

931,251 lbs e 

10094.2.36 lbs � 

1,592. 954. lbs. 

15. 

It should be noted that our butterfish land ings are heaviast during 
the months of September through December and the pounds packed out during 
this period for 1976 and 1977 were 707,291 pounds and 688,692 pounds re­
spectively. It can reasonably be concluded that tne landings for 1978 will 
be over tuo and one-half million pounds. 

The main reasons for the increased landing:s are: L Availability; 
2.. market:s opened up with Japanese; 3 .. sustained high ex-vessel pd.ce 
regardless of increased landings. If the forei� nationals are given 
a quota. on butterfish, we beli.eve the three favorab le conditions listed 
above will be adversely effectad- In. fact, tni.s year was the fi.::st time 
that processed but�erfish (frozen) afforded tne fishing vessels a better 
ex.-vessel price. than the fresh; market .. 

WS/e 

Very truly yours, 

Pt. Judith Fishermen's 
Co--operative Ass•n •• Inc. 

;1{;?;·,...<--;o ��-'-::.-1?--:_,, .. , ��=-==----
Leonard J.· Stasiukiewicz 
Ge neral Manager 

J. 

-� 

oc-r r.-!,rEO 
l "\.. 1-"'-"-' \J 
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}Nil ATI.ANilC COUNCltl 

Mr. John Bry;;n 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic �ishery Management Council 
Federal Building 
North and New Streets 
Dover, Delawa4e 19901 

Dear Mr. Bryson: 

October 16, 1978 

This letter is being sent as a matter of record and is in 
reference to the up-coming Fishery Management Plans. 

In reference to your management plans for squid, I give praise 
to the councils knowledgeability. However, you do not state 
specific weight quotas. You claim that these quotas will be in 
favor of the U.S. Fisherman, but you do not state what the details 
are on the attached update. I feel this quota, along with the 
other quotas you are going to impose, will make the American 
Fisherman the endangered species. 

The mackerel and butterfish quotas are much too low. For 
example, last year Japan among other countries, placed ordersltc)r 
so many metric tons of butterfish and mackerel at a set price. 
Your quotas are in no way near that. The fish stocks are way 
over what we consider good, especially butterfish to the eastern 
this very instance (for example). Your quotas on mackerel I also 
find well under reason to what I have seen, caught and the vast 
schools I run through. For example, last winter we could not 
even consider fishing for mackerel, as in previous years. We did 
our best to catch other species of fish which were worth something 
to us. 

There are indeed a number of other specific iten1s I would like to 
discuss, but I lack the detailed information from you. I am also 
trying to gather statistics confirming what I stated above. The 
basic knowledge I contain can only be learned by being a fisherman 
and one who covers a good part of the east coast. My experience 
includes ten years of fishing (not including childhood) and I 
hope thirty more years, at least. 

There are many fisherman that have the attitude, "if you want to 
control us, you should pay us" (in reference to the farmers 
subsidy). I do not agree with them. My job is to catch fish. 

continued • • • • . . . • . . • • .  
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All these quotas being set are inflationary in a supply and 
demand market. Most fisherman hear about quotas, but know 
nothing until that are imposed on them. Glouster is now 
petitioning the government because the quotas on yellowtail 
and codfish are unfair . 

I was lucky to obtain this information on your quota plans. 17 
The majority of the fisherman are not aware of what is now 

happening . I feel more fisherman should be contacted to 

view their thoughts. I am willing to get involved with your 

organization, not to sound like a job application, because I 
am willing to work for what I believe in. 

I feel there is much to be discussed and much to be considered 
when setting quotas . I am looking forward to hearing from 
you regarding this letter. 

Att. 

Very truly yours, 

�-��sl4 
Louis Ventafredda 
93 Rockville Avenue 
Staten Island, N.Y. 10314 

( 212) 761-7298 

EXTENDED FISHERIES JURISDICTION 

� 28 September 1978 

Prepared by Michael Haby 
New York Sea Grant Extension Program 

(Tel: 516 246-7777) 

Contains information on: . Draft Fishery Management Plans 
(FMPs), Current Regulations, and Amendments to the Fishermen's 
Protective Act. 

