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MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Monkfish Advisory Panel  
Four Points by Sheraton Philadelphia Airport, Philadelphia, PA 

May 23, 2017 
 
The Advisory Panel met on May 23, 2017 in Philadelphia, PA to: discuss the potential reprioritization of 

Amendment 6 and Research Set-Aside (RSA) research priorities. 

 

MEETING ATTENDANCE:  Mr. Greg DiDomenico, Mr. Tim Froelich, Mr. Eric Hansen, Mr. Michael 

Karch, Mr. Rich LaRocca, Mr. William McCann, Mr. Nick Muto, Mr. Frank Patania, Mr. Chris Rainone; 

Dr. Fiona Hogan (NEFMC staff); and Mr. Brandon Muffley (MAFMC staff).  In addition, approximately 

10 members of the public attended.   

 

KEY OUTCOMES: 

 The AP did not support continued work on Amendment 6 to implement catch shares. 

 The AP requested an amendment to address latent effort in the directed monkfish fishery 

 The AP requested that the Committee recommend the Councils send a letter to states in their 

jurisdiction to modify monkfish regulations to be more consistent with the more restrictive 

federal monkfish regulations.  

 

PRESENTATION: AMENDMENT 6 

 

Council staff provided an overview of Amendment 6. The amendment was started in 2011; initial scoping 

did not show strong support of Amendment 6 with 7 comments for, 28 against, and 17 conditional or 

other. In 2014, the Council decided to prioritize Framework 9 in order to implement any framework-able 

alternatives contained in Amendment 6 as soon as possible. Amendment 6 was removed from Council 

priorities in 2015. Following a recommendation to reprioritize Amendment 6 in 2017, the Councils 

corresponded with each other and agreed to hold an Advisory Panel and a Committee meeting in the Mid-

Atlantic region in order to determine the level of support for the recommendation. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #1: AMENDMENT 6  

 

An AP member recommended setting aside A6 permanently or indefinitely and move onto other issues 

that can either be handled through a FW or a new amendment. Another AP member questioned whether 

latent effort could be addressed as part of A6. A number of AP members were opposed to catch shares 

and considered the continuation of A6 to be unproductive. An AP member was concerned about the 

science that would be used to allocate under a catch share system and concluded that a system based on 

faulty science was a bad idea.  
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Public Comment: 

 

 Kevin Wark, gillnetter, Barnegat Light, NJ– I agree and we need to move on from A6 and 

develop some new concepts for the north and the south as it pertains to limited access and history 

and latent effort 

 Mike Johnson, gillnetter, Barnegat Light, NJ – We should put A6 aside for now. There are other 

issues that need to be taken care of like latent effort. There is too much uncertainty there.  

 

1. MOTION: DiDomenico/LaRocca 

 

On behalf of the AP, recommend A6 is shelved permanently. 

 

Rationale – The Monkfish fishery needs to be treated accordingly. It is a small boat fishery that has been 

ignored for too long and both in the NFMA and SFMA we are dealing with issues that are completely 

different in regulatory nature. It is time that this amendment is shelved permanently to allow for other 

more feasible and important management actions. 

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (8/1/0). 

 

2. MOTION: DiDomenico/Rainone 

 

The AP reconfirms the control date as May 9, 2012. 

 

The AP moved on to discussing the control date. An AP member noted an increase in effort in Category 

D permits from 2009 – 2015. Another AP member considered there to be consolidation in the D category 

because the DAS used had decreased. Using a more recent control date was proposed because there are 

newer entrants in the fishery. A newer control date might be more inclusive for the newer entrants, who 

have invested in the fishery. An AP member thought the two management areas had different needs – 

attempts have been made to increase effort in the NFMA. There was concern that just by having a control 

date, speculative interest in the fishery had been generated. Another AP member was not in favor of 

changing the control date because it took a while to originally achieve.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Libby Etrie, NEFMC – I was just curious if it’s worth having a discussion on a control date 

specific to each management area. I’m tossing out an idea to think about and that is one nuance 

that might make it untenable.   

