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APRIL 2016 MEETING AGENDA 

April 11-14, 2016 

Montauk Yacht Club, 21 Star Island Road, Montauk NY 11954 
Telephone 631-668-3100 

 

Monday, April 11th   
9:00 a.m. - 12:00  p.m.  Tilefish Committee (Tab 1) 

– Review blueline tilefish alternatives, Advisory Panel recommendations 
and public comments 

– Consider SSC ABC recommendations 
– Develop recommendations to Council for final action on amendment 

12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
1:00 p.m. – 2:30 p.m. Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Committee and River Herring & Shad 

Committee (Tab 2) 
– Review Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) mackerel coverage 

alternatives and Advisory Panel comments 
– Make recommendations to Council for preferred IFM alternatives for 

public hearings 
2:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Committee and River Herring & Shad 

Committee Joint with River Herring and Shad Advisory Panel (Tab 
3) 

– Review 2013 Stocks in the Fishery (River Herring and Shad) White 
Paper 

– Develop recommendations to the Council regarding terms of reference 
for reconsideration of River Herring and Shad as stocks in the fishery 

4:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. Executive Committee (Tab 4) 
– Review MAFMC and other Council ABC Control Rules and Risk 

Policies 
– Discuss framework to modify existing MAFMC Risk Policy 

Tuesday, April 12th   
9:00 a.m. Council Convenes 

9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Ecosystems Approach to Fisheries Management (EAFM) (Tab 5) 
– Review and discuss draft EAFM Guidance Document 
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12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. Unmanaged Forage Fish Amendment (Tab 6) 

– Review Fishery Management Action Team, Ecosystems and Ocean 
Planning Advisory Panel, and Ecosystems and Ocean Planning 
Committee comments 

– Review and approve public hearing document 
4:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. European Union Pelagic Advisory Council and EAFM (Tab 7) 

Dr. Verena Ohms, Executive Secretary Pelagic Advisory Council 

5:00 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. November 2016 Discard Methods Workshop (Tab 8) 
Michael Lanning - NMFS 

Wednesday, April 13th  

9:00 a.m. Council Convenes 
9:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. Golden Tilefish – 2017 Specifications (Tab 9) 

– Review SSC, Advisory Panel, Monitoring Committee, and staff 
recommendations for 2017 specifications 

10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Golden Tilefish Framework 2 – Meeting 2 (Tab 10) 
– Review and adopt Framework  

12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
1:00 p.m. – 2:30 p.m. Blueline Tilefish Amendment 

– Review Tilefish Committee recommendations 
– Approve Blueline Tilefish Amendment 

2:30 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. Law Enforcement Report  
– NOAA Office of Law Enforcement 
– U.S. Coast Guard 

3:00 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. Scup Gear Restricted Areas Framework (Tab 11) 
– Review alternatives and adopt framework 

4:30 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment 
– Review Committee recommendations 
– Select preferred alternatives for public hearings 

Thursday, April 14th   

9:00 a.m. Council Convenes 

9:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. Spiny Dogfish Trip Limits (Tab 12) 
– Review ASMFC Spiny Dogfish Trip Limit modification request 
– Consider changes to the trip limit 

10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. National Bycatch Reduction Strategy (Tab 13) 
Karen Abrams -  NMFS 
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11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. Business Session 
 Organization Reports (Tab 14) 

– NMFS Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
– NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
– NOAA Office of General Counsel 
– Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 

 
 

Liaison Reports (Tab 15) 
– New England Council 
– South Atlantic Council  
– Regional Planning Body 

 Executive Director's Report  (Tab 16) 
Chris Moore 

 Science Report 
Rich Seagraves 

 Committee Reports (Tab 17) 
– Collaborative Research Committee 
– Executive Committee 
– Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish, River Herring, Shad 

• River Herring/Shad Stock in Fishery Reconsideration Terms of 
Reference 

 Continuing and New Business 
 

 
 
February 2016 motions 
 
Tuesday, February 09, 2016 
 
Executive Committee 
Move to accept staff recommendation for SSC membership. 
Anderson/Kaelin 
Moved by consent 
 
Unmanaged Forage Fish 
Move that the Council adopt the list of orders/families/species that was approved by consent by the EOP committee for public 
consideration in the draft Unmanaged Forage Amendment, with the exception of moronidae, and replacing trachipteridae with trichiuridae. 
McMurray/deFur (18/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
Move that a list of unmanaged forage species meeting the forage fish definition provided by the SSC’s Ecosystem Subcommittee (Usually 
>5% diet composition for >5 years) be included as an option in the amendment. 
Kaelin/Nolan (6/12/0)  
Motion fails 
 
Move to strike “recreational” from the Goal statement and add recreational management measures to the list of frameworkable items 
Linhard/DiLernia (14/4/0)  
Motion carries 
 
Move to remove spatial and seasonal closures from frameworkable items  
Kaelin/Nolan (8/9/0)  
Motion fails 
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Move to strike 2c and 2d from the Prohibit harvest range of alternatives and move them to a separate range of alternative to address harvest 
of chub mackerel that includes 1) a no action alternative, 2) 2c with a range of catch limit options, 3) 2d with a range of catch limit options, 
4) an alternative that prohibits directed fishing for chub mackerel but allows incidental possession, and 5) an alternative that allow issuance 
of EFPs up to a level of catch of chub mackerel to collect data to inform a potential future fishery. 
McMurray/deFur  
 
Move to table motion 
King/DiLernia (17/1/0)  
Motion carries 
 
Move that an alternative be developed that would require vessel and dealer reporting of those unmanaged forage fish, on the final list of 
species to be developed in the amendment, known to be caught today but not required to be reported, either through SAFIS or VTRs and 
work with NEFOP to support related information gathering.  Round herring and Spanish sardines are two examples. 
Kaelin/McMurray (18/0/0)  
Motion carries unanimously  
 
Move that an option be developed in the document that would provide a role for the SSC in assisting the Council in assessing the scientific 
information available relating to any new or expanded directed fisheries, so that a determination may be made relative to any underutilized 
species. 
Kaelin/O’Reilly 
 
Move to table motion 
deFur/Anderson (17/1/0)  
Motion carries 
 
Wednesday, February 10, 2016 
 
Fishery-Dependent Data Project 
Move that the Council initiate an omnibus amendment to address the regulatory changes needed to fully implement the Agency’s Fishery-
Dependent Data Visioning Project. 
Bullard/Anderson (18/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
Move to notice the consideration of a potential increase in the dogfish trip limit to 6000 lbs. at the April 2016 Council meeting. 
Heins/DiLernia (18/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
Scup GRA 
Move that an option that includes the AP proposal (without removal of statistical area 626) be added as an alternative and that the analysis 
be done for action at the April meeting. 
King/Linhard (18/0/0) 
Motion carries unanimously  
 
Move that alternative 3B be the preferred alternative. 
Nolan/Kaelin 
Motion withdrawn 
 
Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Program 
I move that the Council select Alternative 2 (standardized structure for IFM programs) as the preliminary preferred alternative for the IFM 
Amendment. 
Kaelin/Bullard (17/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
I move that the Council adopts the following guiding principles for industry funded monitoring programs implemented by GARFO. Data 
collection programs for the estimation of fishery catch should: 
• Be fit for purpose- the reason, or clear need, for data collection should be identified to ensure objective design criteria. 
• Be affordable- the cost of data collection programs should not diminish net benefits to the nation, nor threaten the continued existence of 
our fisheries. However, essential data collection is needed to assure conservation and sustainability, and is reason to seek less data intensive 
ways to assess and manage fisheries on the economic margins. 
• Should apply modern technology- data collection should prioritize the utilization of modern technology to the extent possible to meet our 
data collections needs, while recognizing an affordable robust program is likely to need a mix of data collection by people and technology. 
• Incentivize reliable self-reporting. 
Kaelin/deFur (17/0/0) 
Motion carries 
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I move that the Council recommend the removal of the IFM service provider requirement to not deploy the same observer on the same 
vessel for more than 2 consecutive multi-day trips or for more than twice in a given month.  
Kaelin/Nolan (17/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
I move that the Council select Alternative 2.6 (monitoring set aside) as the preliminary preferred alternative for the IFM amendment. 
Kaelin/Baum (17/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
I move that the Council select Alternative 2.2 (Council-led prioritization) as a preferred Alternative for the IFM Amendment, and clarify 
that the overall prioritization process could be modified by a framework.  
Kaelin/Heins (17/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
Thursday, February 11, 2016 
 
Move to name the Mid-Atlantic deep sea coral protection areas the "Frank R. Lautenberg Deep-Sea Coral Protection Area" in the Council's 
Deep-Sea Coral Amendment when it is submitted to NMFS. 
Anderson/McMurray (17/0/1) 
Motion carries 
 
I move that the addition to the SOPP in section 4.4.7, as in the ED’s report, be made. 
Anderson/DiLernia (16/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above agenda items may not be taken in the order in which they appear and are subject to change as necessary.  Other items may be added, but the 
Council cannot take action on such items even if the item requires emergency action without additional public notice.  Non-emergency matters not contained 
in this agenda may come before the Council and / or its Committees for discussion, but these matters may not be the subject of formal Council or Committee 
action during this meeting.  Council and Committee actions will be restricted to the issues specifically listed in this agenda.  Any issues requiring emergency 
action under section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act that arise after publication of the Federal Register Notice for this meeting may be acted upon 
provided that the public has been notified of the Council’s intent to take final action to address the emergency.  The meeting may be closed to discuss 
employment or other internal administrative matters. 
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MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY COUNCIL - SPECIES STOCK STATUS 
(AS OF APRIL 1, 2016) 

 

 

SPECIES 

STATUS DETERMINATION 

CRITERIA 

 

 

OVERFISHING 

 

 

OVERFISHED 

 

REBUILDING PROGRAM / 

STOCK STATUS Overfishing 

Fthreshold 

Overfished 

½ BMSY 

 

Summer 

Flounder 

 

 

F35%MSP=0.31 

 

69 

million lbs 

 

Yes 

 

No 

 

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2013.  Most recent assessment update 

was 2015. 

 

Scup 
 

 

 

F40%MSP=0.22 

 

96.23 

million lbs 

 

 

No 

 

 

No 

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2015. 

 

Black 

Sea Bass 

 

 

F40%MSP=0.44 

 

12 

million lbs 

 

No 

 

No  

    

Most recent assessment update was 

2012.  Most recent benchmark 

assessment was 2011. 

 

 

Bluefish 

 

 

 

F35%SPR=0.19 

 

111.7 

million lbs 

 

No 

 

No  

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2015. 

 

Illex Squid 
(short finned)  

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2006; not able to determine current 

exploitation rates or stock biomass. 

 

Longfin 

Squid 
  

 

Unknown 

 

46.7 

million lbs 

 

Unknown 

 

No 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2010; not able to determine current 

exploitation rates. 

 

Atlantic 

Mackerel 
 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2010; not able to determine current 

exploitation rates or stock biomass. 

 

Butterfish 

 

 

FProxy=2/3M 

=0.81 

 

50.3 

million lbs 

 

No  

 

No 

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2014.  



 
SPECIES 

STATUS DETERMINATION 

CRITERIA 

 

 

OVERFISHING 

 

 

OVERFISHED 

 

REBUILDING PROGRAM / 

STOCK STATUS 
Overfishing 

Fthreshold 

Overfished 

½ BMSY 

 

Surfclam 

 

 

F=M=0.15 

 

1,071  

million lbs 

 

No 

 

No 

 

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2013. 

 

Ocean  

Quahog 

 

 
 

 

F45%MSP= 

0.022 

 

3,064  

million lbs 

 

No 

 

No 

 

Most recent assessment update was 

2013.  Most recent benchmark 

assessment was 2009. 

 

Tilefish 

 

 

F25%MSP=0.370 

 

5.68  

million lbs 

 

No 

 

No  

 

 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 

2014.   

Spiny 

Dogfish 

(Joint 

management 

with 

NEFMC) 

 

 

 

 

FMSY=0.2439 

 

 

175.6 

million lbs 

Female SSB 

 

No 

 

No  

 

 

Most recent assessment update was 

2015.  Most recent benchmark 

assessment was 2010.   

Monkfish 

(Joint 

management 

with 

NEFMC) 

 

 

 

NFMA & 

SFMA 

FMAX=0.2 

NFMA -  

1.25 kg/tow 

SFMA - 

0.93 kg/tow 

(autumn trawl 

survey) 

 

No 

(north and south 

management 

areas) 

 

No  

(north and South 

management 

areas) 

 

Most recent assessment update was 

2013.  Most recent benchmark 

assessment was 2010. 

 

SOURCES:  Office of Sustainable Fisheries - Status Report of U.S. Fisheries; SAW/SARC and TRAC Assessment Reports. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: March 31, 2016   

TO: Council 

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Blueline Tilefish Amendment 
 

 
 

After consideration by the Tilefish Committee, the Council is scheduled to take final action on 
the Blueline Tilefish Amendment at the April Council meeting.  In this Briefing Book Tab 
please find: 

 -Blueline Tilefish Public Hearing Document 
 -A summary of the public hearings 
 -The written comments received 
 -The Southwick Delphi Catch Estimate Report 
 -2 relevant staff memos prepared for the SSC   
 -The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) report for blueline tilefish Acceptable 
   Biological Catch (ABC)  
 
A report from the SSC’s blueline tilefish subcommittee that developed ABC options is also 
available at: http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2016/march-29-ssc-webinar.   
 

The Tilefish Advisory Panel meets on April 5 to provide input and the technical group (Fishery 
Management Action Team – FMAT) for this Amendment meets on April 6 to provide input on 
how the ABC accepted by the SSC (87,031 lbs) on March 29 may need to be considered when 
the Council selects alternatives.  Reports from those meetings will be forwarded to the Council 
as soon as possible.  The FMAT report may include FMAT and/or Council staff 
recommendations. 

 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2016/march-29-ssc-webinar


  
 

 

 

 

 



Blueline Tilefish Amendment  
To The TILEFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

-Measures to Manage Blueline Tilefish-

-Public Information Document-

Prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries 

Credit: Duane Raver, Jr.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Overview 

This action is being considered by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) to add 
blueline tilefish (Caulolatilus microps) as a managed species in the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan, 
effectively turning that plan into the Golden and Blueline Tilefish Fishery Management Plan.  This 
document’s purpose is to present a range of alternatives for management measures for the blueline 
tilefish fishery off the Mid-Atlantic and New England coasts (i.e. from the North Carolina/Virginia 
(NC/VA) border and to the north up to the Canadian boundary), along with a characterization of the 
environmental impacts of those alternatives.  The public is invited to comment on the measures under 
consideration and their impacts.  The measures, or a subset of them, are needed to constrain fishing 
mortality on blueline tilefish and effectively manage the blueline tilefish fishery in waters off the Mid-
Atlantic and New England coasts.  At its April 2016 meeting, the Council will select alternatives to 
recommend to NOAA Fisheries.  The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) is currently 
developing Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) recommendations for blueline tilefish, and those 
recommendations will be available for the April 2016 meeting and included in the briefing book for that 
meeting, which will be posted at http://www.mafmc.org/meetings.     

Alternative and Impact summary  

The alternatives being considered and their likely impacts are summarized in Table 1 below.  Section 5 
describes the alternatives in additional detail and Section 7 describes the expected impacts of each 
alternative.  Alternatives that were considered but rejected are also described in Section 5. 

Table 1.  Alternative and Impact Summary  
Issue Alternative Summary of Alternative and Impacts

No action 1 - No action

The emergency measures currently in place will remain in effect until their expiration on June 5, 

2016.  Measures from this action would only be implemented on/after June 5, 2016.   Thus taking no 

action would mean that on June 6, 2016 we would return to the situation where blueline tilefish are 

not managed with standard management measures north of the North Carolina/Virginia border 

(36.550278 N Latitude).    

Impacts: Impacts would likely be negative for blueline tilefish if unrestricted fishing resumes.  In the 

short run higher catches may benefit fishermen but in the long run lack of managment would likely 

lead to overfishing and diminished catches.

2a - Blueline Tilefish 

Management Unit at 

NC/VA line

(preferred)

This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the North 

Carolina/Virginia border (36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which 

would be managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish and fishermen related to sustainable management in the long 

run, could restrict catches in short run.

2b - Blueline Tilefish 

Management Unit at Cape 

Hatteras

This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of Cape Hatteras

Impacts:  Low positive for blueline tilefish and fishermen at this time related to sustainable 

management in the long run, could restrict catches in short run.

2c - Objectives

This would establish that the golden tilefish objectives apply to blueline tilefish with a modification

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish and fishermen related to sustainable management in the long 

run, could restrict catches in short run.

Status 

Determination 

Criteria

3 - Use most recent peer-

reviewed assessment

The Council would use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment.  This is the standard 

approach in most Council FMPs, and is being added to all others via pending actions.  If no 

assessment is available (e.g. Illex,  Atl. Mackerel), then the status is documented as unknown by 

NMFS pending a future assessment.  The Council's Risk Policy has provisions for situations where 

overfishing levels can not be determined via an assessment.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish and fishermen related to sustainable management

Management Unit 

and Objectives

 

http://www.mafmc.org/meetings


3 

 

Table 1 Continued 

Issue Alternative Summary of Alternative and Impacts

4a - Use golden tilefish 

permits

Make permanent the emergency regulations that anyone with an open access commercial golden 

tilefish permit would be permitted to retain blueline tilefish, subject to the applicable trip limit

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

4b - Use separate permits

Require anyone landing any blueline tilefish to get a new blueline tilefish permit.  Retention of 

blueline tilefish would be subject to the applicable trip limit.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

4c - Reporting

Require standard reporting of catch for any vessel possessing a permit that allows them to land 

blueline tilefish (like other federal permits).

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

4d - Electronic VTR 

Reporting

Require Vessels to submit Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically if they have a golden tilefish or 

blueline tilefish permit.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

4e - Dealer Permits and 

Reporting

Require standard dealer permitting reporting of catch for dealers (like other federal permits).

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

5a - Use golden tilefish 

permits

Make permanent the emergency requirement for Any party or charter vessel must have been issued 

a Federal Charter/Party (golden) tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish in the EEZ with 

passengers for hire.  

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

5b - Use golden tilefish 

permits

Require any party or charter vessel to have a new Federal Charter/Party blueline tilefish vessel 

permit to fish for blueline tilefish in the EEZ with passengers for hire.  

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

5c - Reporting

Require standard reporting of catch for any vessel possessing a permit that allows them to fish for 

blueline tilefish with passengers for hire.  Any vessel with any Greater Atlantic federal party/charter 

must already report all catches (including discards) of all species of fish.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

5d - Electronic VTR 

Reporting

Require Vessels to submit Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically if they have a golden tilefish or 

blueline tilefish permit.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

Commercial 

Permitting & 

Reporting

For-Hire 

Recreational 

Permitting and 

Reporting
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Table 1 Continued 

Issue Alternative Summary of Alternative and Impacts

6a - Private recreational 

tilefish permit.

Create a recreational fishing permit for private recreational anglers to catch golden or blueline 

tilefish, similar to how Highly Migratory Species (HMS) requires a separate permit.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

6b - HMS permit 

requirement

Require that an HMS permit be obtained by any angler seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish.  It 

is likely that most anglers who fish for blueline tilefish already have an HMS permit.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

6c - Reporting (HMS)

Require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through the HMS system (with 

catch cards like Maryland)

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

6d - Reporting (Online)

Require pre-landing online reporting of golden and blueline tilefish for recreational landings

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Low short term negative for fishermen but positive long term 

related to sustainable management.

Monitoring 

Committee

7 - Use current golden 

tilefish Monitoring 

Committee

The golden tilefish monitoring committee has the needed expertise to monitor the blueline tilefish 

fishery and would provide recommendations to the Council and/or relevant committee to ensure 

that specifications are not exceeded and to address any other operational aspects of the fishery.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish. No direct impacts for fishermen in this action.

Framework 

Adjustment 

Process

8 - Frameworkable actions

Allow any existing or previously analyzed measure (within an FMP or amendment) to be frame-

worked. 

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish. No direct impacts for fishermen in this action.

9a - Specifications

Measures that may be considered by the Council during annual specifications include specifying 

overfishing levels (OFLs), Acceptable Biological Catches (ABC), Annual Catch Limits (ACLs), Annual 

Catch Targets, discard set-asides, total allowable landings, commercial and recreational quotas, trip 

limits, bag limits, seasons, size limits, retention requirements, and/or any measure needed to ensure 

that the specifications are not exceeded.

Impacts: Low Positive for blueline tilefish.  No direct impacts for fishermen in this action.

9b - ABC Control Rule

Clarify that the existing ABC control rule would apply to blueline tilefish

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Short term impacts for fishermen depend on what allowable 

landings might result, long term impacts should be positive related to sustainable management.

9c - Risk Policy

Clarify that the existing ABC risk policy would apply to blueline tilefish

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Short term impacts for fishermen depend on what allowable 

landings might result, long term impacts should be positive related to sustainable management.

Specifications 

Process and Risk 

Policy

Private 

Recreational 

Permitting and 

Reporting

 

 

  



5 

 

Table 1 Continued 

Issue Alternative Summary of Alternative and Impacts

10a - no allocation

Do not set allocations but rely on adjusting the specifications to control relative catch between the 

commercial and recreational sectors.

Impacts: No impacts to blueline tilefish (allocation).  No direct impacts for fishermen.

10b1 - 2009-2013 

allocation (5-year)

Use best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2009-2013.  Would use median of 

annual commercial-recreational ratios.

Impacts: No impacts to blueline tilefish (allocation).  Impacts for fishermen depend on allocation and 

overall specifications.

10b2 - 2009-2013 

allocation (5-year)

Use best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2009-2013.  Would use mean of 

annual commercial-recreational ratios.

Impacts: No impacts to blueline tilefish (allocation).  Impacts for fishermen depend on allocation and 

overall specifications.

10c1 - 2004-2013 allocation 

(10-year)

Use best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2004-2013.  Would use median of 

annual commercial-recreational ratios.

Impacts: No impacts to blueline tilefish (allocation).  Impacts for fishermen depend on allocation and 

overall specifications.

10c2 - 2004-2013 allocation 

(10-year)

Use best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2004-2013.  Would use mean of 

annual commercial-recreational ratios.

Impacts: No impacts to blueline tilefish (allocation).  Impacts for fishermen depend on allocation and 

overall specifications.

10d - Allocations and 

Specifications

If allocations are made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 

allocations in terms of ABCs, ACLs, ACTs, etc.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Short term impacts for fishermen depend on what allowable 

landings might result, long term impacts should be positive related to sustainable management.

10e - No Allocations and 

Specifications

If allocations are not made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 

allocations in terms of ABCs, ACLs, ACTs, etc.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Short term impacts for fishermen depend on what allowable 

landings might result, long term impacts should be positive related to sustainable management.

11a - 275 pounds - 

emergency action

continue the emergency action's commercial trip limit of 275 pounds per trip gutted weight (head 

and fins must be attached)

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Lower trip limits should extend season.

11b - 200 pounds

reduce the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 200 pounds per trip gutted 

weight (head and fins must be attached)

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Lower trip limits should extend season.