UPCOMING FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS 

The management plans f or squid, mackerelr and butterfish 
have been prepared for public comment. These plans can be affected 
by public input, provided that the· comments made are constructive 
and workable. A summary of each plan and any proposed amendment 
appears belowo The amendment will be included in the plan only 
if the public (the fishermen) see it as being a good option. . 
Your written comments should be submitted by 16 October. Send 
your comments to: 

Mr. John Bryson 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Room 2115 
Federal Building 
North and New Streets 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

Management Plan for Squid: Allows a much larger allotment 
for U.S. fishermen than they have historically landed� Generally , 
if this allotment (or a significant portion of it) isn't landed by 
May, reallocation of the difference may occur. The inshore u.s. 
squid fishery is at its height from May to August. This timing 
of reallocation could preclude domestic fishermen from having the 
option of harvesting squid when it becomes available closer to shore. 

An amendment to the squid plan has b�en suggested which 
would allow the characteristics of the squid, and the timing of 
fishing effort to determine the year instead of the calendar, and 
allow for reallocation after the domestic harvesting " peak " has 
occurred thus giving U.S. f ishermen the most benefit from the 
resource. 
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Management Plan for Mackerel: Allocates 9,000 metric 
tons to domestic recreational fishermen, 5,000 metric tons to 
domestic commercial fishermen, and 1,200 metr ic tons to foreign 
nations. This allocation to foreign governments incorporates the 
idea of by-catch (or incidental catch} into foreign allocations. 
Actually, it is a control mechanism to regulate foreign catches 
in other fisheries besides mackerel. When foreign fleets have 
landed 1,200 metric tons of mackerel, they must stop fishing for 
their primary species, even if the quota hasn't been reached for 
this "primary" or target spe�ies. 

Management Plan for Butterfish: Allocates 6,000 metric 
tons to domestic f1sbermen and 4,000 metric tons to foreign 
fishermen. The reallocation of the unused domestic quota would 
also occur in mid-year under the present plan� U.S. effort in­
tensifies from May to Novembe� on butterfish. A reallocation at 
mid-year might leave the domestic fisherman with no butterfish 
quota at the time when he historically fishes for it. 

Again, an amendment has be.en suggested which would have 
the fishing year determine when reallocation to foreign govern­

ments should occur instead of the calendar year. 

*** 

CURRENT REGULATIONS 

Surf Clam Beds Closed: A section of the clam.beds off 
New Jersey have been closed to sur£ clamming because the majority 
of landed clams have been smaller than 4�". About 35 square mile s 
have been closed. This area is located between 3 and 6� miles 
offshore from Atlantic City between Great Egg Harbor Inlet and 
Absecon Inlet. The coordinates of the closed area are as follows: 

74° 30.0 'ti' 
74° 20�7'W 
74° 17.1 •w 
74° 26.5'W 

39°15.5'N 
39°21.2�N 
39°21.2'N 
39°15.5'N 

New Ground fish RegQl
.
a.tions � A recent set of regulations 

will have a signif�cant impact upon operators. All vessel classes 
are·affected by these rules which establish new trip limits and 
a�e allowable overruns. 

Ye llowtail Flounder 

Effective 1 October the clock has been started overo 
Basically this means that new, larger trip limits have been 
established, and that October is now the first month of the year. 

For all vessel classes a limit of 5,000 pounds per week 
or trip, whichever is longer, has be�n established for areas East 

tal 
rLJ 

and West of 69°. This trip limit is in force for both areas, 
which means that a total of 5,000 pounds may be landed per week 
(or trip ) regardless of whether the fish came from one, or 

both areas. No overruns are allowed under these new regulations. 
Also, the no discard rule of 23 July is still in effect which 
requires that all f1sh be landed regardless of size. 

· 

Vessel Class 

·o-60 GRT 

61-125 GRT 

Over 125 GRT 
Fixed Gear 

Vessel Class 

0-60 GRT 

61-125 GRT 

Over 125 GRT 

Fixed Gear 

Vessel Class 

0-60 GRT 

61-125 GRT 
Over 125 GRT 

Fixed Gear 

£e.:! 

Gulf of Maine 
Trl.p LJ.m1t 

28500 pounds 

5,000 pounds 
7 .. 000 pounds 

5,000 pounds 

Georges Bank 
and South 

Trip Limit 

4,900 pounds 

9,800 pounds 

14,000 poull:.ds 

13,000 pounds 

Haddock 

All Areas 

Trip Limit 

3,500 pounds 

7,000 pounds 

10,000 pounds 

8,000 pounds 

**� 

Overrun 

1,500 pounds 

1,500 pounds 

1,500 pounds 

0 

Overrun 

3,500 pounds 

3,500 pounds 

3,500 pounds 

0 

Overrun 

2,500 pounds 

2,500 pounds 

2�500 pounds 

0 

NEW AMENDMENT TO THE FISHERMEN� 5 PROTECTIVE ACT 

A new amendment has been established which provides 
compensation for damased vesoel$ and gear. This amendment, which 
will take effect 1 January 19791 is a •no fault * program7 however 

i 
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you must submit evidence of how the damage occurred. Under the 
amended Fisherments Protective Act any damage may be compensated, 
regardless of the value. Vessels are eligible only if damaged 
by a foreign vessel. Gear is eligible regardless of whether 
the damage was by domestic, foreign, or an Act of God. 