 

An AP member considered separate control dates to be difficult as some vessels fish in both management 

areas. Another AP member thought there were 3 monkfish areas, the north, the south, and the west; 

provisions to deal with the west versus the south were needed. All of the proposed ideas were thought to 

be possible using the existing control date. The existing control date was generally supported by the AP 

because it had already been accepted and wouldn’t negatively affect long-term participants.  

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (9/0/0). 

 

An AP member raised an issue for discussion regarding the inability to switch from a monkfish DAS to a 

RSA DAS while at sea. Staff informed the Committee that such an option was considered under 

Framework 9 but did not pass the Committee or Councils. An AP member considered it to be a loophole 

that would provide more monkfish to individuals participating in the RSA program. It was also thought to 



3 
 

be an ITQ ahead of the development of A6. The modifications in DAS charging was thought to help any 

restrictions felt by also having a NE multispecies permit but a VMS cannot be preloaded with a RSA 

DAS in case it needs to be used. Another AP member considered that to be the nature of fishing, it’s a 

gamble because you never know how much you’re going to catch on a trip. There was concern that 

allowing more flexibility would help to create more landings and effort. The proposal was also thought to 

resemble a running clock. Even if the RSA DAS is used with not much quota landed, the structure of the 

RSA program allows an effectively unlimited possession limit when a RSA DAS is used. This means that 

if low landings occur on one DAS they can still be landed if higher catches are achieved on another RSA 

DAS, until the total poundage associated with the RSA DAS is fully achieved. An AP member disagreed 

and encouraged the AP to promote profitability and efficiency by allowing the RSA DAS to be declared 

at sea when on a Monkfish DAS. AP members were not opposed to efficiency but were concerned that it 

would be easily taken advantage of. There were also concerns that if limits were effectively higher then 

vessels would fish harder when AP members wanted to continue rebuilding monkfish.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Kevin Wark – The poundage always controlled the effort and to keep extending the time out to 

infinity you have a fish for time scenario. That might be what we want to look at down the road. 

Without having effort controls, they might put more gear out then I think that’s why we never 

went down this road because we don’t want people throwing more gear in the water so they can 

obtain the maximum out the fishery. I don’t think flipping a DAS is a bad thing. You should get a 

discussion on fishing for time in the next amendment but I think without effort controls you open 

up a Pandora’s Box of how much gear we put in the ocean. How many problems do you want to 

cause the fishery? We should all just go out there and set 300 nets and land what we catch. There 

is nothing wrong with what you’re asking for it kind of leaves it open ended. 180 nets or 

whatever it is in the NFMA is a lot of gear. When we first started in the 80s we were fishing 40 

nets. There has to be an end to the amount of gear in the water. That goes on everywhere. That’s 

the issue that I’m worried about. 

 

 Mike Johnson – No problem with being able to flip a DAS but I don’t think that it should be out 

there for someone to push the advance button to keep catching more fish. If I can keep pushing 

that button. If they can keep loading up… Guys will put more gear in the water – greed will take 

over. I don’t have a problem with being able to flip a DAS. It would give some relief or some 

flexibility to a certain extent but a fish for time type thing; I don’t want to create an IFQ. It gives 

someone the opportunity to keep hitting the button. If I burn my 40 DAS in a month I’m just 

saying it could create problems for us that we’re not expected. I see a problem with fishing for 

time by pushing a button. 

 

An AP member noted that there were already limits on number of nets they were able to fish and he was 

fishing below that limit. The purpose of the 24 hour plus 1 minute was to increase efficiency. If we try to 

maximize efficiency, then more nets would go in the water. Another AP member suggested that maybe 

there were too many RSA DAS. An AP member considered that since the TALs were being under-

harvested efficiency should be maximized. Another AP member questioned whether that resulted from 

the fishery being restricted by DAS or from the lack of monkfish available. A number of participants were 

said to have left the fishery recently, and high skate abundance limits fishing.  