11c - 300 pounds

increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 300 pounds per trip 

gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Lower trip limits should extend season.

11d - 500 pounds

increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 500 pounds per trip 

gutted weight (head and fins must be attached)

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Higher trip limits may shorten season.

11e - 900 pounds

increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 900 pounds per trip 

gutted weight (head and fins must be attached)

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Higher trip limits may shorten season.

11f - 750 pounds

increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 750 pounds per trip 

gutted weight (head and fins must be attached)

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no trip limit but should be long term positive related to supporting 

sustainable management.   Higher trip limits may shorten season.

Commercial Trip 

Limits (gutted 

weight)

Allocations
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Table 1 Continued 

 

Issue Alternative Summary of Alternative and Impacts

12a - 7 fish per person - 

emergency action

This alternative would continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no limits, but should be long term positive related to supporting sustainable 

management.

12b - 5 fish per person 

This alternative would reduce the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 5 fish.

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no limits, but should be long term positive related to supporting sustainable 

management.

12c - 9 fish per person

This alternative would increase the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 9 fish.

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically, but higher possession 

limits increase management uncertainty & possibility of ABC/ACL overages.  Short term negative for 

fishermen compared to no limits, but should be long term positive related to supporting sustainable 

management.

12d - 3 extra fish per 

person for trips greater 

than 36 hours

This alternative would allow a 3-fish higher bag limit on party boat trips that lasted longer than 36 

hours from when the vessel leaves the dock to when a vessel returns to the dock.  A call-out/call-in 

system would be necessary to assist enforcement of such a provision. 

Impacts: Would be part of overall management & conservation biologically.  Mixed impacts for 

fishermen.

13a - No EFH Designation in 

this action

Wait until the Council's EFH review action to designate EFH.

Impacts: Low Negative for blueline tilefish, low negative for fishermen

13b - Designate EFH

EFH would be all offshore waters with water depths from 46 meters to 256 meters from VA to 

Canadian boundary.

Impacts: Low Positive for blueline tilefish, low positive for fishermen

14a - AMs with allocations

if there are allocations, then AMs are only automatically triggered if the overall ACL is exceeded.  

Whichever sector, recreational or commercial or both, that caused the overall ACL overage would 

have added or modified measures to ensure that future overages do not occur in the future.  The 

Council shall recommend such management measures, for the soonest year practicable, that analysis 

demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include any measure that can 

be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the overage would be 

deducted from what would otherwise be the sector ACLs, based on the recommendations of the 

Council’s SSC.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Possibly short term negative for fishermen but should be long 

term positive related to supporting sustainable management.

14b - AMs without 

allocations

if there are no allocations, then if the ACL is exceeded, the Council will recommend management 

measures (commercial and/or recreational), for the soonest year practicable, that analysis 

demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include any measure that can 

be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the overage would be 

deducted from what would otherwise be the ABC, based on the recommendations of the Council’s 

SSC.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Possibly short term negative for fishermen but should be long 

term positive related to supporting sustainable management.

14c - In-season closure 

authority

If NMFS determines that one sector's catch or the total catch will exceed 95% of a sector's ABC or the 

overall ABC, NMFS may close or adjust the season and/or trip/bag limits for either sector.

Impacts: Positive for blueline tilefish.  Possibly short term negative for fishermen but should be long 

term positive related to supporting sustainable management.

Recreational 

Bag/Possession 

Limits

Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH) 

Designation

Accountability 

Measures (AMs)
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2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
ABC Acceptable Biological Catch (Upper limit, set by SSC) 
ACCSP Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program 
ACL Annual Catch Limit 
ACT Annual Catch Target 
ASMFC Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
Council Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
DOC Department of Commerce 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 
EFH Essential Fish Habitat 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FMAT Fishery Management Action Team 
FMP Fishery Management Plan 
FR  Federal Register 
GARFO Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (formerly Northeast Regional Office/NERO) 
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act 
MSA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (as currently amended) 
MT Metric tons (=2204.6 pounds)  
NEFMC New England Fishery Management Council 
NEFSC Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
OFL Overfishing Level 
SAFMC South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
SEDAR SouthEast Data, Assessment, and Review 
SSC Scientific and Statistical Committee 
TAL Total Allowable Landings 
US United States 
VMS Vessel Monitoring System 
VTR Vessel Trip Report 
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4.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Blueline tilefish management was identified as a priority during a February 2015 Council meeting 
(http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting), and the 
Council is now considering management options for blueline tilefish north of the NC/VA border.  
Primary scoping was conducted in May, June, and July of 2015, and the scoping document and scoping 
comments may be found at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish.  If blueline tilefish are added 
to the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan, then the Fishery Management Plan would effectively become 
the Golden and Blueline Tilefish Fishery Management Plan.  

The Council is proposing this action because there is no permanent federal management of blueline 
tilefish north of North Carolina.  In recent years catch has increased in the Mid-Atlantic without any 
restrictions in Federal waters, and the long-lived and sedentary nature of blueline tilefish likely make 
them susceptible to overfishing.  Based on a Council request to address this issue (Appendix A), on June 
4, 2015 NMFS implemented emergency regulations north of North Carolina, limiting commercial 
vessels to 300 pounds (whole weight) of blueline tilefish per trip and recreational fishermen to 7 blueline 
tilefish per person per trip, as well as requiring commercial and party/charter permitting for blueline 
tilefish (http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2015/June/14tileblemergencyactionphl.pdf).   
Emergency measures can generally only remain in effect for 366 days, and the emergency measures are 
set to expire June 3, 2016 (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-11-30/pdf/2015-30320.pdf).   

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) manages blueline tilefish south of Virginia.  
The SAFMC requested its regulations be extended northward but NMFS deemed the Mid-Atlantic 
Council’s request most appropriate.  For reference, the current SAFMC regulations are described below 
(http://www.safmc.net/FishIDandRegs/FishGallery/BluelineTilefish/):  

Commercial: 

 OPEN, effective January 1, 2016.  
 NEW Regulations - effective March 30, 2015:  

o New Trip Limit: 100-pound (gutted weight) trip limit.  
o New 2015 commercial Annual Catch Limit: 17,841-lbs (whole weight) 
o These regulations are being implemented under Snapper Grouper Amendment 

32. See Fishery Bulletin and FAQs on Snapper Grouper Amendment 32. 
 Size Limit:  CLOSED: Otherwise, no size limit 
 Trip Limit:  CLOSED: Otherwise, when the season is open - NEW! Effective March 30, 2015 - 

100-pound gutted weight trip limit. 
 Regulatory Remarks:  

o All species must be landed with head and fins intact. 
o Recreational and commercial fishermen are required to use dehooking tools when fishing 

for snapper grouper species. 
o The use of non-stainless steel circle hooks (offset or non-offset) is required for all species 

in the snapper grouper complex when using hook-and-line gear with natural baits in 
waters North of 28 degrees N. latitude. 

o After the commercial quota is met, all purchase and sale is prohibited and harvest and/or 
possession is limited to the recreational bag limit. This prohibition does not apply to fish 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2015/June/14tileblemergencyactionphl.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-11-30/pdf/2015-30320.pdf
http://www.safmc.net/FishIDandRegs/FishGallery/BluelineTilefish/
http://safmc.net/resource-library/snapper-grouper-amendment-32
http://safmc.net/resource-library/snapper-grouper-amendment-32
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/fishery_bulletins/documents/pdfs/2015/fb15-022_am32_blueline_tilefish_fr.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/documents/pdfs/sa_am32_faqs.pdf
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harvested, landed, and sold prior to the quota being reached and held in cold storage by a 
dealer. Quotas are given in gutted weights. 

o Commercial snapper grouper vessels must have onboard NMFS approved sea turtle 
release gear and follow smalltooth sawfish release protocol. See the Handling and 
Release Protocol from NOAA Fisheries or call 727-824-5312. 

o Annual Catch Limit (ACL) – This species is managed under an ACL. See current 
information on Commercial ACLs (quotas) from NOAA Fisheries. 

Recreational: 

 CLOSED June 10, 2015. The fishery will reopen May 1, 2016. See Fishery Bulletin 
 When the fishery is open - NEW Regulations - effective March 30, 2015:   

o New Bag Limit: One (1) fish per VESSEL per DAY (when the fishery is open; fishery is 
currently closed). 

o New Season:   
 May through August -  fishery is open to harvest with a bag limit of one fish per 

VESSEL per day from May through August; 
 September through April - fishery closed to recreational harvest. 

o New 2015 recreational Annual Catch Limit: 17,791-lbs (whole weight) 
o These regulations are being implemented under Snapper Grouper Amendment 

32. See Fishery Bulletin and FAQs on Snapper Grouper Amendment 32. 
 Size Limit: CLOSED June 10, 2015, Otherwise, no size limit. 
 Regulatory Remarks: 

  
o All species must be landed with head and fins intact. 
o Recreational and commercial fishermen are required to use dehooking tools when fishing 

for snapper grouper species. 
o The use of non-stainless steel circle hooks (offset or non-offset) is required for all species 

in the snapper grouper complex when using hook-and-line gear with natural baits in 
waters North of 28 degrees N. latitude. 

o The sale of bag-limit caught snapper grouper species is prohibited. 
o Annual Catch Limit (ACL) - This species is managed under an ACL. See current 

information on Recreational ACLs from NOAA Fisheries  

 

The SAFMC has continued to address management measures for blueline tilefish after receiving a report 
from its Scientific and Statistical Committee that would allow an increase in the total annual catch limit 
– see http://safmc.net/meetings/september-2015-council-meeting.  This increase came after its SSC 
concluded that the projections for blueline tilefish provided by the NMFS’ Southeast Fisheries Science 
Center do not represent the Best Scientific Information Available and were not adequate to support 
blueline tilefish fishing level recommendations for either current or future years.  Instead, the SSC 
recommended setting the acceptable biological catch at the equilibrium yield at 75% of the fishing 
mortality associated with maximum sustainable yield (224,100 pounds). 

In December 2015 the SAFMC approved a related Regulatory Amendment (#25) to the Snapper 
Grouper Fishery Management Plan that will specify new annual catch limits for blueline tilefish in the 

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sf/HandlingandReleaseRequirements.htm
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sf/HandlingandReleaseRequirements.htm
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/acl_monitoring/commercial_sa/index.html
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/fishery_bulletins/documents/pdfs/2015/fb15-040_sa_rec_blueline_tilefish.pdf
http://safmc.net/resource-library/snapper-grouper-amendment-32
http://safmc.net/resource-library/snapper-grouper-amendment-32
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/fishery_bulletins/documents/pdfs/2015/fb15-022_am32_blueline_tilefish_fr.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/documents/pdfs/sa_am32_faqs.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/acl_monitoring/recreational_sa/index.html
http://safmc.net/meetings/september-2015-council-meeting
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South Atlantic, allowing the recreational bag limit to increase from 1 fish per vessel/per day from May 
through August to a 3 fish per person/day May through August within the 3-fish aggregate grouper bag 
limit. Recreational harvest is prohibited the remainder of the year. The amendment would also increase 
the commercial trip limit from 100 pounds (gutted weight) to 300 pounds.   

Two Mid-Atlantic states, Virginia (VA) and Maryland, earlier enacted tilefish regulations that apply to 
vessels landing in their states, with both implementing 300 pound incidental commercial trip limits and a 
7-fish recreational possession limit for all tilefish species combined.  These measures were designed to 
proactively prevent a large directed commercial fishery and constrain fishing mortality in the 
recreational fishery for blueline tilefish that emerged in the early 2000s.  The Council expressed concern 
to the other Mid-Atlantic and southern New England states that the lack of Federal management off the 
Mid-Atlantic posed a threat to the sustainability of the region’s blueline tilefish resource.  Since then, 
Delaware implemented regulations similar to Maryland/Virginia, and New Jersey implemented 
regulations similar to the emergency federal regulations.  However, the lack of coordinated Federal 
management tailored to the characteristics of the fishery off the Mid-Atlantic has undermined effective 
conservation thus far.  Blueline tilefish are likely susceptible to overfishing due to their life history 
(relatively long-lived and sedentary), so the Council is considering developing management measures 
for blueline tilefish in this action.  

 

4.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
The lack of coordinated Federal management tailored to the characteristics of the fishery off the Mid-
Atlantic is likely to undermine effective conservation.  Blueline tilefish are likely susceptible to 
overfishing due to their life history (relatively long-lived and sedentary), so the purpose of this action is 
to consider conservation and management measures for blueline tilefish north of the NC/VA border. 

 

4.2 REGULATORY AUTHORITY 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) as currently amended 
(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/msa/documents/msa_amended_2007.pdf) requires a 
Council, “for each fishery under its authority that requires conservation and management, prepare and 
submit to the Secretary (A) a fishery management plan, and (B) amendments to each such plan that are 
necessary from time to time (and promptly whenever changes in conservation and management 
measures in another fishery substantially affect the fishery for which such plan was developed).”  The 
Council has concluded that the blueline tilefish fishery north of the NC/VA border is in need of 
conservation and management via an amendment to the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan. 

 
  

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/msa/documents/msa_amended_2007.pdf
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4.3 MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND FMP HISTORY 
 

Objectives- Golden Tilefish FMP 

The overall goal of this FMP is to achieve optimum yield. To meet the overall goal, the following 
objectives have been adopted: 

1. Prevent overfishing and rebuild the resource to the biomass that would support MSY. 

2. Prevent overcapitalization and limit new entrants. 

3. Identify and describe essential tilefish habitat. 

4. Collect necessary data to develop, monitor, and assess biological, economic, and social impacts 
of management measures designed to prevent overfishing and to reduce bycatch of tilefish in all 
fisheries 

An alternative in this action proposes to use these objectives for blueline tilefish as well, with a 
modification specific to blueline tilefish (see Alternative 2c). 
 

FMP History - http://www.mafmc.org/tilefish/  

The golden tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps) fishery is managed under the Tilefish Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) that was prepared cooperatively by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council (Council) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  

The FMP which initiated the management for this species became effective November 1, 2001 (66 FR 
49136; September 26, 2001) and included management and administrative measures to ensure effective 
management of the tilefish resource. The FMP established total allowable landings (TAL) as the primary 
control on fishing mortality.  The FMP also implemented a limited entry program and a tiered 
commercial quota allocation of the TAL.  There are three fishing categories, an incidental, a part-time, 
and a full-time (with two different tiers or subcategories) for division of the quota under the tilefish 
limited access program.  Under the FMP, the "target" estimate of landings for the incidental category (5 
percent of the TAL) is first deducted from the overall TAL, and then the remainder of the TAL is 
divided among the full-time tier 1 category, which receives 66 percent; the full-time tier 2 category, 
which receives 15 percent; and, the part-time category, which receives 19 percent.  Trip limits are 
currently only imposed in the incidental permit category (open access) to achieve a "target" or soft 
quota. Other elements of the original FMP included: a stock rebuilding strategy; permits and reporting 
requirements for commercial vessels, operators, and dealers; a prohibition on the use of gear other than 
longline gear by limited-access tilefish vessels (later amended see discussion below); and a framework 
adjustment process. 

In October 26, 2001, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) filed a complaint with the 
Southern District Court of New York alleging that the lack of any restrictions on bottom tending mobile 
gear fishing gear (e.g., otter trawl nets) in essential fish habitat for tilefish rendered the FMP and its 
implementing regulations arbitrary and capricious.  A Federal Court order in Natural Resources Defense 
Council v. Evans (March 31, 2003) upheld the agency action because there was no scientific evidence 

http://www.mafmc.org/tilefish/
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supporting the conclusion that bottom tending mobile fishing gear is having an identifiable adverse 
impact on tilefish essential fish habitat.  Under the regulations in existence at the time the FMP was 
prepared, only an "identifiable" adverse effect on essential fish habitat from a fishing practice required 
consideration of measures to mitigate, minimize or prevent the impacts resulting from such fishing 
practice.  The Judge concluded that plaintiffs' reliance on marks across parts of the ocean bottom caused 
by the fishing gear as evidence of an adverse impact was misplaced.  While such marks may reflect a 
physical disruption of the bottom, there is no information according to the tilefish experts to demonstrate 
that this disruption had any effect to reduce the quality or quantity of tilefish essential fish habitat. 
Consequently, such physical disruption did not fit the definition of "adverse effect" in the regulations.  
In light of the absence of scientific information on the effects of fishing gear on tilefish essential fish 
habitat, the Judge found that the agency's analysis of the environmental impacts in the EIS was 
reasonable and a good faith presentation of the best information available under the circumstances. 

A Federal Court Order in Hadaja v. Evans (May 15, 2003) set aside the permit requirements on the 
grounds that the FMP violated National Standard 2 of the MSFCMA because it was not based on the 
best scientific information available.  This decision vacated the regulations that implemented sub-quotas 
for the various limited access categories.  In addition, the Federal Court Order in Hadaja v. Evans also 
set aside the restriction on the use of all gear other than longline gear for limited access tilefish vessels 
due to the lack of scientific information to support this ban.  The Federal Court Order in Hadaja v. Evans 
held that "the Secretary must adopt a plan that is based on the best scientific information available, 
which may be the existing plan, but only if the evidence in the administrative record (record) clearly 
supports it" (69 CFR 22454; April 26, 2004). 

After the Council submitted additional detailed information that supported the limited access condition 
established under the FMP, the NMFS reinstated the permit requirements for commercial tilefish vessels 
on May 31, 2004. More specifically, in doing so, the NMFS reinstated the vessel permit requirements; 
the vessel reporting requirements; the observer coverage regulations; and the incidental catch limit.  In 
addition to reinstating the permit requirements, NMFS also removed the prohibition of the use of all 
gear other than longline gear for limited access vessels, which had previously been struck down by the 
Federal Court Order in Hadaja v. Evans.  NMFS removed this prohibition due to the fact that scientific 
information to support reinstating the ban on the use of all gear other than longline gear in the directed 
tilefish fishery was lacking (69 CFR 22454; April 26, 2004). 

Framework 1 to the FMP added provisions for a research set-aside quota (not currently utilized). 

Amendment 1 to the FMP implemented an Individual Fishing Quota in the directed golden tilefish 
fishery.  It also implemented new reporting requirements and gear modifications, addressed recreational 
fishing issues, and reviewed the EFH components of the FMP, including implementing gear restricted 
areas to prevent bottom trawling in habitat areas of particular concern.   

Amendment 2 was an Omnibus Amendment that implemented a Standardized Bycatch Reporting 
Methodology, and Amendment 3 was an Omnibus Amendment that implemented Acceptable Biological 
Catches (ABCs) and Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) to avoid overfishing and ensure accountability.  
Amendment 4 was another Omnibus Amendment that implemented a new Standardized Bycatch 
Reporting Methodology to address a legal challenge.  Additional details on previous actions can be 
found at http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/tilefish.   

http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/tilefish


15 

4.4 MANAGEMENT UNIT AND SCOPE OF ALTERNATIVES 
The current management unit for this FMP is defined as all golden tilefish under United States 
jurisdiction in the Atlantic Ocean north of the NC/VA border.  Golden tilefish south of the NC/VA 
border are managed by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  This action proposes to add a 
blueline tilefish management unit and associated management measures for the same waters as the 
current plan uses for golden tilefish (from north of the NC/VA border to the Canadian boundary).   

 

 

5.0 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
15 alternatives or sets of alternatives are presented below, primarily for the purpose of establishing 
blueline tilefish management north of the NC/VA border (there are also some provisions that apply to 
golden tilefish):  

1) No action 
2) Management Unit and Objectives 
3) Status Determination Criteria 
4) Commercial Permitting and Reporting 
5) For-Hire Recreational Permitting and Reporting 
6) Private Recreational Permitting and Reporting 
7) Monitoring Committee 
8) Framework Adjustment Process 
9) Specifications Process and Risk Policy 
10) Allocations and Specifications 
11) Commercial Trip Limits 
12) Recreational Bag/Possession Limits 
13) Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Designation 
14) Accountability Measures (AMs) 
15) Considered but Rejected Alternatives 

 
 

5.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION  

The emergency measures currently in place will remain in effect until their expiration on June 3, 2016 
(see http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-11-30/pdf/2015-30320.pdf).  Measures considered in this 
document would only be implemented on/after June 4, 2016.  Thus taking no action would mean that on 
June 4, 2016 we would return to the situation where blueline tilefish are not managed with Federal 
management measures north of the NC/VA border (36.550278 N Latitude).  As such, with no action it is 
likely that at least for some time there would be no management of blueline tilefish in Federal waters 
north of the NC/VA border.   
 
While the emergency measures expire on June 3 and therefore do not represent what the no action 
alternative would result in, since they are currently in effect the emergency measures are summarized 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-11-30/pdf/2015-30320.pdf
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below for reference (refer to the federal register or individual states for detailed current regulations) 
(http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2015/June/14tileblemergencyactionphl.pdf).   
 
For Charter/Party Vessels: Now must hold a valid Greater Atlantic Region open access tilefish 
charter/party vessel permit to possess or land blueline tilefish, and must follow all recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements.  This includes reporting all catch of all fish on Vessel Trip Reports.  The 
recreational possession limit for charter/party and private recreational anglers is seven blueline tilefish 
per person, per trip.  Note: any vessel with any Federal charter/party permit is already required to report 
all fish caught on for-hire trips. 
 
For Commercial Vessels: Now must hold a valid Greater Atlantic Region open access commercial 
tilefish vessel permit to possess or land blueline tilefish, and must follow all related recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements. This includes reporting all catch of all fish on Vessel Trip Reports.  The 
commercial blueline tilefish possession limit is 300 pounds whole weight per trip, which is 275 pounds 
of gutted, head-on fish.  Upon expiration of the emergency rule, the possession/trip limits would cease in 
Federal waters.  Landings would be limited in states with relevant regulations (VA, MD, DE, and NJ) 
but not further north and management would not be coordinated throughout the region.   
 

5.2 ALTERNATIVE SET 2: MANAGEMENT UNIT AND OBJECTIVES 

2a. (Preferred) This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the 
NC/VA border (36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be 
managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  The Council is funding genetics research 
to gain more information on the stock structure of blueline tilefish, but given that the SAFMC’s 
jurisdiction ends at the NC/VA border and the Council’s SSC has found that the most recent blueline 
tilefish assessment (SEDAR 32) is insufficient for management advice north of the NC/VA border, the 
Council proposes to manage blueline tilefish north of the NC/VA border.  If future research suggests 
that a different management unit would be more appropriate, the management unit could be changed via 
a framework adjustment.  This alternative is preferred because it is consistent with the current SAFMC 
management boundaries and aligns with the golden tilefish stock definition (absent other information 
and given the similarity between the species, golden tilefish is likely to be a species that provides 
relevant information regarding an appropriate blueline tilefish management unit). 
 
2b. This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of Cape Hatteras 
(35.253167 N. lat., the latitude of Cape Hatteras Light), extending up to the boundary with Canada, 
which would be managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  While 2a is the preferred 
alternative for reasons described above, Cape Hatteras is a general mixing zone between more northern 
and more southern areas, and does serve as the stock and management unit boundary for black sea bass, 
so this option is considered in this action.   
 