For further information on this program contact the 
Northeast Fisheries Center in Gloucester, Massachusetts at 
(617) 281-3600 or the New York Sea Grant Office at (516) 246-7777. 

*** 

CORRECTION 

In the August Update the telephone number for reporting 
fixed gear locations to the Coast Guard was temporary and has since 
been changed. To report your fixed gear call collect (212)668-7877. 

�l 

Far information write or call: 

New York 

Haryland 

New Jersey 

Delaware 

Virginia 

New York Sea Grant Extension Program 
Marine Sciences Research Center 
South Campus, Building H 
SUNY Stony Brook 
Stony Brook, New York 11794 
Telephone: (516} 246-7777 

Marine Advisory Program 
Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Maryland 
Symons Hall 
College Park, Maryland 20742 
Telephone: (301) 454-3623 

Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service 
Center for Coasta1 & Environmental Studies 
Rutgers University - Busch Campus 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903 
Te1ephone: (201) 932-3140 

Sea Grant College Program 
College of Marine Studies 
Robinson Hall 
University of Delaware 
Newark� Delaware 19711 
Telephone: (3 �2) 738-2842 

Marine Advisory Services 
Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
Gloucester Point , Virginia 23062 
Telephone: (804) 642-2111 

i 
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NEW YORK STATE 
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Slany Brook, New York 11794 

The enclosed material is provided by the New York 
Sea Grant Extension Program for your information 
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f'\\� 1\c� 
Michael B� 
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J�otti 
Regional Extension Specialist 
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October 23, 1978 

lit, 

Mr. John C. Bryson, Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Room 2115, Federal Bu:ilding 
North and New Streets 
Dover, Delaware 19901 

Dear Mr. Bryson: 

In accordance with notices of Federal Register in September l and 
September 28 issues, I hez:ewith submit Japanese Comments on 
Draft Fishery Management Plan on Atlantic Squid, as requested 
by Fisheries Agency of the Japanese Government, and comment on 

Butterfish. 

Very truly yours, 

-��.[_. /VaLe-�-

Takeshi Nakamura 
Executive Director 
Japan Fisheries Association 
Washington Representative Office 

E.ncl: 
as stated 
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JAPANESE COMMENT ON DRAFT FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

FOR 

BUTTER FISH 

Japan Fisheries Associa·tion 

October 23,1978 

In putting forward our comment regarding the F]V[P of Butterfish we would 
like to stress the fact that it is Japanese fishermen who have developed the 
winter butterfish fishery off the Atlantic coast of U.S. in combination with 
our fishery for Loligo, both of which had been left untouched by U.S. fishermen. 

\Ak wish that our historical fishery should be given due conside ration in 
formulating the management plan for butterfish. Striking feature :>f the 
present draft Th1P is the fact that while admitting the better resource 
condition than that of last year OY is set at about 50 percent of that of last 
year. We can not but feel that this nms counter to the spirit of optimum 
utilization of resources and, i£ not, that the concept of optimum utilization 
has been distorted to mean undue restriction on foreign fishennen. 

I. INCREASE OF OY AND TALFF 

Reguest: OY should be set on the same level as MSY. If not, OY should be 18 
set at no less than 18,000 MT, the OY for 1978 at least, TALFF 
should be increased accordingly. 

�: In this FMP, it is admitted that the condition of the butterfish 
stock in 1978 is good relative to previous year, and that, if the 
average recruitment continues to fluctuate about the mean, then 
the long-term MSY will remain at 21, 635 MT. We, therefore, 
consider that setting OY on the ;;arne level as MSY will cause no 
adverse effect to the resources. 

Only one reason, we can find in this FMP, for setting OY on such 
a low level is the apprehension that the increase in TALFF accord­
ing to the inc1ease of OY may bring some adverse effect on U.S. 
interest in the butterfish fishery and export. 

We can not but saying that setting such a low OY for such a reason 
runs enti:rely counter with the spirit of FCMA which provides the 
objective of the optimum utilization of the fishery resources. 