 

Public comment 

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck, Cornell Cooperative Extension – I’m running a monkfish RSA program. It 

is the second time I’ve had a Monkfish RSA. We’re conducting a genetic study to look at stock 

differentiation. We had a project a few years ago based on genetics and are continuing that. I’m 
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interested in how this discussion is going. My purpose for being here is for this afternoon’s 

agenda item so I guess we will continue this discussion this afternoon but in terms of our issues 

now the monkfish RSA DAS come off the top of DAS allocated so all the permit categories that 

have a DAS allocation contribute. There’s a total of 500 DAS allocated right now. The project we 

did a few years ago there was high demand for monkfish RSA DAS. This year we’re having 

trouble selling them. SMAST has recently just allocated all of their DAS. We have unutilized 

DAS from 2016. I greatly appreciate the industry’s involvement. RSA program doesn’t work 

without industry participation. You can use DAS over a 2 year period. The number of participants 

is limited to 50 vessels per research project and we haven’t reached 50, just so that people 

understand it is limited. It could be further limited if you want it. Our DAS we charge, and I’m 

not sure how SMAST does their bookkeeping, but for us we charge 50% up front in terms of the 

value of the DAS and as industry use their DAS they pay us the remainder- even if DAS go 

unused then they still owe us. In terms of converting a regular DAS to a RSA DAS if that helps 

the DAS to be more desirable that helps researchers out you might want to put restraints on that in 

terms of how many times it can be done.  

 

The use of RSA DAS solved some of the efficiency for an AP member but the flexibility to declare and 

un-declare a RSA DAS when at sea was still considered to be ideal. An AP member wanted clarification 

on whether a participating vessels bought RSA DAS or RSA quota. Another AP member explained that 

you buy RSA DAS but when you use them you could max out the quota associated with each DAS before 

you used all the DAS. Participating vessels have 2 years to use their purchased RSA DAS.  

 

Public Comment: 

 Peter Hughes, MAFMC – I’m trying to understand what the failures are in the RSA. I guess a 

question is, are you allowed to go out on your monkfish DAS and you’re only allowed 3000 lb 

for 24 plus 1 so if you catch 5000 lb are you allowed to utilize one of your RSA DAS on top of 

that? So in the universe of RSA DAS, 500 DAS a year is taken right off the top so I’m trying to 

understand how to avoid putting more nets in the water, like you say, but I also want to find a 

solution to RSA so that RSA works in this industry. If you’re not utilizing the remaining 100 

RSA DAS that a failure in the program because that’s $60k that’s not getting back to the projects. 

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck– As long as I’ve been involved in the monkfish RSA program the first 

allocation was in 2011. There is an allocation of DAS but there is a poundage that is associated 

with those DAS so for RSA each DAS has an associated landing or catch limit of 1220 tail or 

~3000 whole weight. So it is both. In our first project the industry was able to fully utilize all of 

our DAS. Toward the end of December we (Cornell) and SMAST were not able to allocate close 

to our 2016 DAS but things may be picking up but for 2017 we have 250 DAS in 2016 for 2017 

we have 300 DAS so there are more DAS there. I’m glad to hear this discussion.  

 

An AP member considered the RSA program to work for industry because it makes business so much 

more efficient. If vessels could declare a RSA DAS at sea, or could switch from a RSA DAS back to the 

MF DAS while at sea, this might affect overall RSA DAS used but would improve flexibility and 

efficiency for vessels. An AP member thought that the pending increase in DAS allocation from 

Framework 10 would affect the need for RSA DAS of some vessels and may reduce interest in the RSA 

program. The AP did not reach a consensus on how to address the issue regarding RSA DAS.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Laurie Nolan, MAFMC– I thought I heard that if you’re out there you could renege on that RSA 

DAS but right now if you declare that RSA DAS you say you are going to catch them then it’s 

your loss if you don’t. The assumption is not that every trip will be 100% of the limit. You’re 
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asking for a guarantee that every one of these RSA DAS is going to net you 100% of the trip 

limit. At the end of the year when the analysis is done your trips now all those RSA DAS are 

going to be 100% of the trip limit and the following year there is a pretty good chance that there 

will need to be a decrease in the number of DAS industry gets. There will need to be a decrease 

because the trips are getting 100% of the limit. You want everyone to be efficient but when one 

little portion is able to be 100% efficient the ramification down the road is going to be less DAS 

or lower trip limits. 