2c. This alternative would establish that the objectives for blueline tilefish are the same as for golden 
tilefish, with the addition that “Management will reflect blueline tilefish’s susceptibility of overfishing 
and the need of an analytical stock assessment.” 
 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nr/2015/June/14tileblemergencyactionphl.pdf
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5.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: STATUS DETERMINATION CRITERIA 

The Council would use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to blueline 
tilefish in its management unit.  This is the standard approach in most Council FMPs, and is being added 
to all others via other ongoing actions.  If no assessment is available (e.g. Illex, Atl. Mackerel), then the 
status is documented as unknown by NMFS pending a future successfully-reviewed assessment.  In 
addition, the Council's Risk Policy (see below) has provisions for situations where overfishing levels 
cannot be determined via an accepted assessment. 
 

5.4 ALTERNATIVE SET 4: COMMERCIAL PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

4a. Alternative 4a would make permanent the emergency regulations that anyone with a commercial 
open access golden tilefish permit would be permitted to retain for sale blueline tilefish subject to the 
applicable trip limit.  This would create a joint golden/blueline tilefish open access permit.  
 
4b. Alternative 4b would require anyone landing any blueline tilefish for sale to get a newly-created 
commercial open access blueline tilefish permit.  Retention of blueline tilefish for sale would be subject 
to the applicable trip limit. 
 
4c. Alternative 4c would require standard reporting of catch for any commercial vessel possessing a 
permit that allows them to land blueline tilefish (like other federal permits).  These include (from golden 
tilefish requirements): 
 

Vessels landing tilefish for sale will be required to have Federal Vessel permits. A dealer permit 
is required for dealers purchasing tilefish harvested from the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) in 
addition to dealers purchasing tilefish from permitted vessels. Dealers issued a tilefish dealer 
permit must report all fish purchases along with information required at section 648.7 (l)(i). 
 
Operators of commercial vessels (vessels with permits to sell tilefish) will be required to obtain 
Operator permits. 
 
Vessels landing tilefish for sale would need to submit vessel logbook/trip reports (VTRs). Dealers 
would need to submit dealer reports. 
 
The current vessel logbook requires vessels to report everything they catch including bycatch. 
 
Vessels also would be required to take observers if requested. 

 
4d. Alternative 4d would require Federally-permitted commercial blueline tilefish vessels to submit 
Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically.  A new ACCSP mobile application facilitates electronic 
submission of VTRs.  If a combined golden/blueline tilefish permit is used, then all commercial vessels 
with golden/blueline tilefish permits would have to submit VTRs electronically. 
 
4e. Dealer Permits and Reporting – This alternative would institute dealer requirements similar to 
golden tilefish, i.e. that Federally-permitted vessels can only sell blueline tilefish to Federally-permitted 
dealers, and that dealers must have a federal permit to buy blueline tilefish.  In addition, the following 
reporting requirements (excerpted from §648.7) for federal dealers would apply: 
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Dealers—Detailed report. Federally permitted dealers, and any individual acting in the capacity of a 
dealer, must submit to the Regional Administrator or to the official designee a detailed report of all fish 
purchased or received for a commercial purpose, other than solely for transport on land, by one of the 
available electronic reporting mechanisms approved by NMFS, unless otherwise directed by the 
Regional Administrator. The following information, and any other information required by the Regional 
Administrator, must be provided in each report:  

Required information—All dealers issued a dealer permit under this part must provide: Dealer name; 
dealer permit number; name and permit number or name and hull number (USCG documentation 
number or state registration number, whichever is applicable) of vessel(s) from which fish are purchased 
or received; trip identifier for each trip from which fish are purchased or received from a commercial 
fishing vessel permitted under this part; date(s) of purchases and receipts; units of measure and amount 
by species (by market category, if applicable); price per unit by species (by market category, if 
applicable) or total value by species (by market category, if applicable); port landed; cage tag numbers 
for surfclams and ocean quahogs, if applicable; disposition of the seafood product; and any other 
information deemed necessary by the Regional Administrator. If no fish are purchased or received 
during a reporting week, a report so stating must be submitted. 

System requirements—All persons required to submit reports are required to have the capability to 
transmit data via the Internet. To ensure compatibility with the reporting system and database, dealers 
are required to utilize a personal computer, in working condition that meets the minimum specifications 
identified by NMFS. The affected public will be notified of the minimum specifications via a letter to all 
Federal dealer permit holders. 

Annual report—All persons issued a permit under this part are required to submit the following 
information on an annual basis, on forms supplied by the Regional Administrator.  All dealers and 
processors issued a permit under this part must complete all sections of the Annual Processed Products 
Report for all species that were processed during the previous year. Reports must be submitted to the 
address supplied by the Regional Administrator. 

 
 

5.5 ALTERNATIVE SET 5: FOR-HIRE RECREATIONAL PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

5a. Alternative 5a would make permanent the emergency requirement that any party or charter vessel 
must have been issued a Federal Charter/Party (golden) tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish 
in the EEZ with passengers for hire.  This would create a joint golden/blueline tilefish permit.   
 
5b. Alternative 5b would require any party or charter vessel to have a newly-created Federal 
Charter/Party blueline tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish in the EEZ with passengers for 
hire.   
 
5c. Alternative 5c would require standard reporting by Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) of catch for any 
vessel possessing a permit that allows them to fish for blueline tilefish with passengers for hire.  Note: 
currently any vessel with any Federal Greater Atlantic federal party/charter must already report all 
catches (including discards) of all species of fish.  While limited information is generally used from for-
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hire VTRs (http://www.mafmc.org/s/For-Hire-Fact-Sheet.pdf), there are a variety of research efforts 
underway that could lead to additional utility of VTR information.  
 
5d. Alternative 5d would require for-hire vessels to submit Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically if 
they have a golden tilefish or blueline tilefish permit.  A new ACCSP mobile application facilitates 
electronic submission of VTRs.  If a combined golden/blueline tilefish permit is used, then all for-hire 
vessels with golden/blueline tilefish permits would have to submit VTRs electronically. 
 

5.6 ALTERNATIVE SET 6: PRIVATE RECREATIONAL PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

6a. Alternative 6a would create and require a dedicated recreational fishing permit for private 
recreational anglers to catch golden or blueline tilefish, similar to how Highly Migratory Species (HMS) 
require a separate permit.  Establishment of a separate recreational permit would likely require a follow-
up rulemaking to achieve full implementation. 
 
6b. Alternative 6b would require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by 
any vessel owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish.  While blueline tilefish are not 
highly migratory, it is likely that most anglers who fish for tilefish already obtain HMS permits.  With 
this alternative, the Council would also attempt to add tilefish has a species asked directly for 
information about during the NMFS large pelagics survey (LPS).  NMFS’ HMS division has indicated 
that this option should be feasible as a rapid way to add a private permitting option for blueline tilefish, 
and there is already a web-access platform designed to facilitate the acquisition of HMS permits by 
private anglers (pers. com M. Schulze-Haugen).  No additional programming would have to occur – 
private fishermen would need to have an HMS permit to possess blueline tilefish.  A concerted outreach 
effort would be undertaken to communicate the new requirement. 
 
6c. Alternative 6c would require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through 
the HMS reporting system, complemented by catch cards and tags as done in Maryland 
(http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx).  HMS reporting compliance is low 
except when catch cards and tags are required, as they enable enforcement.  Modification of the HMS 
reporting system would likely require addressing additional implementation issues (e.g. Federal vendor 
contract modifications), and might need a follow-up rulemaking to achieve full implementation (pers. 
com M. Schulze-Haugen).  Private reporting is considered due to the rare-event nature of blueline 
tilefish catches. 
 
6d. Alternative 6d would require a mobile reporting (via a modified SAFIS application) of golden and 
blueline tilefish for private recreational fishermen before any tilefish are removed from a vessel, or 
before a trailered vessel is removed from the water.  Requiring such reporting could help improve 
compliance if enforcement personnel can confirm that a report has been made.  ACCSP has indicated 
that they can quickly provide a modified SAFIS application with minimal additional resources (pers. 
Com M. Cahall).  Private reporting is considered due to the rare-event nature of blueline tilefish catches. 
 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/s/For-Hire-Fact-Sheet.pdf
http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx
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5.7 ALTERNATIVE 7: MONITORING COMMITTEE 

The Golden Tilefish Monitoring Committee has the needed expertise to monitor the blueline tilefish 
fishery and this alternative would establish that the same Monitoring Committee would provide 
recommendations to the Council and/or relevant committee to ensure that blueline tilefish specifications 
are not exceeded and to address any other operational aspects of the fishery.  This would essentially 
create a Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 
 

5.8 ALTERNATIVE 8: FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENTS 

This alternative would establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish.  It would also establish that generally, any action that has been 
previously considered in the FMP or in an amendment to the FMP may be modified via a framework 
action. The unit of management may also be modified via a framework action. 
 
The current list of frameworkable actions in the fishery management plan is: 

(1) Specific management measures. The following specific management measures may be adjusted at 
any time through the framework adjustment process: 

(i) Minimum fish size; 
(ii) Minimum hook size; 
(iii) Closed seasons; 
(iv) Closed areas; 
(v) Gear restrictions or prohibitions; 
(vi) Permitting restrictions; 
(vii) Gear limits; 
(viii) Trip limits; 
(ix) Adjustments within existing ABC control rule levels; 
(x) Adjustments to the existing Council risk policy; 
(xi) Introduction of new AMs, including sub ACTs; 
(xii) Annual specification quota setting process; 
(xiii) Tilefish FMP Monitoring Committee composition and process; 
(xiv) Description and identification of EFH; 
(xv) Fishing gear management measures that impact EFH; 
(xvi) Habitat areas of particular concern; 
(xvii) Set-aside quotas for scientific research; 
(xviii) Changes, as appropriate, to the SBRM, including the CV-based performance standard, the means 
by which discard data are collected/obtained, fishery stratification, the process for prioritizing observer 
sea-day allocations, reports, and/or industry-funded observers or observer set aside programs; 
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(xix) Recreational management measures, including the bag limit, minimum fish size limit, seasons, and 
gear restrictions or prohibitions; and 
(xx) Golden tilefish IFQ program review components, including capacity reduction, safety at sea issues, 
transferability rules, ownership concentration caps, permit and reporting requirements, and fee and cost-
recovery issues. 
(xxi) Measures that require significant departures from previously contemplated measures or that are 
otherwise introducing new concepts may require a formal amendment of the FMP instead of a 
framework adjustment. 
Framework actions facilitate expedient modifications to certain management measures.  Framework 
actions can modify existing measures and/or those that have been previously considered in a fishery 
management plan (FMP) or FMP amendment.  While amendments may take several years to complete 
and address a variety of issues, frameworks generally can be completed in 6-8 months and address one 
or a few issues in a fishery.  An "omnibus framework" may address the same/similar issue(s) across 
multiple FMPs.  More details on how frameworks are done is provided below. 

 

FRAMEWORK PROCESS 

If appropriate, the Council may at any time initiate a framework action to add or adjust management 
measures within an FMP per the goals and objectives of the FMP.  Usually a motion at one meeting will 
initiate development and consideration of a framework at the following two Council meetings (with 
decision making at the last meeting).  This involves three Council meetings with just initiation at the 
first meeting, but a separate initiation meeting is not explicitly required.  Initiation could occur at one 
meeting with decision making at the next, but in this case relevant management options and analyses 
would need to be presented at the meeting when initiation took place.  Per the applicable regulations, the 
Council must provide the public with advance notice of the availability of the recommendation(s), 
appropriate justification(s) and economic and biological analyses, and the opportunity to comment on 
the proposed adjustment(s) at the first Council meeting and prior to and at the second Council meeting.   

Coordination with NMFS is primarily achieved by communication between Council staff and NMFS 
plan coordinators and NMFS National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) staff.  Other NMFS staff may 
become involved depending on the nature of the action and required analyses.  The Council-NMFS 
Operating Agreement specifies that the Council will develop "Action Plans" for frameworks that 
delineate required analyses and responsibilities for framework development.   

1st Framework Meeting 

A committee meeting can count as the first framework meeting, but to maximize transparency and 
opportunities for public input, NMFS has recommended that both framework meetings be full Council 
meetings.  Alternatively, a noticed full Council meeting via webinar between regularly scheduled in-
person Council meetings could constitute the first framework meeting if time is of the essence.   

Council staff develops initial alternatives with preliminary analyses before the first framework meeting.  
The documentation for the first framework meeting should at a minimum include: a Purpose and Need 
Statement, a timeline for action, a description of the alternatives, a description of the relevant fisheries, 
relevant constituent communications, and any staff recommendations.  Staff works with the Council to 
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come out of the first framework meeting with a clear range of alternatives.  The Council should identify 
preliminary preferred alternatives if possible.     

2nd Framework Meeting 

Staff may suggest minor changes for alternatives leading up to the second meeting, as long as the 
changes match the intent of alternatives discussed at the first framework meeting.  Minor modifications 
to alternatives may also be made by the Council during the final framework meeting.  However, the 
analysis supporting Council decision-making must be complete before decision-making.   

The environmental analyses supporting a framework action usually take the form of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA), but sometimes a Categorical Exclusion (CE) can be utilized if the action is primarily 
administrative in nature.  This document is usually presented in near-final form to the Council at the 2nd 
framework meeting, but additional document perfection typically occurs via review with NMFS staff 
before finalization. 

As part of the Council's recommendations regarding any management measures, the Council must also 
specify whether the measures should be implemented via a final rule or proposed rule, along with 
supporting rationale. 

Issues that require significant departures from previously contemplated measures or that are otherwise 
introducing new concepts may require an amendment of an FMP instead of a framework adjustment.  So 
even if an action is identified as generally frameworkable, if it creates enough change or impacts, 
Council staff or NMFS staff may advise that the action should be undertaken via an FMP amendment 
versus a framework.  Also, each FMP contains a list of measures that may be modified via annual 
specifications, and the applicable regulations can be consulted when deciding whether actions should be 
undertaken via an amendment, framework, or annual specifications. 

 
 

5.9 ALTERNATIVE SET 9: SPECIFICATIONS PROCESS AND RISK POLICY 

9a. This alternative would specify what measures can be set during specifications.  Measures that may 
be considered by the Council during annual specifications include specifying overfishing levels (OFLs), 
Acceptable Biological Catches (ABC), Annual Catch Limits (ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), 
discard set-asides, total allowable landings (TALs), commercial and recreational quotas, trip limits, bag 
limits, seasons, size limits, retention requirements, and/or any measure needed to ensure that the 
specifications are not exceeded.  The fishing year would be aligned with the golden tilefish fishing year, 
i.e. November 1 to October 31. 
 
9b. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish, as described below: 
 
Control Rule Related to SSC’s Decision Regarding How Uncertainty is Handled in Assessments and the 
Impact on ACB-Setting 
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The SSC shall review the following criteria, and any additional relevant information, to assign managed 
stocks to one of four control rule types based on the species’ assessment and its treatment of uncertainty 
when developing ABC recommendations. The SSC shall review the ABC control rule type assignment 
for stocks each time an ABC is recommended. The ABC may be recommended for up to 3 years for all 
stocks, with the exception of 5 years for spiny dogfish. The SSC may deviate from the control rule 
methods and recommend an ABC that differs from the result of the standard ABC control rule 
calculation; however, any such deviation must include the following: A description of why the deviation 
is warranted, a description of the methods used to derive the alternative ABC, and an explanation of how 
the deviation is consistent with National Standard 2.  The ABC control rule types (underlined) are 
described below. 

(a) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is analytically-derived and 
accepted by the SSC. (1) Generally means the SSC determines the assessment OFL and the assessment’s 
treatment of uncertainty are acceptable, and requires the SSC to determine the following: 
(i) All important sources of scientific uncertainty are captured in the stock assessment model; 
(ii) The probability distribution of the OFL is calculated within the stock assessment and provides an 
adequate description of the OFL uncertainty; 
(iii) The stock assessment model structure and treatment of the data prior to use in the model includes 
relevant details of the biology of the stock, fisheries that exploit the stock, and data collection methods; 
(iv) The stock assessment provides the following estimates: Fishing mortality rate (F) at MSY or an 
alternate maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) to define OFL, biomass, biological reference 
points, stock status, OFL, and the respective uncertainties associated with each value; and 
(v) No substantial retrospective patterns exist in the stock assessment estimates of fishing mortality, 
biomass, and recruitment. 
(2) ABC determination for stocks with an accepted analytically derived OFL probability distribution: 
The ABC will be derived by applying the acceptable probability of overfishing from the Council’s risk 
policy found in §648.21(a) through (d) to the probability distribution of the OFL. 
 
(b) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the assessment 
team and accepted by the SSC. (1) Generally means the SSC determines the assessment OFL is 
acceptable and the SSC accepts the assessment team's modifications to analytical uncertainty results, 
and requires the SSC to determine the following: 
(i) Key features of the stock biology, the fisheries that exploit it, and/or the data collection methods for 
stock information are missing from the stock assessment; 
(ii) The stock assessment provides reference points (which may be proxies), stock status, and 
uncertainties associated with each; however, the uncertainty is not fully promulgated through the stock 
assessment model and/or some important sources of uncertainty may be lacking; 
(iii) The stock assessment provides estimates of the precision of biomass, fishing mortality, and 
reference points; and 
(iv) The accuracy of the minimum fishing mortality threshold and projected future biomass is estimated 
in the stock assessment using ad hoc methods. 
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(v) The modified OFL probability distribution provided by the assessment team acceptably addresses the 
uncertainty of the assessment. 
 (2) ABC determination for stocks with an accepted assessment team-modified OFL probability 
distribution: The ABC will be derived by applying the acceptable probability of overfishing from the 
Council's risk policy found in §648.21(a) through (d) to the probability distribution of the OFL as 
modified by the assessment team and accepted by the SSC. 
 
(c) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the SSC. (1) 
Generally means the SSC determines the assessment OFL is acceptable but the SSC needs to determine 
the appropriate uncertainty for OFL based on meta-analysis and other considerations.  This requires the 
SSC to determine that the stock assessment does not contain an estimated probability distribution of 
OFL or the stock assessment-provided OFL probability distribution is judged by the SSC to not 
adequately reflect uncertainty in the OFL estimate. 
(2) ABC determination for stocks which need an SSC-modified probability distribution: The SSC will 
derive the ABC by applying the acceptable probability of overfishing from the Council's risk policy 
found in §648.21(a) through (d) to an SSC-adjusted OFL probability distribution. The SSC will use 
default assignments of uncertainty in the adjusted OFL probability distribution based on literature 
review and evaluation of control rule performance; or, 
(ii) If the SSC cannot develop an OFL distribution, a default control rule of 75 percent of the FMSY value 
will be applied to derive ABC. 
 
(d) ABC control rule for when an OFL cannot be specified. (1) In this case the SSC determines that the 
OFL cannot be specified given the current state of knowledge. 
(2) ABC determination if the OFL cannot be determined: The SSC will derive ABCs using control rules 
developed on a case-by-case basis by the SSC based on biomass and catch history and application of the 
Council's risk policy found in §648.21(a) through (d). 
9c. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish, as described below: 
 

The risk policy shall be used by the SSC in conjunction with the ABC control rules to ensure the 
Council's preferred tolerance for the risk of overfishing is addressed in the ABC development and 
recommendation process. 

(a) Stocks under a rebuilding plan. The probability of not exceeding the F necessary to rebuild the stock 
within the specified time frame (rebuilding F or FREBUILD) must be at least 50 percent, unless the default 
level is modified to a higher probability for not exceeding the rebuilding F through the formal stock 
rebuilding plan. A higher probability of not exceeding the rebuilding F would be expressed as a value 
greater than 50 percent (e.g., 75-percent probability of not exceeding rebuilding F, which corresponds to 
a 25-percent probability of exceeding rebuilding F). 
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(b) Stocks not subject to a rebuilding plan.  

(1) For stocks determined by the SSC to have an atypical life history, the maximum probability of 
overfishing as informed by the OFL distribution will be 35 percent for stocks with a ratio of biomass (B) 
to biomass at MSY (BMSY) of 1.0 or higher (i.e., the stock is at BMSY or higher). The maximum probability 
of overfishing shall decrease linearly from the maximum value of 35 percent as the B/BMSY ratio becomes 
less than 1.0 (i.e., the stock biomass less than BMSY) until the probability of overfishing becomes zero at a 
B/BMSY ratio of 0.10. An atypical life history is generally defined as one that has greater vulnerability to 
exploitation and whose characteristics have not been fully addressed through the stock assessment and 
biological reference point development process. 

(2) For stocks determined by the SSC to have a typical life history, the maximum probability of 
overfishing as informed by the OFL distribution will be 40 percent for stocks with a ratio of B to BMSY of 
1.0 or higher (i.e., the stock is at BMSY or higher). The maximum probability of overfishing shall decrease 
linearly from the maximum value of 40 percent as the B/BMSY ratio becomes less 1.0 (stock biomass less 
than BMSY) until the probability of overfishing becomes zero at a B/BMSY ratio of 0.10. Stocks with typical 
life history are those not meeting the criteria in paragraph (b)(1) of this section. 

(c) For instances in which the application of the risk policy approaches in either paragraph (b)(1) or (2) 
of this section using OFL distribution, as applicable given life history determination, results in a more 
restrictive ABC recommendation than the calculation of ABC derived from the use of FREBUILD at the 
Council-specified overfishing risk level as outlined in paragraph (a) of this section, the SSC shall 
recommend to the Council the lower of the ABC values. 

(d) Stock without an OFL or OFL proxy.  

(1) If an OFL cannot be determined from the stock assessment, or if a proxy is not provided by the SSC 
during the ABC recommendation process, ABC levels may not be increased until such time that an OFL 
has been identified. 

(2) The SSC may deviate from paragraph (d)(1) of this section, provided that the following two criteria 
are met: Biomass-based reference points indicate that the stock is greater than BMSY and stock biomass is 
stable or increasing, or if biomass based reference points are not available, best available science 
indicates that stock biomass is stable or increasing; and the SSC provides a determination that, based on 
best available science, the recommended increase to the ABC is not expected to result in overfishing. 
Any such deviation must include a description of why the increase is warranted, description of the 
methods used to derive the alternative ABC, and a certification that the ABC is not likely to result in 
overfishing on the stock. 
 