We, therefore, strongly request that OY should be set on the same 
level as MSY and in no case should it be lower than 18,000 MT which 
was the OY of 1978, since, as is clearly stated in the draft FMP, 
the resource is definitely getting better than the previous year. 

It: goes without saying that TALFF should be incr-eased accordingly. 

We appreciate the reduction of DAH from 14, 000 MT of 1978 to 6, 000 MT 
in the present draft FMP in the light of recent trend of butterfish catch 
by U.S. fishe:nnen. We would like to request further, however, the DAH 
should be reviewed periodically, so that any possible excess reserve to 
U.S. capacity be reallocated to foreign fishery as early as possilile 

II. A VOIDANCE OF FIXED GEAR 

Request: Early implementation of the Gear Conflict Regulations shall 
be encouraged. And on the basis of the said regulation the 
present 100 - 200 fatha:n depth restriction shall be re­
considered to reduce the prohibited area for foreign fishing 
to the minimum necessary for avoidance of actual gear con­
flict. 

Reasons: As already acknowledged by the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. 

19 

Observers, Japanese fishing vessels are operating with the 
greatest circumspection to avoid gear conflicts. In fact, there 
have been no such conflicts attributable to Japanese vessels. 
However, in order to further avoid any accidental conflicts, it 
is considered very effective to enhance on your part the 
accurac y of the infonnation on the position of the fixed gear. 

III. RELATIONSHIP WITH ATLANTIC SQUID FMP 

Request; School of Loligo and that of Butterfish are usually mixed with 2 0 

each other. As may be well known, Japan is the only nation that 
has initiated utilization of this mixed offshore group of the two 

species. To continue this fishery we request that the present too 
restrictive quota for butterfish shall be reconsidered. 

-2-
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD ATLANTlCAREA. U.S. COAST GUARD 

.From: 
to: 

Commander, U. S. Coast Guard Atlantic Area 
Commandant (G-WEP-7) 

GOVERNORS �SLANO 

NEW YORK. N.'/. >0004 

·1�75._. 
1-l�-,. ·o-;-a )1 ·� ......il;. __;.J.L 

,·.,_;_).0 

-, I 

Subj: Environmental Impact Statement/Fishery ManagemenM:Oa-ki�;.., ·· • :.: C�Ui'lCl!.. 

review of 
' 

Ref: (a) CO�EITNOTE 16475 of 13 Apr 1978 
(b) Draft EIS/FMP for the Butterfish Fishery of the 

Northwest Atlantic Ocean of August 1978 
(c) Draft Final EIS/FHP for the Atlantic Mackerel Fishery 

of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean, Supplement Number 1 
of August 1978 

(d) Draft Final EIS/FMP for the Squid Fishery of the Northwest 
Atlantic Ocean, Supplement Number 1 of August 1978 

1. In accordance with reference (a), the comments in enclosure (1) 
are forwarded for inclusion in Coast Guard comments to the }lid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service 
concerning reference (b)* (c), a�� 

� (  D. L. MUIR �-- --' 
Deputy 

Encl: (1) CG LANTAREA Comments on the EIS's/FMP's for the Butterfish. 
�ckerel,and Squid fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean 

Copy to: 
COMDT (G-000-4) 
CCGDONE (o,mep) 
CCGDTHREE (o,mep) 
CCGDFIVE (o,mep) 
NERFMC 
MARFMC 
SABFMC 
NMFS NE BEGION 

Colllillents 

Commander, Atlantic Area 
U. S. Coast Guard 

Comments on Draft EIS/�W for the 
Butterfish Fishery , the Draft Final 

EIS/�W for the Atlantic ��ckerel 
Fishery Supplement Number 1; and the 

Draft Final EIS/F}W for Squid 
Fishery Supplement Number 1 

1. Permits and Fees: 

This section requires the owner or operator of a vessel desiring 
to take tluase species, or transport or deliver these species for sale 
to obtain a registration for that purpose. This same language is 
used throughout these documents. Is the term registration synonymous 
with license ? If it is not what does a registration mean in terms 
of documents required to be permitted to fish. 

2. Time and Area Restrictions: 

These plans list two areas which are to be closed to fishing based 
on the request. of the Environmental Protection Agency. There should 
be some statement in the plan which explains why the EPA has requested 
these areas to be clo sed ; it is presumably because there are chemical 
dumpsites in these areas which have degraded the water quality. There 
should also be some discussion as to what enforcement actions will be 
necessary in these areas and how the fish product harvested from these 
areas may differ from that of other areas . 