 

 

3. MOTION: Rainone/DiDomenico 

 

To initiate an amendment to address latent effort in the directed monkfish fishery 

 

An AP member thought that efficiency could be addressed by dealing with latent effort. There was 

general concern about latent permits reactivating and affecting currently active participants. The RSA 

program was restricted to 100 vessels across the two projects currently funded and were limited to 500 

DAS. An AP member was concerned about changes in effort and more fishing occurring in the SFMA, 

which could interact more with protected resources, especially on longer soaks typically seen in the 

NFMA. An AP member suggested a friendly amendment to the motion to focus on directed fisheries 

because there are incidental fisheries out there. It’s a few hundred pounds a day it’s not a big issue.  

 

 

Public Comment: 

 Mike Johnson – It seems to me that the RSA comes at a cost $600 a day and if you buy at least 20 

DAS and have x amount of pounds and say you add that up to $1.50 a pound so 12% or 15% I’m 

putting it out there. Nobody is making anybody buy RSA DAS. I’m just saying I participate in 

tilefish too at $0.80/lb or get $2 so 30% efficient so once you pay for it and you lease it that was 

my prerogative to do so and if I’m not 100% efficient then. I understand you want to make it 

efficient then there are no guarantees so if you buy RSA DAS and open up loopholes and make it 

100% efficient I just don’t see guys leasing. Scallop quota lease quota for $4 a pound; that was 

their decisions. Don’t get half your money back. I know there are no absolutes there are chances 

when we fish.  

 

 

The motion carried on a show of hands (8/0/1). 

 

AGENDA ITEM #2: RESEARCH SET-ASIDE RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

 

Staff summarized the list of RSA research priorities for the AP. The list was not in order of priority. The 

AP considered the list to be robust and did not recommend any edits or prioritization of the research 

priorities.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck – Again I greatly appreciate the cooperation of people in this room in usage 

of RSA DAS and collection of samples. The issue is from our perspective, Cornell and SMAST, 

the allocation of monkfish RSA DAS got off to a very slow start. We got into December and we 

still had 100 DAS unallocated and SMAST Dartmouth also had a similar number. Since then 

we’ve had contact from fishermen who wanted additional DAS. For 2016 we’ll be pretty close to 

having people utilize all of our RSA DAS and SMAST similarly. For 2017 we are going to get 50 
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additional DAS plus I’ve already been told by some of our industry partners in the trawl fishery 

that they will not participate in future, it’s not worth it for them. The time that it takes them to get 

to the grounds to catch their fish they end up losing time. They are not going to purchase 40 DAS 

next year so I’m looking at a shortfall. We had a request from Category E vessels to use some of 

this RSA allocation. We had sent a letter to GARFO requesting that Category E vessels be 

utilized for this. Their response addressed the issue of Category E vessels but the RA raised the 

issue of how to better utilize the monkfish RSA DAS to increase the DAS and improve overall 

performance. That’s what I want to discuss today. Are there some things that can be done to help 

the industry better utilize RSA DAS? The people on the AP and in this room have got a lot better 

information and ideas relative to how to best utilized DAS. Are there any changes going forward 

that you would support or maybe the situation is such that status quo is the best way to go 

forward. We have fishermen from MA, RI, CT, NY, and NJ using RSA DAS. The other issue 

with this, there is going to be an increase in the regularly allocated DAS that users will have. The 

allocation that goes with that is going to be increased by 15% and we do have participants that 

buy 5-10 DAS and they may no longer be interested anymore. I don’t know if there are any ideas 

on how to deal with that. I don’t know if there are other ways that people can utilize RSA DAS. It 

seems like we’re going to be ok for 2016 but I don’t know about 2017. Is the price an issue? I 

know that the market is weak right now, would it be a possibility to open up this allocation to 

Category E after Categories A-D had the first opportunity to buy RSA DAS?  