5.10 ALTERNATIVE SET 10: ALLOCATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

10a. This alternative would not set allocations but the Council would rely on adjusting the specifications 
to control relative catch between the commercial and recreational fisheries.  The catch of each fishery 
would have to be reviewed each year to determine if additional or modified measures are needed to 
control catch across the commercial and recreational blueline tilefish fisheries.  
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Catch time series (pounds) 
 
While commercial blueline tilefish data is available from standard sources (dealer/vessel trip reports), 
blueline tilefish are almost totally absent from MRIP data and it is believed that considerable 
underreporting has occurred in for-hire vessel trip reports (VTRs).  To address this, the Council held a 
facilitated workshop with individuals knowledgeable about the recreational blueline tilefish fishery to 
develop recreational blueline tilefish catch estimates through an iterative Delphi technique approach.  
The report from this workshop (Southwick Associates 2016) is available at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-
meetings/2016/march-15-16, and it was used to develop the time series below (also see Council staff 
memos at the same site under Blueline Tilefish).  This time series was used to populate the percentages 
in the alternatives below.  The Council’s SSC is currently developing ABCs for blueline tilefish (will be 
available before the April Council meeting) and while acknowledging the uncertainty of the recreational 
estimates, the SSC concluded that these estimates are the best available given the limited data 
circumstances.  A fish to weight conversion of 3.65 pounds per fish was used for recreationally-caught 
fish, primarily based on data collected by Old Dominion University via donations of carcasses from 
recreational anglers through the Virginia Marine Resources Commission’s Marine Sportfish Collection 
Program and research collections from fish caught on Virginia headboats and charter boats. 
 
As described in the above referenced staff memos, the commercial catch includes blueline tilefish 
caught off Virginia and to the north.  Some of those fish may have been landed in North Carolina, but 
were included given the focus is on where the fish were, i.e. off Virginia and to the north. 
 
Table 2.  Blueline Tilefish Time Series Used for Allocation Percentages (pounds) 

Rec Com Total Rec % Com %

2004 51,098 7,406 58,504 87% 13%

2005 51,098 4,206 55,304 92% 8%

2006 51,098 28,437 79,535 64% 36%

2007 61,487 26,095 87,582 70% 30%

2008 56,078 7,881 63,959 88% 12%

2009 58,243 39,205 97,448 60% 40%

2010 54,805 7,439 62,244 88% 12%

2011 66,097 17,670 83,767 79% 21%

2012 67,888 41,268 109,157 62% 38%

2013 90,604 33,611 124,215 73% 27%  
 
 

10b1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on median catch 
percentages from 2009-2013 (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).   
Using the median down-weights atypical years.  For example, if a fishery had 20%, 21%, 22%, 20%, 
and 90% of the catch over 5 years, the median would be 21% while the mean would be 35%.  The 
median of the catch percentages from 2009-2013 is 73% recreational and 27% commercial. 
 
10b2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on mean catch 
percentages from 2009-2013 (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).  Using 
the median down-weights atypical years.  For example, if a fishery had 20%, 21%, 22%, 20%, and 90% 

http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/march-15-16
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/march-15-16
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of the catch over 5 years, the median would be 21% while the mean would be 35%.  The mean of the 
catch percentages from 2009-2013 is 72% recreational and 28% commercial. 
10c1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on median catch 
percentages from 2004-2013 (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).  Using 
the median down-weights atypical years.  For example, if a fishery had 20%, 21%, 22%, 20%, and 90% 
of the catch over 5 years, the median would be 21% while the mean would be 35%.  The median of the 
catch percentages from 2004-2013 is 76% recreational and 24% commercial. 
 
10c2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on mean catch 
percentages from 2004-2013 (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).  Once 
the catches are determined, then the mean of the annual percentages would be used.  Using the median 
down-weights atypical years.  For example, if a fishery had 20%, 21%, 22%, 20%, and 90% of the catch 
over 5 years, the median would be 21% while the mean would be 35%.  The mean of the catch 
percentages from 2004-2013 is 76% recreational and 24% commercial. 
 
10d. If allocations are not made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.  In this case, a fishery wide ABC, ACL, and ACT would be set.  ABC would be 
the catch recommended by the SSC to best avoid overfishing per the Council’s risk policy regarding 
how uncertainty is handled.  The ACL would equal the ABC and the ACT would be less than the ACL 
to account for management uncertainties.  Anticipated discards would be subtracted to develop a total 
allowable landings (TAL) amount.  The Council would then develop other management measures 
(seasons, trip limits, etc. as described above) that would be expected to meet ACT and not exceed the 
ABC/ACL.  If the Council re-establishes a research set-aside program, that amount would be deducted 
from the TAL and could be up to 3% of the TAL. 

 

Figure 1. 10d Flowchart    
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10e. If allocations are made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
allocations in terms of ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.  The SSC would set the ABC as usual.  First, the 
allocation would be used to establish fishery (commercial and recreational) ACLs.  The addition of the 
two fishery ACLs would equal the ABC.  ACTs would be set for each fishery to account for 
management uncertainty. Anticipated discards would be subtracted for each to develop a total allowable 
landings (TAL) amount for each.  The Council would then develop other management measures 
(seasons, trip limits, etc. as described above) that would be expected to meet ACT and not exceed the 
ABC.  If the Council re-establishes a research set-aside program, that amount would be deducted from 
the TAL and could be up to 3% of the TAL. 
 
Figure 2. 10e Flowchart 
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5.11 ALTERNATIVE SET 11: COMMERCIAL TRIP LIMITS (GUTTED WEIGHT) 

Note: with golden tilefish, the FMAT reports there has been confusion about whole and gutted weights.  
Some vessels have interpreted whole weight trip limits and quota allocations as gutted weight.  This has 
led to some vessels landing their whole weight limit in gutted fish, which means some keep about 9% 
too much if at the trip limit (100 pounds of gutted fish is 109 pounds of live fish).  To avoid this problem 
with blueline tilefish, the measures will be described as only gutted weight.  The FMAT recommended 
selecting a measure that is a rounded weight in gutted pounds to facilitate compliance. 
 
11a - This alternative would continue the emergency action's commercial trip limit of 275 pounds per 
trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).   
 
11b – This alternative would reduce the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
200 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached). 
 
11c - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
300 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached). 
 
11d - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
500 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached). 
 
11e - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
900 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached). 
 
11f - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
750 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached). 
 
 

5.12 ALTERNATIVE SET 12: RECREATIONAL BAG/POSSESSION LIMITS 

12a. This alternative would continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish 
 
12b. This alternative would reduce the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 5 fish. 
 
12c. This alternative would increase the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 9 fish. 
 
12d.  If chosen, this alternative could only be chosen in combination with 12a, 12b, or 12c, and would 
allow an additional 3 blueline tilefish per person on party boat trips (more than 6 passengers) that lasted 
longer than 36 hours from when the vessel leaves the dock to when a vessel returns to the dock.  A call-
out/call-in system would be necessary to assist enforcement of such a provision.  A relatively small 
number of extra fish was chosen for this alternative so that the operation of this alternative and 
compliance could be evaluated at a relatively small scale after implementation. 
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5.13 ALTERNATIVE SET 13: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT (EFH) DESIGNATION 

13a. Under this alternative, EFH designation would wait until the Council's pending overall EFH review 
action (2016-2017) 
 
13b. This alternative would use the best available science to designate EFH in this action.  If based on 
Sedberry et al. 2006, EFH for adults and juveniles would be all offshore waters with water depths from 
46 meters to 256 meters.  This was where blueline tilefish were collected in a study off South Carolina.  
Analysis of observer data north of the NC/VA border, from 2005-2014, found that 97% of blueline 
tilefish observations (by weight) occurred from 45 meters to 180 meters with very few observations less 
than 45 meters or greater than 225 meters (shallowest was 24 meters and deepest was 254 meters).  
Based on these observer data, 46-256 meters seems reasonable.  It is anticipated that the EFH for eggs 
and larvae would be similar to that of golden tilefish: the water column on the outer continental shelf 
and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the NC/VA boundary in mean water column 
temperatures between 7.5°C and 17.5°C (45.5oF to 63.5oF).  Given what is known about blueline 
tilefish at this time, EFH would not extend northward up the Great South Channel, but the EFH 
designation could be changed in the future if appropriate. 
 

  
Figure 3.  Proposed Blueline Tilefish EFH, showing Council boundaries. 

 
 

5.14 ALTERNATIVE SET 14: ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES (AMS) 

14a. Under this alternative, used if there are allocations, then AMs are only automatically triggered if the 
overall ACL is exceeded.  Whichever fishery, recreational or commercial or both, that caused the overall 
ACL overage would have added or modified measures to ensure that future overages do not occur in the 
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future.  The Council shall recommend such management measures, for the soonest year practicable, that 
analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include any measure that 
can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the overage would be 
deducted from what would otherwise be the fishery ACLs, based on the recommendations of the 
Council’s SSC. 
 
14b. Under this alternative, used if there are no allocations, then if the ACL is exceeded, the Council 
will recommend management measures (commercial and/or recreational), for the soonest year 
practicable, that analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include 
any measure that can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the 
overage would be deducted from what would otherwise be the ABC, based on the recommendations of 
the Council’s SSC. 
 
14c. Under this alternative, if NMFS determines that one fishery's catch or the total catch will exceed 
95% of a fishery's ACL or the overall ABC/ACL (depending on if there are allocations or not), NMFS 
may close or adjust the season and/or trip/bag limits for either fishery. 
 

5.15 ALTERNATIVE SET 15: CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED ALTERNATIVES 

For reasons described below, the following alternatives were considered but rejected for further analysis: 
 
15a. Limited Access – Alternatives to consider implementing limited access were rejected because it 
was determined that the process for qualifying vessels for limited access (commercial and/or for-hire) 
would take too long given the action needs to be completed close to June 4, 2016.  A control date has 
been published for this fishery however for the commercial and for-hire components: 
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/mediacenter/2015/december/14_control_date_of_decemb
er_14__2015_for_blueline_tilefish_fishery.html.   
 
15b. Establish a separate blueline tilefish monitoring committee.  This alternative was rejected because 
the golden tilefish monitoring committee has the needed expertise to monitor the blueline tilefish fishery 
and a separate committee would create unnecessary duplication. 
 
15c. There was initial staff discussion of using the SAFMC allocations - 50.07% commercial and 
49.93% recreational for any allocation.  This was rejected as arbitrary. 
 
15d. There was initial staff discussion of splitting the available quotas 50% commercial and 50% 
recreational.  This was rejected as arbitrary. 
 
15e. There was consideration of including 2014 as year for any allocations  but 2014 was an unusual 
year for this fishery and not representative of the normal or historical operation of the fishery.  
 
15f. There was consideration of using combination blueline/golden bag limits.  This would be too 
complicated for this action given there could be various potential inter-related impacts with the golden 
tilefish fishery.  Such an option could be considered in the future with additional analysis. 
 

https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/mediacenter/2015/december/14_control_date_of_december_14__2015_for_blueline_tilefish_fishery.html
https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/mediacenter/2015/december/14_control_date_of_december_14__2015_for_blueline_tilefish_fishery.html
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15g. There was consideration of establishing EFH protections for blueline tilefish in this action.  
However, blueline tilefish habitat likely is/will be protected to a degree by natural hard habitat features, 
existing golden tilefish closure areas, and pending coral protection areas.  
 
15h. Initial discussions considered commercial trip limits of 150, 300, 450, 600, and 900 pounds, but the 
Council determined that the range currently considered in the document was most reasonable. 
 
15i. The Council considered adding in other deep-water species (e.g. Snowy Grouper) but given the time 
constraints for this action and the limited catches of other deep-water species, decided to focus on 
blueline tilefish for this action. 
 
15j. The Council considered a coastwide management unit but rejected this alternative because having 
the SAFMC manage blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic would be counter to the purpose of this action 
and it would also be inappropriate for the Council to manage South-Atlantic blueline tilefish. 

15k. The Council considered the blueline trip/bag limits currently in use or being considered by the 
SAFMC in a framework action but decided that the range of limits considered in this document was the 
most reasonable given the characteristics of the fishery in the Mid-Atlantic area.  See 
http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-
2015/Reg25PH_Nov2015.pdf  for more information on the pending SAFMC action.  

 

 

6.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The affected environment consists of those resources expected to experience environmental impacts if 
the actions under consideration in this amendment are implemented. The actions being considered are 
generally expected to restrict fishing effort to near current levels but some measures could lead to minor 
increases or decreases in fishing effort (commercial or recreational).  From this perspective, the affected 
environment consists of those physical, biological, and human components of the environment that are 
or will be meaningfully connected to commercial fishing operations in those zones. These environmental 
components are described below. 

 
6.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
Detailed information on the affected physical and biological environments inhabited by the managed 
resource is available in Stevenson et al. (2004). Golden tilefish inhabit the Northeast U.S. Shelf 
Ecosystem, which has been described as including the area from the Gulf of Maine south to Cape 
Hatteras, extending from the coast seaward to the edge of the continental shelf, including the slope sea 
offshore to the Gulf Stream. Blueline tilefish inhabit the same area but at a slightly shallower depth 
range (46 meters to 256 meters for blueline tilefish vs. 100 meters to 300 meters for golden tilefish).  
The continental slope includes the area east of the shelf, out to a depth of 2000 m. Four distinct sub-
regions comprise the NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Region: the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the 
Mid-Atlantic Bight, and the continental slope. The Gulf of Maine is an enclosed coastal sea, 

http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-2015/Reg25PH_Nov2015.pdf
http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-2015/Reg25PH_Nov2015.pdf
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characterized by relatively cold waters and deep basins, with a patchwork of various sediment types. 
Georges Bank is a relatively shallow coastal plateau that slopes gently from north to south and has steep 
submarine canyons on its eastern and southeastern edge. It is characterized by highly productive, well-
mixed waters and strong currents. The Mid-Atlantic Bight is comprised of the sandy, relatively flat, 
gently sloping continental shelf from southern New England to Cape Hatteras, NC. The continental 
slope begins at the continental shelf break and continues eastward with increasing depth until it becomes 
the continental rise. It is fairly homogenous, with exceptions at the shelf break, some of the canyons, the 
Hudson Shelf Valley, and in areas of glacially rafted hard bottom.  
 
The environment that could potentially be affected by the proposed action overlaps with the proposed 
EFH for blueline tilefish and the EFH for golden tilefish. The alternatives describe the proposed EFH for 
blueline tilefish.  From SEDAR 32 (Southeast Data, Assessment and Review - http://sedarweb.org/), 
blueline tilefish inhabit the shelf edge and upper slope reefs at depths of 46-256m (Sedberry et al. 2006) 
and temperatures between 15-23°C, where they construct burrows in relatively soft, sandy sediments at 
91-150m depth (Able, et al. 1987), in close association with rocky outcroppings.  Primarily used for 
predator avoidance, burrows can be occupied by up to three individuals as well as other species. 
 
Golden Tilefish EFH 
The following sections describe where to find detailed information on EFH for golden tilefish and any 
past actions taken in the FMPs to minimize adverse EFH effects to the extent practicable.  While less 
research has been done for blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic, many of the concerns would be the 
same. 
 
Information on golden tilefish habitat requirements can be found in the document titled, Essential Fish 
Habitat Source Document: Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, Life History and Habitat 
Characteristics" (Steimle et al. 1999). An electronic version of this source document is available at the 
following website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  
 
The current designation of EFH by life history stage for is provided here:  
 
Eggs and Larvae: EFH for golden tilefish eggs and larvae is the water column on the outer continental 
shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the NC/VA boundary in mean water column 
temperatures between 7.5°C and 17.5°C (45.5oF to 63.5oF).  
 
Juveniles and Adults: EFH for golden tilefish juveniles and adults is semi-lithified clay substrate on the 
outer continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the NC/VA boundary in bottom 
water temperatures which range from 9°C to 14°C (48.2oF to 57.2oF), which generally occur in depths 
between 100 and 300 meters (328 to 984 ft). Golden tilefish create horizontal or vertical burrows in 
semi-lithified clay sediments, a substrate type with cohesive properties that allow the burrows to 
maintain their shape. Golden tilefish may also utilize rocks, boulders, scour depressions beneath 
boulders, and exposed rock ledges as shelter.  
 
Although the revised designations emphasize temperature and substrate type (clay) over depth as being 
indicative of EFH, depth was used for the purposes of mapping the EFH designations. Depth is fixed 
and not seasonally variable, therefore the depth ranges that define the area where the preferred bottom 
temperatures conditions typically prevail (100 to 300 meters, or 328 ft to 984 ft) were used to create 

http://sedarweb.org/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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maps of benthic EFH for juvenile and adult golden tilefish on the outer continental shelf and slope from 
the U.S./Canadian boundary to the NC/VA boundary. 
 
Golden Tilefish EFH Fishery Impact Considerations 
 
The directed commercial fishery for golden tilefish is largely by bottom longline gear. Otter trawls may 
also be used, but have limited utility because of the habitat preferred by tilefish. Otter trawls are only 
effective where the bottom is firm, flat, and free of obstructions. Soft mud bottom, rough or irregular 
bottom, or areas with obstructions, which are those that are most frequented by tilefish, are not 
conducive to bottom trawling. However, golden tilefish are often taken incidental to other directed 
fisheries, such as the trawl fisheries for lobster and flounder (Freeman and Turner 1977) and hake, 
squid, Atlantic mackerel and butterfish (NMFS, unpublished landings data).  
 
A panel of experts who participated in a 2001 workshop to evaluate the potential habitat impacts of 
fishing gears used in the Northeast region concluded that longlines (which land the bulk of the tilefish) 
cause some low degree impacts in mud, sand, and gravel habitats. Bottom trawls, which account for 
nearly all of the rest of the landings, and which are mostly incidental catches, had the greatest impacts 
which occur in low and high energy gravel habitats and in hard clay outcroppings (NEFSC 2002).  
Golden tilefish are restricted to the continental shelf break south of the Gulf of Maine (Steimle et al. 
1999). They occupy a number of habitats, including scour basins around rocks or other rough bottom 
areas that form burrow-like cavities, and pueblo habitats in clay substrate. The dominant habitat type is a 
vertical burrow in a substrate of semi-hard silt-clay, 6 to 10 feet deep and 12 to 16 feet in diameter with 
a funnel shape. These burrows are excavated by tilefish, secondary burrows are created by other 
organisms, including lobsters, conger eels, and galatheid crabs. Golden tilefish are visual daytime 
feeders on galatheid crabs, mollusks, shrimps, polychaetes, and occasionally fish. Mollusks and 
echinoderms are more important to smaller tilefish. Little is known about juveniles of this species. A 
report to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Able and Muzeni 2002), based upon a review 
of archived video surveys in areas of golden tilefish habitat, did not find visual evidence of direct 
impacts to burrows due to otter trawls. The Northeast Region EFH Steering Committee Workshop 
(NEFSC 2002) concluded that there was the potential for a high degree of impact to the physical 
structure of hard clay outcroppings (pueblo village habitat) by trawls that would result in permanent 
change to a major physical feature which provides shelter for golden tilefish as well as their benthic 
prey. Although Able and Muzeni's (2002) review did not offer any evidence of this type of negative 
effect, their sample size for this habitat type was very small. Due to the tilefish's reliance on structured 
shelter and benthic prey, as well as the benthic prey's reliance on much of the same habitat, and the need 
for further study, the vulnerability of golden tilefish EFH to otter trawls was ranked as high (Stevenson 
et al. 2004). Clam dredges operate in shallow, sandy waters typically uninhabited by golden tilefish 
(Wallace and Hoff 2005), so EFH vulnerability was rated as none for this gear. Scallop vessel 
monitoring data indicate that scallop dredges operate to a small extent in areas overlapping golden 
tilefish EFH; therefore, EFH vulnerability to scallop dredges was ranked as low (Stevenson et al. 2004). 
Golden tilefish eggs and larvae are pelagic: therefore, EFH vulnerability to gear is not applicable.  
 
Amendment 1 to the Golden tilefish FMP (Council 2009) prohibited the use of bottom-tending mobile 
gear within specific areas of the Oceanographer, Lydonia, Veacth, and Norfolk canyons . The gear 
restricted areas in these four canyons were chosen to providing protection to areas that are known to 
have clay outcrop/pueblo habitats. 



35 

 
It is anticipated that blueline tilefish habitat would be similarly affected by different gear types as golden 
tilefish, though as a slightly shallower depth range.  Blueline tilefish habitat likely is/will be protected to 
a degree by natural hard habitat features (near rocky outcroppings), existing golden tilefish closure 
areas, and pending coral protection areas so no additional measures need to be considered at this time.  
The upcoming Council action to review all EFH and impacts on EFH would review these findings 
within the next two years.  It is also expected that gear used for blueline tilefish would have similar 
impacts on habitat, but to a much lesser degree than for golden tilefish given the smaller scope of the 
blueline tilefish fishery.  The proposed measures also seek to continue to limit the blueline tilefish 
fishery to a level below that observed in 2014 when fishery activity suddenly increased, so it is expected 
that blueline tilefish fishing under the proposed measures would have minimal impacts on habitat. 

 
6.2 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
6.2.1 Description of the Managed Resource 
 

The only alternatives that relate to golden tilefish in this amendment consider requiring permitting and 
reporting of private golden tilefish catch along with private blueline tilefish catch.  Given these 
alternatives are only administrative in nature and should have no direct impact on catches, readers are 
referred to the most recent golden tilefish specifications environmental assessment (2015-2017 
Specifications) for details on the golden tilefish fishery beyond the biological description below. 
 

Blueline tilefish  

Blueline tilefish are primarily distributed from Campeche, Mexico northward to Virginia (Dooley 1978) 
with reports of catches as far north as Maine. There is no known information on different stock 
structures throughout the geographic range, but several studies are underway to further examine blueline 
tilefish genetics in order to develop better information on stock structure.  Blueline tilefish inhabit the 
shelf edge and upper slope reefs at depths of 46-256m (Sedberry et al. 2006) and temperatures between 
15-23°C.  Blueline tilefish are considered opportunistic predators that feed on prey associated with 
substrate (crabs, shrimp, fish, echinoderms, polychaetes, etc.) (Ross 1982).  They are considered 
relatively sedentary, and thought not to undertake north-south migrations along the coast.  The species 
constructs burrows in sandy areas in close association with rocky outcroppings.   

Blueline tilefish, like other tilefish species, is a large, long-lived fish, ranging up to about 900 mm FL 
and 43 years. This species also exhibits dimorphic growth with males attaining larger size-at-age than 
females. Males are predominant in the size categories greater than 650 mm FL.  They are classified as 
indeterminate spawners, with up to 110 spawnings per individual based on the estimates of a spawning 
event every 2 days during a protracted spawning season from approximately March through October. 

The SAFMC’s SSC has provided an updated blueline tilefish ABC (224,100 pounds whole weight for 
2016-2017) and the SAFMC has approved a framework action to use that ABC.  Their SSC did not 
accept updated projections but concluded that “the assessment estimates of reference points (BMSY, 
FMSY) based on historic stock production remain to be the best scientific information available and can 
be used for management advice.” This is the source for the 224,100 pound ABC. Given the differences 
between the blueline fisheries off the Mid and South Atlantic, and the gaps in information on blueline 
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tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic incorporated in the last blueline tilefish stock assessment (SEDAR 32), the 
Council’s SSC found that SEDAR 32’s results are not sufficient for management off the Mid-Atlantic. 

The Council is also strongly recommending that a survey for blueline and golden tilefish be conducted 
in the Mid-Atlantic to develop better information about the state of the blueline and golden tilefish 
stocks off the Mid-Atlantic. 