Specific Comments: 

1. Figure 8 has been mistakenly omitted from the draf t EIS/FMP for 
Butterfish on page 25. 

21 

22 

23 

2. In Table 14 on page 41 of the Butterfish Plan the second column is --­

titled 0-200 miles whereas the previous draft listed the title as 3-200 
miles. Both versions contain the same data so it appears the correct 
title should be 3-2QO miles. 

25 
3. The coordinates of" first area closed to fishing on page 76 of the 
Butterfish Plan are incorrect, they should read J80-20'00"N- 38°-25'00"N 
vice 38°-20'00"N - 39D-25'00.,N. 

Enclosure (1) 



XVIII-4. ResEonses to Written Comment s 

1.. The OY has been inc reased to 11,000 mt.. Given the assessment and the objective 
of promoting the growt h of the US b u  tterf ish export ind ust ry, that OY seem s 
reasonable at this time o 

2., The Council has reviewed foreig n catch statistic s  for b utter fish and and 
feel s that the 4,000 mt TALFF does not pr esent an un reasonable hardship for foreign 
nations .. 
3.. The Council does not believe there shoul d be an autom atic adj ustment for the 
b utter fish TALFF t o  reflect pos sib le ad j ust ments to the TALFF at this time, 
given the FIYIP's first objectiveo 
4.. The Council believes that this rna tter should be resol ved between the NMFS and 
the Coast Guard prior to any changes being made to the Fl:1P .. 
5Q See response #4 .. 
6" The Ft1P has been revised to c larify this matter .. 
7.. The Council was responsive to the EPA request relative to this matter .. 
8"' The Council is working with the Coast the Nl'1FS, and the Nev11 land 
Council to pr epare reg ulations of this type .. 
9.. The Nl'1FS is 'limrking on this prob lem., The Council support s these ef fort s" 
10.. The Fr1P has been revised to p ut it on a fishing year basis .. 
1 L This vmuld require a change in the FCHA .. 
12" See res pons e Ill 0 o 

13., See res ponse #10., 
14., This is s ue is out side the sc ope of the FHP., 
15" The US capacity has been increased from 6,000 mt to 7:v000 mt .. 
16" See response Ill o 

17. There was an made through press releases and other methods to notify as 
·many as possible about the ll'l:fl? and h earings .. 
18" See res ponse iff 1" 
19., See response 1/8 .. 
20., See response/13, 
2L uvRegistrationn and 11pen:nitu should be c onsidered synonymous., 
22� See res ponse 1f.7 .. 
23" This problem has been resol ved" 
24o See response 1f2 3o 
25., See reponse 1t23o 

114 



FINAL EIWIRONMENTAL IMPA CT STATEMENT/FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

FOR THE 

ATLANTIC MA CKEREL FISHERY OF THE NORTHWEST ATLANTIC OCEAN 

SUPPLEMENT NUMBER 1 

November� 19 78 

Nid=Atlantic Fishery t·1anagement Council 

in with 

New Eng land Fishery Hanagement Council 

Sou th A tlantic Fishery 1\1anagement Council 

National Marine Fisheries Service 


	FINAL ENVIR0NMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/FISHERY MANAGEHENT PLANFOR THE BUTTERFISH  FISHERY OF THE NORTHWEST ATLANTIC OCEAN
	SUMMARY
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	INTRODUCTION

	DESCRIPTION OF THE STOCKS
	DESCRIPTION OF HABITAT
	FISHERY MANAGEMENT JURISDICTION, LAWS, AND POLICIES

	DESCRIPTION OF FISHING ACTIVITIES
	DESCRIPTION OF ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FISHERY
	DESCRIPTIONS OF THE BUSINESSES, MARKETS, AND ORGANIZATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE BUTTERFISH FISHERY 
	DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL AND CULTURAL FRAMEWORK OF DOMESTIC BUTTERFISH FISHERMEN AND THEIR COMMUNITIES
	DETERMINATION OF OPTIMUM YIELD
	MEASURES, REQUIREMENTS, CONDITIONS, OR RESTRICTIONS PROPOSED TO ATTAIN MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES
	SPECIFICATIONS AND SOURCES OF PERTINENT FISHERY DATA
	RELATIONSHIP OF THE RECOMMENDED MEASURES TO EXISTING APPLICABLE LAWS AND POLICIES

	COUNCIL REVIEW AND MONITORING OF THE PLAN
	REFERENCES
	APPENDIX