 

 

AP members generally supported the RSA program and thought that recent low market prices were 

affecting vessels ability to participate. NOAA sets the price of the DAS and now that monkfish prices are 

down (by approximately 25%) they are less profitable. Operating costs, such as webbing, have also 

increased. A payment plan was suggested to allow vessels to pay for the DAS as they used them. This 

might be more readily available to longer term participants who built up a history with the principle 

investigators.  

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck– The way we run them is there is a 50% payment up front and then as you 

use it, you pay the remainder. We do that for a couple of reasons, one is because you don’t want 

people to take an allocation of some number of DAS  maybe even a large number of DAS without 

having to pay anything for them. People might just say that they’re going to take 100 DAS but 

then don’t. We do need some money upfront to pay for the research. We’re not in a position 

where we do work and 2 years later we get the income for it. Maybe there’s a different payment 

structure that might work better for them. We’re not competing with SMAST. No guarantee that 

the next go around that we’re going to be a successful applicant. It could be somebody else. We 

were out of the program for 2 years between our first project and our current one. We try to 

continue to encourage people who worked with us in the past utilizing DAS.  

 

There was no AP support to allow Category E vessels to participate in the RSA program. The AP was 

interested in reducing latent effort and allowing Cat E vessels into the program would increase overall 

effort. It was also seen to take allocation away from limited access vessels to give to an open access 

permit and could incentivize vessels to fish in the SFMA.  

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck – That’s why we brought it up because we were getting interest from 

Category E. Also it’s a total amount of allocation so even if you allow a Category E vessels to 

obtain some allocation, it doesn’t necessarily have to be equal to a full day, it is still a total 

amount of fish that can be caught, whether they are all caught by Category or Categories A-D.  

 

Timing of the RSA allocations was considered a problem; they are assigned in July. If the DAS were 

assigned in May it would help vessels plan better. AP members did not think RSA DAS would go unsold, 
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not even the 2016 DAS. An AP member suggested the RSA program allocate pounds instead of DAS. 

Another AP member disagreed.  

 

 Emerson Hasbrouck– That’s a discussion that we’d have to have with NFMS as well and if we 

lower the price then our income is less then we have to scale back the research. I’d be happy to do 

that but some of it has to do with uncertainty. How many DAS are you going to be able to use and 

no one can predict the future. Some of that uncertainty, in December, again with SMAST the 

same way, we’re not going to be able to sell all of our 2016 DAS. That uncertainty is less now as 

we start to get into 2017. Maybe just having this discussion today helps everybody out and it 

helps us as researchers to understand that maybe the demand on behalf of the fulltime fishermen 

for the full 500 days and it helps inform industry that in order for research to go forward we need 

support of industry. Even just bringing that so that people understand helps as well.  

 

AGENDA ITEM #3: OTHER BUSINESS 

 

An AP member was concerned at the lack of state regulations for monkfish in NY state waters. It was 

thought to be a loophole that would allow vessels to fish in federal waters for monkfish and not have a 

trip limit by claiming they fished in NY state waters.  

 

Consensus Statement: To request the Committee recommend that the New England and Mid-Atlantic 

Fishery Management Councils write a letter to all states in their jurisdiction to modify monkfish 

regulations in order to implement a limit to monkfish landings, to make it consistent with the most 

restrictive federal rules.  

 

Public Comment: 

 

 Laurie Nolan – The squid amendment is asking the states to implement the same trip limit so 

everyone is on the same page so it is something the states would have to do it. Both councils 

should do this. Also, we are in the midst of a skate limited action, would you like to see a limit in 

state waters for skate trip limits.  

 

 

An AP member raised an issue where an individual can own multiple boats and monkfish caught can 

collectively be put on one boat, then the other boat(s) don’t need to declare or burn a Monkfish DAS and 

come in with skate or incidental monkfish. It was considered to be an enforcement issue. There is a no 

transfer provision already in the monkfish regulations. A Committee member suggested that a permit 

holder letter be sent out to remind participants of this regulation.  

 