Golden Tilefish  

Reports on stock status, including Stock Assessment Workshop (SAW) reports, and Stock Assessment 
Review Committee (SARC) reports, and assessment update reports are available online at the Northeast 
Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/. The EFH Source Document, 
which includes details on stock characteristics and ecological relationships, is available at the following 
website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  

The tilefish stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management at Stock 
Assessment Workshop 58 (SAW 58). A statistical catch at age model called ASAP (Age Structured 
Assessment Program) was used in this assessment to incorporate newly available length and age data to 
better characterize the population dynamics of the stock. The tilefish resource is not overfished and 
overfishing is not occurring in 2012. SSB was estimated be 11.53 million lb (5,229 mt) in 2012, about 
101% of the biomass target SSBMSY proxy = SSB25% = 11.36 million lb (5,153 mt) . The fishing 
mortality rate was estimated to be 0.275 in 2012, below the fishing mortality threshold FMSY proxy = 
F25% = 0.370.  

The reference points from the previous 2009 SAW 48 assessment were based on the ASPIC surplus 
production model and cannot be compared to the current assessment ASAP (SAW 58) model results and 
biological reference points (NEFSC 2014). The tilefish reference points derived from SAW 48 and prior 
assessments were based on BMSY and FMSY values, and these values were used as the specific basis 
for the rebuilding program in the FMP. Since new reference points were developed in SAW 58, these 
would have to be updated in the FMP in a following action. 

 
6.3 ESA-LISTED SPECIES AND MMPA PROTECTED SPECIES 
There are numerous species of fish, marine mammals, and sea turtles which may inhabit the 
environment within the management unit of this FMP that are afforded protection under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (i.e., for those designated as threatened or endangered) and/or the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972 (see table below). For additional information on the species 
provided in the table below (e.g., life history, distribution, stock status), please visit: 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/Protected/ and 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sars/region.htm.  

Like golden tilefish, any directed blueline tilefish commercial fishery in the Mid-Atlantic would be 
prosecuted with bottom longline gear in approximately the same areas.  There are no documented 
interactions with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species with bottom longline gear in the golden 
tilefish fishery, and the same would be expected for the blueline tilefish fishery in the Mid-Atlantic.  

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/Protected/
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sars/region.htm
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There are also no documented interactions with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species in the Mid-
Atlantic recreational tilefish fishery. 

Cusk, a NMFS "species of concern," and a "candidate species" under the ESA, occurs in the affected 
environment.  Candidate species are those petitioned species that NMFS is actively considering for 
listing as endangered or threatened under the ESA and those species for which NMFS has initiated an 
ESA status review through an announcement in the Federal Register. Candidate species receive no 
substantive or procedural protection under the ESA; however, NMFS recommends that project 
proponents consider implementing conservation actions to limit the potential for adverse effects on 
candidate species from any proposed project.  Given that cusk receive no substantive or procedural 
protection under the ESA (due to its candidate species status), this species will not be discussed further 
in this document. 
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Table 3.Species Protected Under the ESA and/or MMPA that May Occur in the Affected Environment 
of the FMP 

 

Species Status 
Potentially 
affected by this 
action? 

Cetaceans   

North Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) Endangered No 

Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) Endangered No 

Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) Endangered No 

Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis) Endangered No 

Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus) Endangered No 

Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus Endangered No 

Pygmy sperm whale (Kogia breviceps) Protected No 

Dwarf sperm whale (Kogia sima) Protected No 

Minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata) Protected No 

Pilot whale (Globicephala spp.)1 Protected No 

Risso's dolphin (Grampus griseus) Protected No 

Atlantic white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus acutus) Protected No 

Short Beaked Common dolphin (Delphinus delphis)2 Protected No 

Atlantic Spotted dolphin (Stenella frontalis) Protected No 

Striped dolphin (Stenella coeruleoalba) Protected  No 

Beaked whales (Ziphius and Mesoplodon spp)3 Protected No 

Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus)4 Protected No 

Harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) Protected No 

Sea Turtles   

Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered No 

Kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii) Endangered No 

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) Endangered5  No 

Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), Northwest 
Atlantic DPS 

Threatened No 

Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricate) Endangered No 
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Species Status 
Potentially 
affected by this 
action? 

Fish   

Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) Endangered No 

Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) Endangered No 

Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus)   

    Gulf of Maine DPS Threatened No 

    New York Bight DPS, Chesapeake Bay DPS,  

Carolina DPS & South Atlantic DPS 

Cusk (Brosme brosme)                                                   

Endangered 
 
Candidate 

No  
No 

Pinnipeds   

Harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) Protected No 

Gray seal (Halichoerus grypus) Protected No 

Harp seal (Phoca groenlandicus) Protected No 

Hooded seal (Cystophora cristata) Protected No 

Critical Habitat   

North Atlantic Right Whale6 ESA-listed No 

Northwest Atlantic DPS of  
Loggerhead Sea Turtle 

ESA-listed No 

Notes: 

1 There are 2 species of pilot whales: short finned (G. melas melas) and long finned (G. macrorhynchus).  Due to the difficulties in 
identifying the species at sea, they are often just referred to as Globicephala spp.  

2 Prior to 2008, this species was called “common dolphin.” 

3 There are multiple species of beaked whales in the Northwest Atlantic.  They include the cuvier’s (Ziphius cavirostris), blainville’s 
(Mesoplodon densirostris), gervais’ (Mesoplodon europaeus), sowerbys’ (Mesoplodon bidens), and trues’ (Mesoplodon mirus) beaked 
whales. Species of Mesoplodon; however, are difficult to identify at sea, and therefore, much of the available characterization for 
beaked whales is to the genus level only. 

4 This includes the Western North Atlantic Offshore, Northern Migratory Coastal, and Southern Migratory Coastal Stocks of 
Bottlenose Dolphins (see Waring et al. 2014 for further details). 

5Green turtles are currently listed in U.S. waters as threatened except for the Florida breeding population which is listed as 
endangered.  Due to the inability to distinguish between these populations away from the nesting beach, green turtles are considered 
endangered wherever they occur in U.S. waters. On March 23, 2015, a proposed rule was issued to remove the current range-wide 
listing and, in its place, list eight DPSs as threatened and three as endangered (80 FR 15272). 

6Originally designated June 3, 1994 (59 FR 28805); Newly proposed February 20, 2015 (80 FR 9314). 
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6.4 NON TARGET SPECIES 
It is believed that there are minimal non-target interactions and/or discarding in the targeted golden 
tilefish fishery (MAFMC 2014), and the same would be expected for the blueline tilefish fishery.  
Blueline tilefish are occasionally landed incidentally on trips targeting other species, especially squid 
(longfin or Illex), per the table below.  

Table 4.  Landings composition of trips landing at least one lb of blueline tilefish in the Northeast 
region, 2014 (only species with more than 500 pounds listed). 

 

 

6.5 HUMAN COMMUNITIES AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 
 

Information on South Atlantic catch information can be found in the public hearing document for the 
SAFMC’s Regulatory Amendment 25, at: 
http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-
2015/Reg25_Summary_PH_11042015.pdf.  This document generally focuses on describing catch 
reported to NMFS from Virginia and to the north except where otherwise noted.  Preliminary 2015 data 
is reported when practicable; with 2015 data, readers should be aware that the emergency rules limiting 
blueline tilefish catch in Federal waters north of the NC/VA border went into effect on June 4, 2015. 

http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-2015/Reg25_Summary_PH_11042015.pdf
http://safmc.net/sites/default/files/meetings/pdf/Public%20Hearings%20&%20Scoping/11-2015/Reg25_Summary_PH_11042015.pdf
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Commercial Data 

The tables below report blueline tilefish landings in pounds and dollars from and including Virginia 
(VA) though Massachusetts (MA) from 2000-2015, and the figure below compares VA-MA landings 
with North Carolina (NC) landings. 

Table 5.  2000-2015 Blueline Tilefish Landings 
(pounds) VA-MA 

 

YEAR Pounds

2002 269

2003 7,601

2004 5,829

2005 2,032

2006 3,039

2007 20,459

2008 8,749

2009 9,635

2010 8,360

2011 8,182

2012 9,624

2013 26,780

2014 217,016

2015 73,637  
source: unpublished NMFS dealer data (2015 preliminary) 
 

Table 6.  2000-2015 Blueline Tilefish Landings 
($) VA-MA  

YEAR Dollars

2002 $415

2003 $7,985

2004 $6,163

2005 $1,914

2006 $4,012

2007 $36,381

2008 $12,107

2009 $16,989

2010 $12,875

2011 $13,535

2012 $16,435

2013 $53,575

2014 $457,414

2015 $155,012  
 

 

Figure 4.  Commercial Blueline Landings 2004-2015, NC vs. VA-MA  
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The tables below report blueline tilefish catch from NMFS Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs).  Since in this 
case the focus is on where catch is coming from, all VTRs, including those from trips that may have 
landed in North Carolina were included.  Table 7 reports commercial VTR catch (pounds) and Table 8 
reports for-hire VTR catch (fish).  The figure below illustrates the VTR statistical areas’ locations.  Any 
vessel with any Federal permit should have been reporting blueline tilefish over this time period. 

Figure 5.  NMFS Northeast Statistical areas used on Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs)  

 
Table 7.  Blueline tilefish NE VTR commercial kept catch in pounds by statistical area and year, 2002-
2014 (source: unpublished NMFS NE VTR data)   

 Statistical Areas  
YEAR 635, 636, 631, 632 625, 626, 621, 622 Other Total 
2002 18,131 28 1,326 19,485 

2003 23,853 2,574 3,181 29,608 

2004 1,435 1,882 5,330 8,647 

2005 2,209 592 983 3,784 

2006 9,958 1,334 489 11,781 

2007 6,806 12,459 638 19,903 

2008 9,910 6,905 1,404 18,219 

2009 12,502 2,659 1,825 16,986 

2010 65,838 4,020 1,713 71,571 

2011 28,029 4,588 2,324 34,941 

2012 39,290 4,063 4,423 47,776 

2013 42,994 17,416 4,010 64,420 

2014 44,116 146,347 5,181 195,644 
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Table 8.  Blueline tilefish NE VTR recreational party-charter kept fish by statistical area and year, 2002-2014 
(numbers of fish) (source: unpublished NMFS NE VTR data) 

 Statistical Areas  

YEAR 635, 636, 631, 632 625, 626, 621, 622 Other Total 
2002 2,564 0 0 2,564 

2003 1,683 1 0 1,684 

2004 25 0 0 25 

2005 780 21 0 801 

2006 1,002 27 0 1,029 

2007 3,421 1,160 83 4,664 

2008 1,038 495 7 1,540 

2009 1,215 3,811 2 5,028 

2010 513 2,101 68 2,682 

2011 719 3,232 118 4,069 

2012 115 9,844 207 10,166 

2013 814 10,576 496 11,886 

2014 1,408 13,975 460 15,843 
 

Table 9 categorizes dealer data trips from VA-ME generally in terms of the trip limits being considered 
by the Council.  2009-2013 was chosen to get a range of years and 2014 was not included since it was 
such an unusual year - Table 10 describes the kinds of trips seen in 2014 separately.  From Table 9, there 
have typically been very few trips per year above the emergency action’s trip limit of 275 pounds gutted 
weight (8 per year over 2009-2013) while there were 45 trips over 900 pounds in 2014 (Table 10).  
Table 11 describes how many vessels with Federal permits had annual landings over 1,000 and 5,000 
pounds 2002-2014.  Figure 6 describes 2014 and 2015 blueline tilefish landings by month – it appears 
that the June 4, 2015 emergency action had the desired effect of reducing landings, and that had the 
emergency rule not been implemented, 2015 landings could have been well above 2014’s landings.   

Table 9.  VA-ME 2009-2013 Trip Characterization 
Trip Size # Trips avg # 

trips/year

≤ 200 landed pounds 604 121
201-275 pounds 30 6
276-300 pounds 11 2
301-500 pounds 12 2
501-900 pounds 10 2
901 or more pounds 10 2  

source: unpublished NMFS dealer data 
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Table 10.  VA-ME 2014 Trip Characterization 
Trip Size # Trips

≤ 200 landed pounds 151

201-275 pounds 6

276-300 pounds 5

301-500 pounds 9

501-900 pounds 5

901 or more pounds 45  
source: unpublished NMFS dealer data 

Table 11.  Vessels landing more than 1,000/5,000 pounds of blueline tilefish ME-VA 

YEAR

Vessels With Federal 

Permits Landing More 

than 1,000 pounds 

(landed weight) 

blueline tilefish per 

year ME-VA

Vessels With Federal 

Permits Landing More 

than 5,000 pounds 

(landed weight) 

blueline tilefish per 

year ME-VA

2002 0 0

2003 1 0

2004 1 0

2005 0 0

2006 0 0

2007 6 1

2008 1 0

2009 1 0

2010 2 0

2011 2 0

2012 1 0

2013 7 1

2014 11 5  
source: unpublished NMFS dealer data 

 
Figure 6.  2014 and 2015 Blueline Landings (pounds) VA-MA by Month 

source: unpublished NMFS dealer data 
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Recreational Data 
 
Blueline tilefish are almost totally absent from MRIP data and it is believed that considerable 
underreporting has occurred in for-hire vessel trip reports (VTRs).  To address this, the Council held a 
facilitated workshop with individuals knowledgeable about the recreational blueline tilefish fishery to 
develop recreational blueline tilefish catch estimates through an iterative Delphi technique approach.  
The report from this workshop is available at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/march-15-16, 
and it was used to develop the time series used for the allocation alternatives (see above) and is being 
used by the SSC to develop an ABC recommendation.  

The corollary of commercial trip analysis for recreational catch is typically a bag limit analysis.  Again, 
there are minimal blueline tilefish MRIP data, even when MRIP data are combined across years (pers 
com John Foster, NMFS Office of Science and Technology).  NMFS’ Large Pelagic Survey does show 
increasing blueline tilefish landings in recent years, but intercepts are still relatively rare and the Large 
Pelagic survey is not designed to capture targeted blueline tilefish landings - it only records blueline 
tilefish catch by those who target large pelagics for some part of their trip.  
 
Although blueline tilefish catches are rare in NMFS’ recreational survey data, Northeast vessel trip 
reports (VTRs) for party/charter vessels indicate an increase from an average of about 2,400 fish per 
year (2002-2011) to between 10,000-16,000 fish per year in 2012-2014 (Table 8 above).  Several for-
hire vessels have focused some effort on blueline tilefish in recent years, as evidenced by multiple recent 
trips landing 10 or more blueline tilefish per person (the highest fish per person averages were from 
2014 trips in New Jersey).  During the period of this data description, there was no permit required for 
blueline tilefish but anyone with any Federal party-charter permit should have been reporting all of their 
catch, including blueline tilefish.  It is likely that most party-charter vessels that fish for blueline tilefish 
would have other Federal permits, such as for black sea bass.  However, comments during scoping and 
at Council meetings have revealed that this requirement is neither universally understood nor complied 
with, so it is likely that the party-charter VTR records are a subset of the total for-hire catch.  
Nevertheless, the VTR catch information does provide some recreational catch information, and is 
described below for the same time periods as commercial trips but related to the recreational catch 
alternatives under consideration.  As with commercial activity, 2014 appeared to be an above average 
year for party-charter blueline tilefish activity, and Table 14 demonstrates that blueline tilefish catch 
occurrences across the party-charter fleet appear to be on the increase in terms of numbers of vessels 
with some blueline tilefish catch, though changes in reporting compliance could account for part of any 
changes.  It also appears that outside of 2014, the emergency regulation of 7 blueline tilefish per person 
should affect only a small portion of trips based on recent activity (Tables 12 and 13). 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/march-15-16
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Table 12.  2009-2013 Party-Charter Average Retained Fish per Angler on Trips Reporting at Least 1 
Blueline Tilefish 

Trip Size # Trips avg # 

trips/year

≤ 5 fish 386 77
6-7 fish 72 14
8-9 fish 17 3
more than 9 fish 22 4  

 
 
Table 13.  2014 Party-Charter Average Retained Fish per Angler on Trips Reporting at Least 1 Blueline 
Tilefish 

Trip Size # Trips

≤ 5 fish 84

6-7 fish 29

8-9 fish 5

more than 9 fish 23  

 

Table 14.  Numbers of party/charter vessels reporting at least one blueline tilefish 2002-2014. 
YEAR vessels

2002 2

2003 3

2004 1

2005 4

2006 3

2007 17

2008 14

2009 15

2010 16

2011 20

2012 15

2013 22

2014 25    
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The other data source queried for this document was the NMFS observer database.  The observer 
information is primarily provided to get a sense of the area and depth ranges over which blueline tilefish 
have been observed, as well as any temporal trends.  For waters north of the NC/VA border, Tables 15 
and 16 describe blueline tilefish catch observations (all gear types) by area and Table 17 describes the 
same observations by depth.  See Figure 5 above for locations of statistical areas.  While catch 
observations are impacted by how observer coverage is allocated, they should still provide an 
approximate indication of the range of where blueline tilefish are being encountered in the Mid-Atlantic 
and southern New England by area and depth.  

 

 

Table 15. Observer observations of blueline 
tilefish by area 2005-2009, greater than 50 
pounds 
Statistical 

Area

Observation

s

Pounds 

Caught

626 21 225

622 39 697

616 26 317

621 2 122

537 23 328  

Table 16. Observer observations of blueline 
tilefish by area 2009-2014, greater than 50 
pounds 
Statistical 

Area

Observation

s

Pounds 

Caught

626 69 10,229

622 109 1,497

616 173 1,262

621 6 231

537 13 152

623 8 52  

 
 

 

 
Table 17.  Observer observations of blueline tilefish by depth. 
depth 

(meters)

pounds observed 

in depth range

<45 73

45-90 3,931

90-135 10,515

135-180 979

180-225 313

225+ 62  
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7.0 IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 
Typically analysis of the impacts from a fishery action proceeds through analysis of five “valued 
ecosystem components” or “VECs” for each alternative.  The VECs are generally the managed 
resources (golden and blueline tilefish in this case), habitat (and EFH), protected resources (ESA and 
MMPA protected species), non-target species, and human communities.  As described in Section 6, 
habitat, protected resources, and non-target species appear to be negligibly impacted by either the golden 
or blueline tilefish fishery because of the nature and scale of gear used, and this would be true for the no 
action or any of the action alternatives.  Thus the remainder of this section focuses on the impacts to the 
managed resources and human communities.  Further, since management of golden tilefish adheres to 
the Acceptable Biological Catches set by the Council’s SSC and accounts for incidental catch in other 
fisheries, it is expected that any of the alternatives which do not directly impact golden tilefish would 
have a negligible impact on golden tilefish.  Since the status of blueline tilefish off the mid-Atlantic is 
unknown, the biological impacts are described qualitatively based on how protective of the blueline 
resource they are expected to be. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Administrative Order 216-6 (May 20, 1999) contains 
criteria for determining the significance of the impacts of a proposed action and it includes the 
possibility of introducing or spreading a nonindigenous species.  There is no evidence or indication that 
these fisheries have ever resulted or would ever result in the introduction or spread of nonindigenous 
species.   

 

7.1.1 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION  

 
Impacts:  Taking no action would mean that on June 4, 2016 we would return to the situation where 
blueline tilefish are not managed with Federal management measures north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude).  Given that no action is assumed to include the expiration of the emergency 
regulations, with no action it is likely that at least for some time there would be no management of 
blueline tilefish in Federal waters north of the NC/VA border.  This is likely to have a negative impact 
on blueline tilefish.  Due to their life history (long lived and sedentary), blueline tilefish are likely to be 
susceptible to overfishing and lack of Federal management would be likely to lead to overfishing, 
especially if states relax their landings limits or landings shift farther north beyond states with 
regulations (i.e. north of New Jersey).  The lack of designating EFH for blueline tilefish would likely 
have a distinct low negative impact because other actions would not consider their impacts on blueline 
tilefish EFH if there is no blueline tilefish EFH.  The impact is likely low because there are not likely to 
be substantial impacts on blueline tilefish habitat regardless, or impacts that would be avoided had EFH 
been designated. 
 
For the action alternatives below, the impact comparison is the alternative compared to no action, which 
means no Federal management. 
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7.1.2 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 2: MANAGEMENT UNIT AND 

OBJECTIVES 

 
2a. (Preferred) This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the 
NC/VA border (36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be 
managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because management would be 
tailored to the nature and state of the blueline tilefish resource north of the NC/VA border through the 
other management alternatives considered in this action, given the best available scientific information. 
 
 
2b. This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of Cape Hatteras 
(35.253167 N. lat., the latitude of Cape Hatteras Light), extending up to the boundary with Canada, 
which would be managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have low positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because management would be 
tailored to the nature and state of the blueline tilefish resource north of Cape Hatteras through the other 
management alternatives considered in this action.  Since blueline tilefish are already managed from 
Cape Hatteras to the NC/VA border, this would not add any positive impacts compared to 2a, and could 
actually complicate/delay sustainable management given it would cause additional conflict with the 
SAFMC’s management area, so impacts may be less positive than 2a. 
 
 
2c. This alternative would establish that the objectives for blueline tilefish are the same as for golden 
tilefish, with the addition that “Management will reflect blueline tilefish’s susceptibility of overfishing 
and the need of an analytical stock assessment.” 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because the management objectives 
should help ensure that overfishing does not occur. 
 
 

7.1.3 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 3: STATUS DETERMINATION CRITERIA 

The Council would use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to the 
blueline tilefish in its management unit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help ensure that 
overfishing does not occur. 
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7.1.4 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 4: COMMERCIAL PERMITTING AND 

REPORTING 

 
4a. Alternative 4a would make permanent the emergency regulations that anyone with a commercial 
open access golden tilefish permit would be permitted to retain for sale blueline tilefish subject to the 
applicable trip limit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish. 
 
 
 
4b. Alternative 4b would require anyone landing any blueline tilefish for sale to get a newly-created 
commercial open access blueline tilefish permit.  Retention of blueline tilefish for sale would be subject 
to the applicable trip limit. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be similar to 4a. 
 
 
 
4c. Alternative 4c would require standard reporting of catch for any commercial vessel possessing a 
permit that allows them to land blueline tilefish (like other federal permits). 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be in addition to any from 4a or 4b.  
 
 
 
4d. Alternative 4d would require Federally-permitted commercial blueline tilefish vessels to submit 
Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be expected to be slightly more positive than 4c because electronic 
submission of VTRs does make possible some additional quality control at the time of entry and should 
also speed the availability of data. 
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4e. Dealer Permits and Reporting – This alternative would institute dealer requirements similar to 
golden tilefish, i.e. that Federally-permitted vessels can only sell blueline tilefish to Federally-permitted 
dealers, and that dealers must have a federal permit to buy blueline tilefish.  In addition, the standard 
reporting requirements (§648.7) for federal dealers would apply. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish. 
 
 
 

7.1.5 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 5: FOR-HIRE RECREATIONAL 

PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

 
5a. Alternative 5a would make permanent the emergency requirement that any party or charter vessel 
must have been issued a Federal Charter/Party (golden) tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish 
in the EEZ with passengers for hire.  This would create a joint golden/blueline tilefish permit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish. 
 
 
5b. Alternative 5b would require any party or charter vessel to have a newly-created Federal 
Charter/Party blueline tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish in the EEZ with passengers for 
hire.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be similar to 5a. 
 
 
5c. Alternative 5c would require standard reporting by Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) of catch for any 
vessel possessing a permit that allows them to fish for blueline tilefish with passengers for hire.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  Impacts might be low since party/charter VTRs are not directly used for catch 
monitoring at this time, but given the rare event nature of blueline tilefish catches, party/charter VTRs 
could be important for blueline tilefish catch data.  The degree of positive impacts would likely be 
directly associated with the degree of compliance. 
 
  



52 

5d. Alternative 5d would require for-hire vessels to submit Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically if 
they have a golden tilefish or blueline tilefish permit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be expected to be slightly more positive than 5c because electronic 
submission of VTRs does make possible some additional quality control at the time of entry and should 
also speed the availability of data.  The degree of positive impacts would likely be directly associated 
with the degree of compliance.   
 
 
 

7.1.6 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 6: PRIVATE RECREATIONAL 

PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

 
6a. Alternative 6a would create and require a dedicated recreational fishing permit for private 
recreational anglers to catch golden or blueline tilefish, similar to how Highly Migratory Species (HMS) 
require a separate permit. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  This alternative would also have similar impacts for golden 
tilefish. 
 
 
6b. Alternative 6b would require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by 
any owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because requiring a permit should help 
track effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Impacts would be similar to 6a.  This alternative would also 
have similar impacts for golden tilefish. 
 
 
6c. Alternative 6c would require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through 
the HMS reporting system, complemented by catch cards and tags as done in Maryland 
(http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx).   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  The degree of positive impacts would likely be directly associated with the degree of 
compliance.  This alternative would also have similar impacts for golden tilefish. 
 
 
 

http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx
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6d. Alternative 6d would require an online reporting (via a modified SAFIS application) of golden and 
blueline tilefish for private recreational fishermen before any tilefish are removed from a vessel, or 
before a trailered vessel is removed from the water.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should help track catch of 
blueline tilefish.  The degree of positive impacts would likely be directly associated with the degree of 
compliance.  This alternative would also have similar impacts for golden tilefish. 
 
 
 
 

7.1.7 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 7: MONITORING COMMITTEE 

This alternative would establish that the same Monitoring Committee would provide recommendations 
to the Council and/or relevant committee to ensure that blueline tilefish specifications are not exceeded 
and to address any other operational aspects of the fishery.  This would essentially create a single 
Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because the Monitoring Committee 
should help ensure that the management measures have their intended effects and that the ACLs/ABCs 
are not exceeded. 
 
 
 
 

7.1.8 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 8: FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENTS 

This alternative would establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish.  It was also establish that generally, any action that has been 
previously considered in the FMP or in an amendment to the FMP may be modified via a framework 
action. The unit of management may also be modified via a framework action. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because frameworks allow the Council 
to be responsive to changing conditions in the fishery.  Specific measures would be analyzed separately 
in any future framework action. 
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7.1.9 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 9: SPECIFICATIONS PROCESS AND 

RISK POLICY 

 
9a. This alternative would specify what measures can be set during specifications.  The fishing year 
would be aligned with the golden tilefish fishing year, i.e. November 1 to October 31. 
 
Impacts:  The delineation of specifications measures and fishing year designation are administrative 
issues and should have no direct impacts on the managed resources.  To the degree this supports overall 
management the impacts can be described as low positive. 
 
 
9b. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish. 
 

Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because the control rules help ensure 
overfishing is avoided by explicitly accounting for our understanding of uncertainty in blueline tilefish 
assessments or other information used to set ABCs. 
 
 
9c. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish, as described below: 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because the risk policy helps ensure 
that ABCs will be set so as to avoid overfishing. 
 
 

7.1.10 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 10: ALLOCATIONS AND 

SPECIFICATIONS 

 
10a. This alternative would not set allocations but the Council would rely on adjusting the specifications 
to control relative catch between the commercial and recreational fisheries.  The catch of each fishery 
would have to be reviewed each year to determine if additional or modified measures are needed to 
control catch across the commercial and recreational blueline tilefish fisheries.  
 
Impacts:  This is an allocation decision and should have no impact on blueline tilefish. 
 
 
10b1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2009-
2013 (median of percentages) (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).   
 
Impacts:  This is an allocation decision and should have no impact on blueline tilefish. 
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10b2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2009-
2013 (mean of percentages) (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).   
 
Impacts:  This is an allocation decision and should have no impact on blueline tilefish. 
 
 

10c1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2004-
2013 (median of percentages) (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).   
 
Impacts:  This is an allocation decision and should have no impact on blueline tilefish. 
 
 

10c2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on catch from 2004-
2013 (mean of percentages) (see considered but rejected section as to why 2014 is not included).   
 
Impacts:  This is an allocation decision and should have no impact on blueline tilefish. 
 
 

10d. If allocations are not made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it facilitates implementation of 
specifications, which include ABCs/ACLs, which should avoid overfishing. 
 
 

10e. If allocations are made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
allocations in terms of ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it facilitates implementation of 
specifications, which include ABCs/ACLs, which should avoid overfishing.  Impacts would be similar 
to 10d. 
 
 

7.1.11 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 11: COMMERCIAL TRIP LIMITS 

(GUTTED WEIGHT) 

 
Regardless of the particular commercial trip limits that are set, it is expected that the Council would set 
an array of commercial and recreational measures that limit overall catch to the ABC in the long run.  
Thus in the context of overall management, commercial trip limits would not have a direct impact on 
blueline tilefish but do have an indirect impact to the degree they serve the overall goal of constraining 
catch to an ABC.  Higher or lower trip limits would more affect other measures (a higher commercial 
trip limit might lead to a shorter commercial season or a lower recreational bag limit might be needed to 
constrain catch to the ABC/ACL), but the trip limits should not directly impact blueline tilefish within 
the context of overall management. 
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7.1.12 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 12: RECREATIONAL 

BAG/POSSESSION LIMITS 

 
Regardless of the particular bag limits that are set, it is expected that the Council would set an array of 
commercial and recreational measures that limit overall catch to the ABC.  Thus in the context of overall 
management, recreational bag limits would not have a direct impact on blueline tilefish but do have an 
indirect impact to the degree they serve the overall goal of constraining catch to an ABC.  Higher or 
lower bag limits would more affect other measures (a higher recreational bag limit might require a 
shorter season or a lower commercial trip limit to constrain catch to the ABC/ACL), but the bag limits 
should not directly impact blueline tilefish within the context of overall management.  Higher bag limits 
may however increase management uncertainty and thus the possibility of ABC/ACL overages. 
 
 
 

7.1.13 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 13: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT (EFH) 

DESIGNATION 

13a. Under this alternative, EFH designation would wait until the Council's pending overall EFH review 
action (2016-2017) 
 
Impacts:  This would continue the no action alternative as it pertains to EFH, which would continue the 
low negative impacts of not having blueline tilefish habitat designated as EFH. 
 
 
13b. This alternative would use the best available science to designate EFH in this action. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have low positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because other actions would have to 
consider their impacts on blueline tilefish EFH. 
 
 

7.1.14 MANAGED SPECIES IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 14: ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES 

(AMS) 

14a. Under this alternative, used if there are allocations, then AMs are only automatically triggered if the 
overall ACL is exceeded.  Whichever fishery, recreational or commercial or both, that caused the overall 
ACL overage would have added or modified measures to ensure that future overages do not occur in the 
future.  The Council shall recommend such management measures, for the soonest year practicable, that 
analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include any measure that 
can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the overage would be 
deducted from what would otherwise be the fishery ACLs, based on the recommendations of the 
Council’s SSC. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because accountability measures 
should minimize the chance of overfishing. 
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14b. Under this alternative, used if there are no allocations, then if the ACL is exceeded, the Council 
will recommend management measures (commercial and/or recreational), for the soonest year 
practicable, that analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include 
any measure that can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the 
overage would be deducted from what would otherwise be the ABC, based on the recommendations of 
the Council’s SSC. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because accountability measures 
should minimize the chance of overfishing.  Impacts would be similar to 14a. 
 
 
 
14c. Under this alternative, if NMFS determines that one fishery's catch or the total catch will exceed 
95% of a fishery's ACL or the overall ABC/ACL (depending on if there are allocations or not), NMFS 
may close or adjust the season and/or trip/bag limits for either fishery. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this alternative would be expected to have positive impacts for 
blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic (and southern New England) because it should minimize the chance 
of overfishing by allowing NMFS to make in-season closures or adjustments to the season and/or 
trip/bag limits for either fishery.  14c should make the overages addressed in 14a/b less likely. 
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7.2.1 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION  

 
Impacts:  Taking no action would mean that on June 4, 2016 we would return to the situation where 
blueline tilefish are not managed with Federal management measures north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude).  As such, with no action it is likely that at least for some time there would be no 
management of blueline tilefish in Federal waters north of the NC/VA border.  Especially if states relax 
their landings limit or landings shift farther north beyond states with regulations (i.e. north of New 
Jersey), in the short run this may lead to higher revenues/benefits for both commercial and recreational 
fisheries (and associated support services), because more blueline tilefish might be caught than if 
management was in place.  However, in the medium to long run it would be expected that the blueline 
tilefish stock would likely become depleted.  This would have negative long term human community 
impacts related to failure to achieve optimum yield.  Because it is difficult to predict how states may 
change their regulations or how landings may shift in the future, a qualitative approach is used.  
However, readers may refer to Section 6.5 for information on revenues that have been generated by 
blueline tilefish in recent years – for example in 2014 approximately $457,000 in blueline tilefish (ex-
vessel revenues) were landed in states from Virginia north, primarily in New Jersey, which had no 
regulations at the time.  This may be indicative of the short-term revenues that are possible without 
regulation, but it is not believed that such landings could be sustained over the long term, and would 
cause blueline tilefish to become depleted. 
 
For the action alternatives below, the impact comparison is the alternative compared to no action, which 
means no Federal management. 
 

7.2.2 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 2: MANAGEMENT UNIT AND 

OBJECTIVES 

2a. (Preferred) This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the 
NC/VA border (36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be 
managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   
 
Impacts:  While this should not have direct human community impacts compared to no action, because 
it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there 
should be positive long-term impacts.  Because indirectly this alternative would likely lead to more 
restrictions on fishing compared to no action, short-term revenues related to blueline fishing would 
likely be reduced – see Section 6.5 for recent ex-vessel revenues from blueline tilefish.  
 
 
2b. This would establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of Cape Hatteras 
(35.253167 N. lat., the latitude of Cape Hatteras Light), extending up to the boundary with Canada, 
which would be managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   
 
Impacts:  While this should not have direct human community impacts compared to no action, because 
it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there 
should be positive long-term impacts.  Since blueline tilefish are already managed from Cape Hatteras to 
the NC/VA border, this would not add any positive impacts compared to 2a, and could actually 
complicate/delay sustainable management given it would cause additional conflict with the SAFMC’s 
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management area, so impacts may be less positive than 2a.  Because indirectly this alternative would 
likely lead to more restrictions on fishing compared to no action, short-term revenues related to blueline 
fishing would likely be reduced – see Section 6.5 for recent ex-vessel revenues from blueline tilefish. 
 
 
2c. This alternative would establish that the objectives for blueline tilefish are the same as for golden 
tilefish, with the addition that “Management will reflect blueline tilefish’s susceptibility of overfishing 
and the need of an analytical stock assessment.”    
 
Impacts:  While this should not have direct human community impacts compared to no action, because 
it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there 
should be positive long-term impacts.  Because indirectly this alternative would likely lead to more 
restrictions on fishing compared to no action, short-term revenues related to blueline fishing would 
likely be reduced – see Section 6.5 for recent ex-vessel revenues from blueline tilefish. 
 
 

7.2.3 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 3: STATUS DETERMINATION CRITERIA 

The Council would use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to the 
blueline tilefish in its management unit.   
 
Impacts:  While this should not have direct human community impacts compared to no action, because 
it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there 
should be positive long-term impacts.   
 
 

7.2.4 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 4: COMMERCIAL PERMITTING AND 

REPORTING 

4a. Alternative 4a would make permanent the emergency regulations that anyone with a commercial 
open access golden tilefish permit would be permitted to retain for sale blueline tilefish subject to the 
applicable trip limit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  
 
 
4b. Alternative 4b would require anyone landing any blueline tilefish for sale to get a newly-created 
commercial open access blueline tilefish permit.  Retention of blueline tilefish for sale would be subject 
to the applicable trip limit. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
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long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  
Compared to 4a the impact would be more negative since this alternative requires a separate permit. 
 
 
4c. Alternative 4c would require standard reporting of catch for any commercial vessel possessing a 
permit that allows them to land blueline tilefish (like other federal permits).  
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Most vessels would likely already 
have to report catch due to other permits. 
 
 
4d. Alternative 4d would require Federally-permitted commercial blueline tilefish vessels to submit 
Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Also, in the long run using electronic 
VTRs may be less of a burden on vessels. 
 
 
4e. Dealer Permits and Reporting – This alternative would institute dealer requirements similar to 
golden tilefish, i.e. that Federally-permitted vessels can only sell blueline tilefish to Federally-permitted 
dealers, and that dealers must have a federal permit to buy blueline tilefish.  In addition, the standard 
reporting requirements (§648.7) for federal dealers would apply. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Also, most dealers would likely 
already have to report catch due to other permits. 
 
 

 

7.2.5 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 5: FOR-HIRE RECREATIONAL 

PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

5a. Alternative 5a would make permanent the emergency requirement that any party or charter vessel 
must have been issued a Federal Charter/Party (golden) tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish 
in the EEZ with passengers for hire.  This would create a joint golden/blueline tilefish permit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
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sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish. 
 
 
5b. Alternative 5b would require any party or charter vessel to have a newly-created Federal 
Charter/Party blueline tilefish vessel permit to fish for blueline tilefish in the EEZ with passengers for 
hire.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  
Compared to 5a the impact would be more negative since this alternative requires a separate permit. 
 
 
5c. Alternative 5c would require standard reporting by Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) of catch for any 
vessel possessing a permit that allows them to fish for blueline tilefish with passengers for hire.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Most relevant vessels would likely 
already have to report all catch due to other permits. 
 
 
5d. Alternative 5d would require for-hire vessels to submit Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) electronically if 
they have a golden tilefish or blueline tilefish permit.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Also, in the long run using electronic 
VTRs may be less of a burden on vessels. 
 
 

7.2.6 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 6: PRIVATE RECREATIONAL 

PERMITTING AND REPORTING 

6a. Alternative 6a would create and require a dedicated recreational fishing permit for private 
recreational anglers to catch golden or blueline tilefish, similar to how Highly Migratory Species (HMS) 
require a separate permit. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish. 
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6b. Alternative 6b would require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by 
any owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost (but anyone could get a permit).  However, because it would support 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts related to improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  Since 
most anglers who fish for blueline tilefish likely obtain HMS permits already, any negative 
administrative burden impacts should be less than 6a.  HMS permits cost $20/vessel. 
 
 
6c. Alternative 6c would require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through 
the HMS reporting system, complemented by catch cards and tags as done in Maryland 
(http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx).   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.   
 
 
6d. Alternative 6d would require an online reporting (via a modified SAFIS application) of golden and 
blueline tilefish for private recreational fishermen before any tilefish are removed from a vessel, or 
before a trailered vessel is removed from the water.   
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, there would likely be a low short term negative impact due to 
administrative burden and cost.  However, because it would support sustainable management of blueline 
tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term impacts related to 
improved tracking of fishing effort and catch of blueline tilefish.  If an efficient application can be 
developed, the reporting burden may be less under 6d compared to 6c. 
 
 

7.2.7 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 7: MONITORING COMMITTEE 

This alternative would establish that the same Monitoring Committee as golden tilefish would provide 
recommendations to the Council and/or relevant committee to ensure that blueline tilefish specifications 
are not exceeded and to address any other operational aspects of the fishery.  This would essentially 
create a single Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 
 
Impacts:  This should have no direct impacts compared to the status quo.  However, because it would 
support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be 
positive indirect long-term impacts. 
 
 

http://dnr2.maryland.gov/fisheries/Pages/coastal/tagging.aspx
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7.2.8 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE 8: FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENTS 

This alternative would establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish.  It was also establish that generally, any action that has been 
previously considered in the FMP or in an amendment to the FMP may be modified via a framework 
action. The unit of management may also be modified via a framework action. 
 
Impacts:  This should have no direct impacts compared to the status quo.  However, because it would 
support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be 
positive indirect long-term impacts.  Framework adjustments allow more rapid responses to changing 
fishing conditions, which should have positive indirect impacts. 

 

7.2.9 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 9: SPECIFICATIONS PROCESS AND 

RISK POLICY 

9a. This alternative would specify what measures can be set during specifications.  The fishing year 
would be aligned with the golden tilefish fishing year, i.e. November 1 to October 31. 
 
Impacts:  The setting of specifications, including ABC and other measures, should have no direct 
impacts compared to the status quo.  If stock conditions dictate catch reductions, there could be indirect 
short term negative impacts but because it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in 
the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be indirect positive long-term impacts. 
 
 
9b. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish. 
 

Impacts:  The setting of specifications, including ABC and other measures, should have no direct 
impacts compared to the status quo.  If stock conditions dictate catch reductions, there could be indirect 
short term negative impacts but because it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in 
the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be indirect positive long-term impacts. 
 
 
9c. This alternative establishes that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to 
blueline tilefish, as described below: 
 
Impacts:  The setting of specifications, including ABC and other measures, should have no direct 
impacts compared to the status quo.  If stock conditions dictate catch reductions, there could be indirect 
short term negative impacts but because it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in 
the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be indirect positive long-term impacts. 
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7.2.10 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 10: ALLOCATIONS AND 

SPECIFICATIONS 

 
10a. This alternative would not set allocations but the Council would rely on adjusting the specifications 
to control relative catch between the commercial and recreational fisheries.  The catch of each fishery 
would have to be reviewed each year to determine if additional or modified measures are needed to 
control catch across the commercial and recreational blueline tilefish fisheries.  
 
Impacts:  Not setting allocations should have no direct impacts compared to the status quo.  However, 
without allocations, it may be difficult to control catch within the recreational and commercial fisheries 
and even more difficult to determine how to respond to any catch overages in terms of management 
measures on the different fisheries. 
 
 
10b1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on median catch 
percentages from 2009-2013 
 

Impacts:  For new allocations, the allocations themselves would not have direct impacts compared to the 
status quo.  It is really the level of catch assigned to the allocations that determines the impact.  
Nevertheless, allocations certainly have indirect impacts for the same reason.  A range of years and 
approaches was used to derive allocations, but all resulted in similar recreational/commercial allocations 
of 72%-76% for the recreational fishery and 24%-28% for the commercial sector.  See the alternative 
description in Section 5 for details. 
 
 
10b2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on mean catch 
percentages from 2009-2013  
 

Impacts:  For new allocations, the allocations themselves would not have direct impacts compared to the 
status quo.  It is really the level of catch assigned to the allocations that determines the impact.  
Nevertheless, allocations certainly have indirect impacts for the same reason.  A range of years and 
approaches was used to derive allocations, but all resulted in similar recreational/commercial allocations 
of 72%-76% for the recreational fishery and 24%-28% for the commercial sector.  See the alternative 
description in Section 5 for details. 
 
 
10c1. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on median catch 
percentages from 2004-2013  
 

Impacts:  For new allocations, the allocations themselves would not have direct impacts compared to the 
status quo.  It is really the level of catch assigned to the allocations that determines the impact.  
Nevertheless, allocations certainly have indirect impacts for the same reason.  A range of years and 
approaches was used to derive allocations, but all resulted in similar recreational/commercial allocations 
of 72%-76% for the recreational fishery and 24%-28% for the commercial sector.  See the alternative 
description in Section 5 for details. 
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10c2. This alternative would use the best available data to set allocations based on mean catch 
percentages from 2004-2013  
 

Impacts:  For new allocations, the allocations themselves would not have direct impacts compared to the 
status quo.  It is really the level of catch assigned to the allocations that determines the impact.  
Nevertheless, allocations certainly have indirect impacts for the same reason.  A range of years and 
approaches was used to derive allocations, but all resulted in similar recreational/commercial allocations 
of 72%-76% for the recreational fishery and 24%-28% for the commercial sector.  See the alternative 
description in Section 5 for details. 
 
 
10d. If allocations are not made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.   
 
Impacts:  The setting of specifications, including ABC and other measures, should have no direct 
impacts compared to the status quo.  If stock conditions dictate catch reductions, there could be indirect 
short term negative impacts but because it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in 
the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be indirect positive long-term impacts.  
 
 
10e. If allocations are made, this alternative describes how the specifications process would handle 
allocations in terms of ABC, ACLs, ACTs, etc.   
 
Impacts:  The setting of specifications, including ABC and other measures, should have no direct 
impacts compared to the status quo.  If stock conditions dictate catch reductions, there could be indirect 
short term negative impacts but because it would support sustainable management of blueline tilefish in 
the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be indirect positive long-term impacts. 
 
 

7.2.11 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 11: COMMERCIAL TRIP LIMITS 

(GUTTED WEIGHT)  

 
*These impacts focus on the Federal trip limits, but vessels would be bound by any state limits whose 
waters they enter or whose ports they land in.  As such, the impacts generally assume that states mirror 
the action taken by the Council since it is not possible to predict what various states may do subsequent 
to various Council actions.  
 
11a - This alternative would continue the emergency action's commercial trip limit of 275 pounds per 
trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires June 3, 2016, 
no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 275 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts compared to no action.  However, because it would be used in 
support of sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should 
be positive long-term impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. 
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not including 2014), very few trips per year (8 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 
2009-2013, so even short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this 
fishery.  If the comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips are impacted (see Table 10).  Staff 
examined 2015 landings from VA-MA, which had relatively high landings in May and June, low 
landings before May, moderate landings July-Nov, and low landings in December (the emergency 
regulations were in effect after June 4, 2015) (see Figure 6).  If the high May and June landings are 
replaced with the average of the moderate landings from July-Nov after the emergency rule, the total 
landings would be approximately 14,500 pounds.  In other words, had the emergency regulations been in 
effect for all of 2015, commercial landings may have been about 14,500 pounds from VA-MA, and 
absent other information, 14,500 pounds may be a reasonable approximate value of landings to expect if 
a trip limit of 275 pounds per trip is chosen and implemented and the fishery operates similarly to 2015.  
The 2004-2013 average commercial landings from areas north of North Carolina is approximately 
21,300 pounds (range is approx. 4,200-41,300 pounds). 
  
 
11b – This alternative would reduce the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
200 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires 
June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 200 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of sustainable 
management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term 
impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not including 2014), 
few trips per year (14 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013, so even short 
term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this fishery.  If the comparison 
is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 10).  Related to the analysis for 
Alternative 11a above, a trip limit of 200 pounds may be expected to result in less than 14,500 pounds of 
annual commercial landings, but the degree is difficult to predict given the impact on targeting incentive 
that can result from trip limit changes. 
 
 
11c - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
300 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires 
June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 300 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of sustainable 
management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term 
impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not including 2014), 
very few trips per year (6 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013, so even 
short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this fishery.  If the 
comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 10).  Related to the 
analysis for Alternative 11a above, a trip limit of 300 pounds may be expected to result in slightly more 
than 14,500 pounds of annual commercial landings. 
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11d - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
500 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires 
June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 500 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of sustainable 
management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term 
impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not including 2014), 
very few trips per year (4 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013, so even 
short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this fishery.  If the 
comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 10).  Related to the 
analysis for Alternative 11a above, a trip limit of 500 pounds may be expected to result in more than 
14,500 pounds of annual commercial landings, but the degree is difficult to predict given the impact on 
targeting incentive that can result from trip limit changes.  
 
 
11e - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
900 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires 
June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 900 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of sustainable 
management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term 
impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not including 2014), 
very few trips per year (2 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013, so even 
short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this fishery.  If the 
comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 10).  Related to the 
analysis for Alternative 11a above, a trip limit of 900 pounds may be expected to result in more than 
14,500 pounds of annual commercial landings, but the degree is difficult to predict given the impact on 
targeting incentive that can result from trip limit changes.  This alternative would be expected to 
increase landings the most relative to a 14,500 pound baseline compared to other action alternatives. 
 
11f - This alternative would increase the trip limit from the emergency action's 275 pounds to a limit of 
750 pounds per trip gutted weight (head and fins must be attached).  Since the emergency action expires 
June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no trip limit in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no trip limits in federal waters), a trip limit of 750 pounds per trip 
gutted weight would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this alternative 
could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of sustainable 
management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive long-term 
impacts.  As described in Table 9, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not including 2014), 
very few trips per year (2-4 trips) would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013, so even 
short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of this fishery.  If the 
comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 10).  Related to the 
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analysis for Alternative 11a above, a trip limit of 750 pounds may be expected to result in more than 
14,500 pounds of commercial landings, but the degree is difficult to predict given the impact on 
targeting incentive that can result from trip limit changes.  This alternative would be expected to 
increase landings the 2nd most relative to a 14,500 pound baseline compared to other action alternatives. 
 
 
 

7.2.12 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 12: RECREATIONAL 

BAG/POSSESSION LIMITS 

 
*These impacts focus on the Federal trip limits, but vessels would be bound by any state limits whose 
waters they enter or whose ports they land in.  As such, the impacts generally assume that states mirror 
the action taken by the Council since it is not possible to predict what various states may do subsequent 
to various Council actions.  
 
12a. This alternative would continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish.  Since the 
emergency action expires June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no limits in Federal waters.  
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no bag limits in federal waters), a recreational bag limit of 7 
blueline tilefish per person would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this 
alternative could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts.  As described in Table 12, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not 
including 2014), a relatively small portion of trips per year retaining blueline tilefish (7 trips out of 98) 
would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013 (considering average kept fish per angler on 
VTR reports), so even short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of 
this fishery.  If the comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 13).   
 
 
12b. This alternative would reduce the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 5 fish.    
Since the emergency action expires June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no limits in Federal waters.  
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no bag limits in federal waters), a recreational bag limit of 5 
blueline tilefish per person would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this 
alternative could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts.  As described in Table 12, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not 
including 2014), a relatively small portion of trips per year retaining blueline tilefish (21 trips out of 98) 
would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013 (considering average kept fish per angler on 
VTR reports), so even short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of 
this fishery.  If the comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 13).  
Comments received during scoping indicated that for some party boats, bag limits less than 7 fish would 
cause many of their clients to not take trips for blueline tilefish due to the relatively high costs associated 
with the extended run offshore required for blueline tilefish in their region.  12b would likely be more 
negative than 12a/c for recreational fishing interests. 
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12c. This alternative would increase the bag limit from the emergency action's limit of 7 fish to 9 fish.    
Since the emergency action expires June 3, 2016, the no action would mean no limits in Federal waters. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to the no action (no bag limits in federal waters), a recreational bag limit of 9 
blueline tilefish per person would be more restrictive and could cause lower short term revenues, so this 
alternative could have negative short term impacts.  However, because it would be used in support of 
sustainable management of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic by the Council, there should be positive 
long-term impacts.  As described in Table 12, in recent typical operation of this fishery (i.e. not 
including 2014), a relatively small portion of trips per year retaining blueline tilefish (4 trips out of 98) 
would have been impacted by this trip limit over 2009-2013 (considering average kept fish per angler on 
VTR reports), so even short term negative impacts should be low compared to the typical operation of 
this fishery.  If the comparison is done relative to 2014, more trips would be impacted (see Table 13).   
12c would likely be more positive than 12a/b for recreational fishing interests.  
 
 
 
12d.  If chosen, this alternative could only be chosen in combination with 12a, 12b, or 12c, and would 
allow an additional 3 blueline tilefish per person on party boat trips (more than 6 passengers) that lasted 
longer than 36 hours from when the vessel leaves the dock to when a vessel returns to the dock.  A call-
out/call-in system would be necessary to assist enforcement of such a provision.  
 
Impacts:  Since this alternative would only be chosen in combination with 12a, 12b, or 12c, it only 
makes sense to consider the impact of an additional 3 blueline tilefish for longer trips.  Comments 
received during scoping highlighted that some vessels who make longer trips would benefit from such a 
provision, because the higher limit would help them attract customers who have to pay more for longer 
trips (vessels in more northern states must travel farther to get off shore).  This alternative would be 
expected to have positive impacts for those vessels, but their higher catches could cause additional, more 
restrictive management measures for other vessels, especially if any ABC/ACL overages occur.  
 
 
 

7.2.13 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 13: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

(EFH) DESIGNATION 

13a. Under this alternative, EFH designation would wait until the Council's pending overall EFH review 
action (2016-2017) 
 
Impacts:  This alternative would maintain the no action, which would mean no identification of EFH, so 
impacts would likely be low negative.  As described under the no-action alternative’s impact analysis 
described in section 7.1., no action could have low negative EFH impacts for blueline tilefish, and if that 
impedes sustainable management then human community impacts could be low negative.  The impact is 
low because it is not expected that EFH issues are a major problem for blueline tilefish. 
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13b. This alternative would use the best available science to designate EFH in this action. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, this action would be expected to have low positive impacts.  If EFH 
identification led to better sustainable management of blueline tilefish, human communities should also 
benefit.  The impact is low because it is not expected that EFH issues are a major problem for blueline 
tilefish and there are unlikely to be federal actions in the proposed blueline tilefish EFH in the near 
future that would benefit from EFH consultations. 
     
 

7.2.14 HUMAN COMMUNITY IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVE SET 14: ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES 

(AMS) 

14a. Under this alternative, used if there are allocations, then AMs are only automatically triggered if the 
overall ACL is exceeded.  Whichever fishery, recreational or commercial or both, that caused the overall 
ACL overage would have added or modified measures to ensure that future overages do not occur in the 
future.  The Council shall recommend such management measures, for the soonest year practicable, that 
analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include any measure that 
can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the overage would be 
deducted from what would otherwise be the fishery ACLs, based on the recommendations of the 
Council’s SSC. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, accountability measures can have negative impacts in the short run 
because catches are limited more than would otherwise occur, but there should be positive long term 
impacts because accountability measures should help ensure maintenance of a sustainable fishery. 
 
 

14b. Under this alternative, used if there are no allocations, then if the ACL is exceeded, the Council 
will recommend management measures (commercial and/or recreational), for the soonest year 
practicable, that analysis demonstrates should eliminate future overages.  Such measures could include 
any measure that can be set via specifications.  In addition, in the relevant specifications year, the 
overage would be deducted from what would otherwise be the ABC, based on the recommendations of 
the Council’s SSC. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, accountability measures can have negative impacts in the short run 
because catches are limited more than would otherwise occur, but there should be positive long term 
impacts because accountability measures should help ensure maintenance of a sustainable fishery. 
 
 

14c. Under this alternative, if NMFS determines that one fishery's catch or the total catch will exceed 
95% of a fishery's ACL or the overall ABC/ACL (depending on if there are allocations or not), NMFS 
may close or adjust the season and/or trip/bag limits for either fishery. 
 
Impacts:  Compared to no action, accountability measures can have negative impacts in the short run 
because catches are limited more than would otherwise occur, but there should be positive long term 
impacts because accountability measures should help ensure maintenance of a sustainable fishery.  This 
alternative would be used in conjunction with either 14a or 14b, and should minimize ABC/ACL 
overages. 
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8.0 APPENDIX 
Appendix A – Council Emergency Action Request to NMFS 
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Blueline Tilefish Amendment Public Hearings Summary 

(March 2016) 

Hearing Dates/Locations 

March 21, 2016 – Manteo, NC 
March 22, 2016 – Virginia Beach, VA 
March 28, 2016 – Ocean City, MD 
March 29, 2016 – Lakewood, NJ (Near Pt. Pleasant) 

Summaries 

March 21, 2016 – Manteo, NC 

Attendance: 
Jason Didden (MAFMC Staff) 
Chris Batsavage (Hearing Officer, MAFMC, NJ Div Marine Fisheries) 
Mike Daniels (Wanchese Fish Company) 
Kait Daniels 
Buddy Coppersmith (F/V Emily Shay) 
Dewey Hemilright (MAFMC, F/V Tar Baby) 
James Taylor (F/V Windy Gale) 
William Spence (F/V Ms. Madeline) 
Greg Mayer – fishin’frenzy 
John Canning – Reliance Charters 
Bailey Daniels 

Summary Comments: 

B. Coppersmith: This whole action started because some people, got upset about the landings
that occurred in 2014.  300 Pounds is not any directed commercial fishery – only incidental.
This exercise is window-dressing because the Council appears headed to an incidental-only
commercial fishery and giving the recreational fishery 7 fish per person.  Giving that to a
headboat with 40 people means 280 fish and for a charter with 6 people plus 2 crew means 56
fish at 10 pounds is 560 pounds for a charter boat while commercial vessels only get 274 pounds
gutted weight.  Tell me how that is fair.  This meeting will be the only meeting with substantial
commercial blueline interests and we have the most to lose.  The commercial landings in 2014-
2015 show you have a lot more stock than you think – people are just worried that we’ve
decimated the stock and the statistics from the committees don’t add up.

The whole thing is stacked against us from the start.  Laurie Nolan is supposed to be a 
commercial representative and voted for this closure against us.  Golden tilefish IFQ holders 
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have a conflict of interest in voting on this at the Council because they have incentive to limit 
blueline tilefish landings so that golden tilefish prices are not negatively impacted by more 
tilefish being on the market.  What will happen with bluelines that golden tilefish IFQ boats 
catch?  Will they have to throw over bluelines?  Is that fisheries management? I’ve talked to 
guys on those boats and they might not want you to think this, but they have a lot of interactions 
with bluelines while golden tilefishing.  
 
The commercial guy should get a fair amount to catch each trip instead of just 274 pounds 
because all you are doing is following the VA/MD state limits and where you are right now.  I 
thought when this started it was supposed to be about getting us a small portion to have some 
directed fishery but it seems like that is not the case now.  This action is being rushed to meet the 
end of the emergency closure and I think it should be slowed down so that the commercial side 
gets a fairer result. 
 
 
K. Daniels: Since 2014 and 2015 were used by the SSC, they should be considered when 
allocating fish between the commercial and recreational fishery even if it’s uncharacteristic of 
the rest of the time series.  Not including 2014/2015 for allocations is unfair & unjust.  You 
should not guess that the stock is like porgy for setting the ABC and you are guessing about the 
fleet and recreational catch.  For that to determine how much fish my husband can catch that’s a 
lot “out there” and not valid or reliable science, especially given all the variables that are unclear 
in the ABC calculation. 
 
 
M. Daniels: You got to make a living and you can’t go out there and fish for just 300 pounds.  
You need to help these guys out if you can.  You don’t have to do everything so fast. 
 
 
D. Hemilright: I don’t like this scenario at all – not using 2014/2015 (with higher commercial 
catches) but using Delphi Process to get up to 75% for the recreational industry that had zeros in 
the data for history.  How do we know what golden tilefish boats are discarding besides what 
we’re told?  If they do 1,500 pounds a year of bluelines, that’s almost a commercial allocation 
right there.  How would their discards be tracked?  I’m worried about that.   
 
I’m not a fan of this fast-track process of doing an amendment in one year, with the commercial 
fishery losing out on history that may affect things for 5-10 years until there’s a stock 
assessment.  Another 6 month emergency action would be better to buy time to figure this out 
better than what we have here.  We have a lot of unknowns impacting people’s livelihoods that 
have fished here when it was ope,n and the ones that fished and reported are the ones who are 
going to lose out.   
 
VA and MD trip limits had nothing to do with science/biology, they had to do with making it a 
recreational-only fishery and the present commercial alternatives are going to do the same thing.  
Some people’s concern about the larger directed golden tilefish commercial fishery may be 
affecting perspectives on what to do with bluelines.  On the recreational side, even with 100% 
required reporting, because of under-reporting they will not be impacted but the commercial 
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industry is limited to an incidental catch and NC commercial industry deserves an opportunity to 
give access to the resource to all Americans.  What we’re presented with is not a viable 
commercial fishery.  So this is window-dressing.  At 500-900 pounds you could have a viable 
commercial fishery even if it is limited to a certain time of year (e.g. June-August).  You could 
also add sampling requirements. 
 
The cart is way ahead of the horse - The SSC numbers are based on the Delphi process also and 
it’s like five leaps of faith.  And there’s no leap of faith but actual data on the commercial side.  
We need to consider what’s going to be done for surveys and recreational reporting to get data 
for blueline tilefish.  It doesn’t make sense that there have been enough fish over time for the 
recreational fishery (per Delphi estimates) but there aren’t enough now for the commercial.  You 
are changing a fishery without reports on the recreational side, and how will that stand up in 
court?    
 

 
G. Mayer: I agree with B. Coppersmith – if you are using a trip limit at least make it sustainable 
– 275 pound is nothing.  In the summertime 500-900 pounds you can make a trip.  I’m also 
concerned about the charter fishery.  At the Virginia line you can catch 7 fish and we can’t catch 
any and all this came down because a few boats went up to Jersey and found a lot of fish and 
people panicked.  If you have more landings then obviously there are more fish around so why 
are we looking at this as an emergency closure and hurting the fishery – make a stock 
assessment.  Don’t hurt the folks who are reporting all their fish.  The recreational fishery is not 
100% accountable, if we were then you can make regulations but you can’t fault the commercial 
fishery because they have been in compliance and they’re telling you what they did.   
 
We need an accurate stock assessment, and without landings what do you have for a stock 
assessment?  You can’t look at 2015’s lower landings that are skewed by the closure and be 
worried that the fishery is collapsing, which is what the general public will do.  Relative to the 
commercial limits the recreational limits seem high – you can get 500 pounds with charter boats 
– we can make it on 3 fish per person – 20-25 tilefish is plenty for anybody.  You have 100s or 
1000s of recreational boats (for-hire and private) that could be catching 500 pounds at 7-fish per 
person.  If you can do that for that many boats you’re not worried about the stock – you’re 
controlling fishermen and going after the group that has been reporting.  It’s ridiculous to give 
the recreational side that much more, basically more per boat than the commercial limit, so 
basically you’re saying commercial fishing is out, it’s like the CCA is in charge. 
 

 
W. Spence: I wish the Council would be up front that the reason this started was the 2014/2015 
landings – the way it’s presented it seems like this is something that the Council has been 
working on for 5-6 years.  This is all because we caught some fish and the rest is smoke and 
mirrors.  If a person who wasn’t a fishermen walked in they wouldn’t understand that this all just 
has to do with the 2014 landings. 
 

 
J Taylor: Could commercial fishermen have a weekly quota?  A weekly quota of 1,000 pounds 
with a season could be something to help us get through this rough spot, and provide some work 
for a period (like black sea bass in South Atlantic).  
  

3



March 22, 2016 – Virginia Beach, VA 
 
Attendance: 
Jason Didden (MAFMC Staff) 
Rick Robins (Hearing Officer, MAFMC VA) 
Dewey Hemilright (MAFMC, F/V Tar Baby) 
Jeffrey Eckert (VIMS) 
Jameson Gregg (VIMS) 
Mike Avery (Seaduction Charters) 
Skip Feller (Rudee Angler) 
Steve Ellis  
 
Summary Comments: 
 
M. Avery: I like 2b (Cape Hatteras line for management area), because if you launch out of 
Rudee Inlet but go south then you quickly get into the South Atlantic area if the line is at the 
VA/NC border. 
 
I would like to get away from paper forms.  It doesn’t matter whether it’s one permit or two – it’s 
just checking one box or two.  Outside of HMS it would be precedent setting to require a private 
permit.  Compliance will be a major issue with mandatory private reporting – a lot of people just 
won’t report and you won’t know if they fished or not.  Could you use the large pelagic survey to 
gather information on tilefish?  Most people will tell the truth when the get surveyed, but won’t 
report.  The state of Virginia knows they have issues with their reporting and they don’t have 
confidence in the reports.  Requiring fish to be reported before fish leave a boat may be 
precedent-setting.  Private Federal reporting could create a duplicate reporting issue in Virginia 
unless something is done.   
 
I support 12a, 7 fish per person.  If you add more fish for longer trips, it should apply to charter 
boats also. 
 
Regarding accountability measures, don’t want to get into a situation like with cobia where an 
overage causes drastic changes the next year.  It can have a huge economic impact.  Is there an 
ability to reduce limits if we think we’re getting close to the limit but before a total closure 
happens?  Also, if some parts of the fishery access the fishery later in the fishing year they are 
disproportionately impacted by in-season closures, and unexpected closures are especially 
economically damaging. 
 
 
S. Feller: I would prefer 2b but the South Atlantic Council won’t give it up and it will open up a 
can of worms and I don’t want that to jeopardize anything else. Requiring mandatory reporting 
for everyone is kind of like requirements for hunting.  If you know you have to report and it’s 
part of the process and there’s good outreach, outside of the outlaws, over time you can get a 
good majority of people who will report.  Need to show people that reporting will not just hurt 
them. 
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12a, 7 fish per person is a must.  For the headboat industry in this area, I’m selling a trip for 7 
fish, and the sea bass closure is critical – as long as sea bass is closed people are going out for 7 
blueline tilefish.  People won’t buy a trip for 5 fish.  Our customer base is oriented around 7 fish, 
and to survive with less than 7 fish something would have to be done with black sea bass.  This 
is a $250,000 industry for me in terms of sales (not profits).  Other boats have gone out of 
business with 7 fish but we have survived.  This is a very important fishery for the for-hire 
fishery, especially in the months when black sea bass is closed.   
 
I think that bluelines grow much faster than golden tilefish.  We see a variety of sizes and we see 
areas recover after letting them rest.  The aging also seems off – fish do not seem as old as the 
aging work suggests.  We’ve been fishing successfully at the 7 fish trip limit for a long time. 
 
If you are closing the recreational fishery, need to be using e-reporting. 
 
 
S. Ellis: The ABC seems super-conservative given recent catches. 
 
 
D. Hemilright: The ABC will not support even the low estimate of the most recent recreational 
catches.  There likely won’t be any recreational closures because people won’t report.  The 
Council may have to do a Delphi process every year until stringently-enforced reporting occurs. 
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March 28, 2016 – Ocean City, MD 
 
Attendance: 
Jason Didden (MAFMC Staff) 
Howard King (Hearing Officer, MAFMC MD) 
Ron Callis (Charter Capt, Bill$ 4 Bills) 
Tony Battista (Charter Capt, Fugitive) 
Steve Doctor 
 
Summary Comments: 
 
Ron Callis: It seems like where we are at is sustainable but the stock can’t take much more.  Not 
against it, but you may not get high compliance with private reporting.  Our long trips are 28-30 
hours and I would like us included in extra fish for longer trips like the party-boats but at a 
shorter time period to account for our 28-30 hour “stretch trips.”   
 
Nobody should keep 7-8 golden tilefish per person.  2 or 3 golden tilefish would be adequate. 
 
If a stock is in good shape requiring a payback is not necessary.  You should close the fishery in 
season at a target to ensure the future of the fishery. 
 
 
Tony Battista: The “public grounds” like we call them are depleted but there are other areas 
without pressure and have plenty of fish.  I’m not dependent on tilefish but there are those who 
are.  At some point those who do depend on them will lose customers.  I’d rather be able to catch 
bluelines for the next 30 years at some sustainable number rather than get into a situation where 
we substantially deplete the resource.  Our long trips are 28-30 hours and I would like us 
included in extra fish for longer trips like the party-boats but at a shorter time period to account 
for our 28-30 hour “stretch trips.”  I will be disappointed at 5 fish but it won’t kill me (but a 7 
fish combined limit is OK).  Allowing 8 Golden Tilefish is ridiculous.   
 
If you want to know the real numbers you have to have everybody report, and make it easy to 
report (via phone).  It only takes making an example of a few folks (fines) to get the word out 
and people will fall in line.  If you can do the reporting on an app let’s do it.  Our phones start 
beeping at 7 miles out and it wouldn’t be that hard to take 2 minutes to report.  If you don’t 
report and get caught you shouldn’t get a permit. 
 
You should close the fishery in season at a target to ensure the future of the fishery. 
    
 
S. Doctor: You should go 75%/25% on the allocations to make things round/easy.  I would like 
to see a 7-fish combined limit (including golden tilefish & snowy groupers).  The golden tilefish 
cannot handle that kind of pressure – you can destroy that fishery.  It’s a pain when there are 
different federal and state regulations.   
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The worst thing you can do is open a fishery one year and close it the next.  You should use the 
system you have in black sea bass where you don’t have recreational paybacks when the stock 
size is sufficient.  You should close the fishery in season at a target to ensure the future of the 
fishery. 
 
A daily electronic reporting system/requirement will facilitate better reporting (including for-
hire).  Having VTRs come in @ 30 days is a problem.  It should be 24 or 48 hours.    
 
 
 
March 29, 2016 – Lakewood, NJ 
 
Attendance: 
Jason Didden (MAFMC Staff) 
Tom Baum (Hearing Officer, MAFMC, NJDEP) 
Rick Englesbe 
Dave Arbeitman (The Reel Seat) 
Mel Deak 
Jeff Gutman (Tilefish AP, Voyager Headboat) 
Josh O’Connor 
Dan Kulsar (F/V Anna Eileen) 
Greg Bulifant (F/V Y Knot) 
Daniel Sarter (F/V Y Knot) 
Adam Nowalsky (MAFMC) 
 
Summary Comments: 
 
M. Deak: Why require electronic VTRs?  It seems like you are getting all the data now but just 
not using it.  It bothers me that you require the VTRs for the for-hire fleet but when asking 
people (private anglers) who have nothing at stake what they caught, they may say anything.  
Regarding permitting, why would you want to cripple yourself more by not getting more targeted 
permitting – a separate golden permit and a separate blueline permit is best.  A median is more 
appropriate to use for allocations than a mean. 
 
 
Jeff Gutman:  Why do you think eVTRs will be better?  Unless you have in-season closure 
authority what do you need this data for?  Especially when you don’t really use this?  I think 
there’s some unconfirmed lore that e-reporting will result in better data.  You are getting that 
information anyway and not using it now. 
 
Regarding 5a/5b, I think there should be a separate blueline permit for-hire and private so there 
is a positive step for people to take so we start to get a handle on the population, especially if 
we’re going to have such a low quota (separate for bluelines and goldens).  I think the worst 
thing to do is to lump it in with the HMS permit because it increases the chance of being 
subjected to a huge multiplier related to all the people who get HMS permits but don’t fish for 
bluelines – it won’t show the true participation/effort/catch and we will get penalized at some 
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point.  It’s most relevant for private boats but also for charter boats.  Separate permits will better 
show what the true participation/effort is.  Looking down the road the call may come for sector 
separation. 
 
3 fish may not affect an offshore tuna trip deep dropping for a couple of tilefish fillets but will 
put me out of business – I can’t sell a trip for 3 fish.  It’s very hard to get anyone excited (or 
spend money) about catching 5 or fewer fish.  The emergency regulations didn’t destroy the 
fishery and did constrain the fishery compared to 2014.  Please provide a breakdown of 
recreational catch by month.  People aren’t happy with even 7 fish.  Could a May-September 
type season work? 3 fish is a non-amount…better to have some season with a higher amount 
than a trivial amount year round.  In the winter there’s a dogfish problem and areas become 
unfishable, but dogfish thin out after May 1.  I haven’t fished since the 2nd week of January – 
there’s nothing to fish for since sea bass is closed.  It’s hard to get out in the winter and have 
customers have a good experience. 
 
It is unfair for folks to the north who have to travel so far and make a 2-day trip to have the same 
trip limit as folks in VA/MD who can catch the same amount of fish for a 1-day trip.  In the Gulf 
of Mexico they can catch 40 bluelines on a 2-day trip.  It puts us at a disadvantage to folks to the 
south unless we have a multi-day trip limit.  If we go to lower than 7 fish I’d like to see a 2-day 
limit.  In 12d, the call in requirements are unnecessary because we report time in/time out on our 
VTRs and it is easy to know when we leave/return.   
 
I recommend using the median catch over a longer time series to dampen the effect of outliers 
while considering a longer period of activity in the fishery. 
 
I’m against an in-season closure for the same reasons as D. Arbeitman (see below).  I understand 
the benefit of not getting hit next year but you just never know when it’s going to end. 
 
The 87,000 pound number is just [expletive].  We had unlimited fishing for years and there have 
been lots of fish caught.  And then we had the higher commercial/recreational landings and even 
after that “Wild West” we still were able to usually catch whatever we were allowed to catch.  So 
the stock wasn’t obliterated by even the “Wild West” time and the 87,000 is ridiculous and not 
near the Delphi catch estimate.  We are setting ourselves up to fail and corkscrew into the ground 
with overages and deductions.  With setting it so low there will be no way to go but down due to 
overage deductions.  How can bluelines be so low compared to Golden Tilefish?  Seems to be a 
stretch to conclude that there are only 5% as many bluelines vs. goldens – that doesn’t seem 
reasonable.  Opening seabass again would take some pressure off.  There also seems to be no 
hope in terms of getting a stock assessment that uses surveys to really know what’s going on.  
The document is now outdated because of the low ABC. 
 
The private recreational fishery initially should have a lower limit than any of the for-hire sector 
since we know least about what they are catching – maybe they get a couple fish per person until 
we figure out their catch.  They don’t require as high a limit as the directed for-hire fishery. 
 
The bluelines are much more aggressive than goldens – they probably grow faster than goldens. 
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How much is the recreational ACL going to be reduced to account for recreational uncertainty?  
The end result could be ridiculous.  What would a typical deduction be?  What about discards? 
 
We are happy to help and try to provide data/samples/etc. 
 
 
D. Kulsar: I was the only one longlining for these for a while and at 275 pounds I didn’t even 
bother with them last year.   
 
I think there are more recreational guys fishing for bluelines than you think – somedays I 
couldn’t fish (commercial) in some areas there were so many vessels.  Compliance with 
reporting is likely to be an issue and you won’t know if people at private docks are reporting. 
 
If recreational fishermen are allowed a higher multi-day trip limit, then commercial fishermen 
should get a higher multi-day trip limit also.  I had 30,000 pounds of fish in two months in 2014 
and this year I had maybe 1,500 pounds – it’s not worth me going.  To make it worthwhile, a 500 
pound limit of gutted fish would not be asking that much. 
 
People just haven’t known that these fish are here – you don’t know how many there really are.  
The bluelines are much more aggressive than goldens – they probably grow faster than goldens. 
 
I try to communicate with samplers on every trip to provide information.  The fish are there.  I’m 
happy to try and take observers or provide any data I can. 
 
 
A. Nowalsky: what is the proposed Rec. catch estimation methodology?  What are the 
calculations for the numbers of recreationally caught fish?  You need to consider how regulations 
may impact discards. 
 
 
J. O’Connor: You can fill out eVTRs while you’re out and it will submit when you get back in. 
 
 
D. Arbeitman: I’m totally against 14c for the recreational sector.  In-season closures create 
economic hardships for the for-hire fleet and the tackle shops/bait dealers, who have ordered 
tackle and bait that they’ve paid for but suddenly can’t sell.  An in-season closure also disrupts 
the individual angler who may have booked trips and made other arrangements.  With VTRs 
there shouldn’t be a big surprise about high landings.  If you close it in-season we may be done 
that season and the next also if we went over.  
 
Landing have been going up – recreational and commercial landings going up should tell you 
that there are a lot of fish out there.  Now the SSC has determined that 87,000 pounds is all we 
can take.  We’ve gone from unlimited to 87,000 pounds with no indication of decline – that’s 
very frustrating.  If I had known that at the Delphi meeting our data would be used against us I 
would not have participated.  We told the truth and then the SSC cut that in half.  That and my 
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participation on the Tilefish AP seems futile.  At the end of the day, everyone on the Council and 
SSC gets a paycheck but now we don’t.    
 
 
Multiple Individuals: The size you are using for fish seems too small given all the world records 
that are being set.  The only way to create substantial discards in this fishery is to use a size limit, 
which would be crazy for this fishery since you can’t return fish to the water alive given they 
come up from so deep.  We are being set up to fail. 
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     My name is David Arbeitman. I own The Reel Seat Tackle Shop in Brielle, NJ since 1982. I am also a 

recreational tilefisherman since 2006 and a member of the MAFMC Golden Tilefish advisory panel. 

     Thank you for the opportunity to comment on The Blueline Tilefish Amendment to the Tilefish Fishery 

Management Plan. 

     I am strongly in favor of #2a from Table 1 that would establish a separate blueline tilefish 

management unit in the EEZ north of the NC/Va border. 

     I also favor alternative 5b under For Hire Recreational Permitting and Reporting. This would require 

Charter and Party Boats to have a new Federal Charter/Party Boat blueline tilefish vessel permit. Along 

with this, I favor the next alternatie 5c which would require standard catch reports using VTRs and not 

EVTRs. 

     I believe 6a is very important. Creating a recreational fishing permit for private recreational anglers to 

catch golden and blueline tilefish will help establish a way to determine recreational landings other then 

those from party & charter boats. In order to make this work 6c is essential. This would require private 

fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catches through the HMS system. 

     As for recreational bag/possession limits, I am in favor of continuing the emergency action bag limit 

of 7 but modifying it to read as a daily limit and not a trip limit. It is not fair for those of us that fish from 

ports north of Cape May, NJ. We travel on average 100 – 110 miles to catch blueline tilefish. These trips 

take 2 days while the boats from Cape May and south are much closer to the fishing grounds and only 

need to do single day trips. In other words, if I travel to Rudee Inlet and fish on 2 single day trips I can 

take home 14 blueline tilefish. But if I fish on the Voyager out of Pt Pleasant Beach, NJ on a 2 day trip I 

can only take home 7 blueline tilefish for the same amount of fishing time. Changing to a daily limit 

rather then a trip limit is not a new or radical idea. The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 

utilizes a daily bag limit. Their policy states that persons on qualified head boats or charter vessels with 2 

captains for trips in excess of 24 hours may possess a 2 day bag limit of reef fish (both golden and 

blueline tilefish are classified by that council as reef fish). 

    As both a fisherman and a member of the recreational fishing industry, I am totally against 14c dealing 

with In season closure authority within the recreational sector. Any in season closure would create 

economical hardships for the party boats and charter boats already booked to do blueline tilefish trips 

as well as tackle shops and bait dealers who must order tackle and bait well in advance for the season. 

An in season closure would also affect the quality of life for the anglers who booked and paid for these 

trips in advance. It would deny them a chance of participating in this fishery. 

     Finally I would like to talk about possible quotas. I don’t see how the Council can establish one based 

on only using commercial landings and party boat/charter boat VTRs. As of now there is no peer 

reviewed and accepted stock assessment for blueline tilefish north of the NC/Va border. In addition with 

the landings of both commercial and recreational fishermen increasing with no apparent decline one 

could speculate that the stocks are robust and yet all indications lead us to believe the quota will be far 

less then the quota for golden tilefish. If both of these species are deemed to be sedentary and slow 

growing then shouldn’t the quotas for both species be similar. The last golden tilefish stock assessment 

determined they were not overfished and overfishing was not occurring and NOAA declared the stock 

fully rebuilt in 2014.  
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From: Fred Akers
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline Tilefish Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 3:06:06 PM
Attachments: Akers Blueline PID Comments.pdf

Dear Jason,

      Attached please find my blueline tilefish management comments.

      Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the
Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process and for this
opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of
blueline tilefish.

      I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be
both comprehensive and very well written, and I look forward to
continuing to work with you on their future sustainability.

Best Regards,

Fred Akers, Recreational Tilefish fisherman
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         Fred Akers 
         P.O. Box 395 
         Newtonville, NJ  08346 


Mr. Jason Didden 
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
Sent by email to:  jdidden@mafmc.or   
 
RE:  Blueline Tilefish Comments 


Dear Jason: 


     Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process.  
I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be both comprehensive and very well written, 
and I offer comments in support of the following alternatives: 


5.2a - Establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be managed by the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   


5.3 Alternative 3 - Use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to blueline 
tilefish in its management unit. 


5.6b - Require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by any vessel 
owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish. 


5.6c - Require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through the HMS reporting 
system. 


5.7 Alternative 7 - Create a Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee from the existing Golden 
Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 


5.8 Alternative 8 - Establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish. 


5.9b - Establish that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 


5.9c - Establish that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 


5.10a - Council would rely on adjusting the specifications to control relative catch between the commercial 
and recreational fisheries. 


5.10d – Set a fishery wide ABC, ACL, and ACT. 


5.12a - Continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish. 


5.14b - If the ACL is exceeded, the Council will recommend management measures (commercial and/or 
recreational). 
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          Thank you for this opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of blueline 
tilefish, and I look forward to continuing to work with you on their future sustainability. 


 


Best Regards, 


 


Fred Akers, Recreational Fisherman         







 

 

 

         Fred Akers 
         P.O. Box 395 
         Newtonville, NJ  08346 

Mr. Jason Didden 
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
Sent by email to:  jdidden@mafmc.or   
 
RE:  Blueline Tilefish Comments 

Dear Jason: 

     Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process.  
I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be both comprehensive and very well written, 
and I offer comments in support of the following alternatives: 

5.2a - Establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be managed by the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   

5.3 Alternative 3 - Use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to blueline 
tilefish in its management unit. 

5.6b - Require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by any vessel 
owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish. 

5.6c - Require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through the HMS reporting 
system. 

5.7 Alternative 7 - Create a Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee from the existing Golden 
Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 

5.8 Alternative 8 - Establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish. 

5.9b - Establish that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 

5.9c - Establish that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 

5.10a - Council would rely on adjusting the specifications to control relative catch between the commercial 
and recreational fisheries. 

5.10d – Set a fishery wide ABC, ACL, and ACT. 

5.12a - Continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish. 

5.14b - If the ACL is exceeded, the Council will recommend management measures (commercial and/or 
recreational). 
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          Thank you for this opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of blueline 
tilefish, and I look forward to continuing to work with you on their future sustainability. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Fred Akers, Recreational Fisherman         
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From: Jameson W Gregg
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: blueline tilefish comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2016 11:30:32 AM

Jason,
 
Thank you again for the informative session the other night on tilefish. As a follow up, I found the
 report to VMRC from ODU on age and growth and population dynamics. So that report answered
 several of my questions about the number of biological samples processed for that assessment but I
 will have to contact ODU directly about their processing and ageing methodology. Since that
 particular study was limited to samples from only 1 year I think it would behoove management to
 look at other years for comparison, especially from the years of 2014 and 2015 when the most
 blueline tilefish were caught to date. Despite the sample size being sufficient for most publications,
 more recent data and additional data to compare would provide the SSC with some other options. I
 know this is probably too late for this go around but I believe this should be reevaluated for future
 management.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Jameson Gregg
 
Jameson Gregg
Marine Scientist Senior | Multispecies Research Group
NEAMAP, ChesMMAP and Shark Longline Surveys
804.684.7321 |  jgregg@vims.edu | http://www.vims.edu
PO Box 1346 | Rt. 1375 Greate Rd., Gloucester Pt., VA 23062
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From: Beverly Lynch
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: blueline tile fish
Date: Sunday, March 13, 2016 1:25:16 PM

I couldn't access the public hearing document for blue line tile fish.
My comments anyway.
My husband is retiring from black sea bass pot fishing after 43 years
due to back and knee problems. He intends to hand line his VA sea bass
quota and land tautog, wahoo, tile fish and other species. He has
landed them in the past, but usually ate the tile fish. He doesn't
want any more restrictions as this is his future income.
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From: Regina E Sportfishing
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline tilefish hearings
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 11:03:48 AM

Good morning Mr Didden,
I see that there is an intention of making a combined blueline and golden tilefish management
 plan. I'd like to ask does that mean that the bag limits will be combined for both recreational/
 for-hire and commercial operations?  If that is the case I would like to object to that, being
 that it would constrict my opportunities as well as my customers ability to harvest fish on any
 given day. Especially with the unpredictable nature of offshore fishing. Additionally have any
 realistic surveys or research been conducted on the actual biomass of the blue line and golden
 tilefish?  Not assumptions made by persons who have little to no hands on experience in the
 fishery.
I appreciate your time in this matter and look forward to joining the conversation in regards to
 tilefish management in the Northeast.

Captain Chet O'Leary
Regina E Sportfishing
917-686-4515
www.ReginaEsportfishing.com
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From: James Riggs
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline Tilefish
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 9:26:21 AM

Sir,
    I support any legislation that would help protect and grow this important species Blueline
 Tilefish.....Thank you JR 
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Dr. Christopher Moore 
Executive Director, MAFMC 
(Blueline Tilefish Comments – Jason Didden) 
800 North State St., Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 
Dear Sir,                                                                                                      March 30, 2016 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Blueline Tilefish Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP).  The Virginia Saltwater Sportfishing Association (VSSA) is a growing organization of 
recreational fisherman in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  Our mission includes representing 
the interests of Virginia’s recreational saltwater anglers, ensuring the long-term sustainability 
of Virginia's fisheries, while protecting Virginia’s marine, boat, and tackle industry jobs.   
 
Virginia recreational anglers support this FMP to help ensure the long term 
sustainability of Blueline Tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic waters.  VSSA offers the following 
recommendations:   
 
Management Unit:  2b -- Cape Hatteras. 
For Hire Permit:  5a -- Combine with Golden Tilefish permit. 
For Hire Reporting:  5c -- Status Quo use GARFO VTR reporting. 
Private Permit:  6b -- Combine with existing HMS permit. 
Private Reporting:  6c -- Report like other HMS reporting.  Do not support pre-landing 
reporting.  Do not support dual reporting to both state and federal agencies. 
Rec Limits:  12a -- 7 fish per person.   
 
Regarding Accountability Measures (AM).  We do not support AMs with automatic triggers.  
We are learning hard lessons now with cobia that automatic triggers, while intentions may be 
good, can have severe negative consequences.  MRIP reporting will be of zero usefulness with 
Bluelines as actual intercepts are highly unlikely given the low number of anglers that target 
bluelines.  Therefore, with mandatory reporting, the landings should be near-real time so AMs 
should be done in-season to prevent automatic triggers like shut-downs. 
 
Request the SSC look hard at the allocations.  The numbers briefed at the public hearing 
seemed low which could result in exceeding any ACL in the first year after the FMP is 
implemented.   
 
If you have any questions or comments, the best way to contact us is through our website or 
email, ifishva@gmail.com, or my phone:  757-329-5137 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Avery 
Mike Avery, President 
 
CF:  VMRC 
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From: Fred Akers
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline Tilefish Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 3:06:06 PM
Attachments: Akers Blueline PID Comments.pdf

Dear Jason,

      Attached please find my blueline tilefish management comments.

      Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the
Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process and for this
opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of
blueline tilefish.

      I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be
both comprehensive and very well written, and I look forward to
continuing to work with you on their future sustainability.

Best Regards,

Fred Akers, Recreational Tilefish fisherman
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         Fred Akers 
         P.O. Box 395 
         Newtonville, NJ  08346 


Mr. Jason Didden 
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
Sent by email to:  jdidden@mafmc.or   
 
RE:  Blueline Tilefish Comments 


Dear Jason: 


     Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process.  
I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be both comprehensive and very well written, 
and I offer comments in support of the following alternatives: 


5.2a - Establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be managed by the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   


5.3 Alternative 3 - Use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to blueline 
tilefish in its management unit. 


5.6b - Require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by any vessel 
owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish. 


5.6c - Require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through the HMS reporting 
system. 


5.7 Alternative 7 - Create a Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee from the existing Golden 
Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 


5.8 Alternative 8 - Establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish. 


5.9b - Establish that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 


5.9c - Establish that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 


5.10a - Council would rely on adjusting the specifications to control relative catch between the commercial 
and recreational fisheries. 


5.10d – Set a fishery wide ABC, ACL, and ACT. 


5.12a - Continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish. 


5.14b - If the ACL is exceeded, the Council will recommend management measures (commercial and/or 
recreational). 


 


March 30, 2016 
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          Thank you for this opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of blueline 
tilefish, and I look forward to continuing to work with you on their future sustainability. 


 


Best Regards, 


 


Fred Akers, Recreational Fisherman         







 

 

 

         Fred Akers 
         P.O. Box 395 
         Newtonville, NJ  08346 

Mr. Jason Didden 
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
Sent by email to:  jdidden@mafmc.or   
 
RE:  Blueline Tilefish Comments 

Dear Jason: 

     Thank you very much for inviting me to participate in the Recreational Blueline Tilefish Delphi process.  
I find your Blueline Tilefish Public Information Document to be both comprehensive and very well written, 
and I offer comments in support of the following alternatives: 

5.2a - Establish a separate blueline tilefish management unit in the EEZ north of the NC/VA border 
(36.550278 N Latitude) extending up to the boundary with Canada, which would be managed by the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council.   

5.3 Alternative 3 - Use the most recent peer-reviewed and accepted assessment as applicable to blueline 
tilefish in its management unit. 

5.6b - Require that a NMFS Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit be obtained by any vessel 
owner/operator seeking to catch golden or blueline tilefish. 

5.6c - Require private fishermen to report golden and blueline tilefish catch through the HMS reporting 
system. 

5.7 Alternative 7 - Create a Golden/Blueline Tilefish Monitoring Committee from the existing Golden 
Tilefish Monitoring Committee. 

5.8 Alternative 8 - Establish that any action that is frameworkable for golden tilefish would also be 
frameworkable for blueline tilefish. 

5.9b - Establish that the Council’s current control rules for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 

5.9c - Establish that the Council’s current risk policy for ABC-setting would apply to blueline tilefish. 

5.10a - Council would rely on adjusting the specifications to control relative catch between the commercial 
and recreational fisheries. 

5.10d – Set a fishery wide ABC, ACL, and ACT. 

5.12a - Continue the emergency action's recreational bag limit of 7 fish. 

5.14b - If the ACL is exceeded, the Council will recommend management measures (commercial and/or 
recreational). 
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          Thank you for this opportunity to provide public comments for the future protection of blueline 
tilefish, and I look forward to continuing to work with you on their future sustainability. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Fred Akers, Recreational Fisherman         
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From: Jameson W Gregg
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: blueline tilefish comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2016 11:30:32 AM

Jason,
 
Thank you again for the informative session the other night on tilefish. As a follow up, I found the
 report to VMRC from ODU on age and growth and population dynamics. So that report answered
 several of my questions about the number of biological samples processed for that assessment but I
 will have to contact ODU directly about their processing and ageing methodology. Since that
 particular study was limited to samples from only 1 year I think it would behoove management to
 look at other years for comparison, especially from the years of 2014 and 2015 when the most
 blueline tilefish were caught to date. Despite the sample size being sufficient for most publications,
 more recent data and additional data to compare would provide the SSC with some other options. I
 know this is probably too late for this go around but I believe this should be reevaluated for future
 management.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Jameson Gregg
 
Jameson Gregg
Marine Scientist Senior | Multispecies Research Group
NEAMAP, ChesMMAP and Shark Longline Surveys
804.684.7321 |  jgregg@vims.edu | http://www.vims.edu
PO Box 1346 | Rt. 1375 Greate Rd., Gloucester Pt., VA 23062
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From: Beverly Lynch
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: blueline tile fish
Date: Sunday, March 13, 2016 1:25:16 PM

I couldn't access the public hearing document for blue line tile fish.
My comments anyway.
My husband is retiring from black sea bass pot fishing after 43 years
due to back and knee problems. He intends to hand line his VA sea bass
quota and land tautog, wahoo, tile fish and other species. He has
landed them in the past, but usually ate the tile fish. He doesn't
want any more restrictions as this is his future income.
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From: Regina E Sportfishing
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline tilefish hearings
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 11:03:48 AM

Good morning Mr Didden,
I see that there is an intention of making a combined blueline and golden tilefish management
 plan. I'd like to ask does that mean that the bag limits will be combined for both recreational/
 for-hire and commercial operations?  If that is the case I would like to object to that, being
 that it would constrict my opportunities as well as my customers ability to harvest fish on any
 given day. Especially with the unpredictable nature of offshore fishing. Additionally have any
 realistic surveys or research been conducted on the actual biomass of the blue line and golden
 tilefish?  Not assumptions made by persons who have little to no hands on experience in the
 fishery.
I appreciate your time in this matter and look forward to joining the conversation in regards to
 tilefish management in the Northeast.

Captain Chet O'Leary
Regina E Sportfishing
917-686-4515
www.ReginaEsportfishing.com
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From: James Riggs
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Blueline Tilefish
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 9:26:21 AM

Sir,
    I support any legislation that would help protect and grow this important species Blueline
 Tilefish.....Thank you JR 
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Executive Summary 
 

Recognizing a potentially increasing demand for blueline tilefish in the recreational 
fishery, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council initiated emergency measures in 2015 to 
control harvest. Due to historically low catches of blueline tilefish by private recreational 
anglers, and lack of reporting among the for-hire sector (due to no mandates or misunderstanding 
of reporting requirements), few data exist on recreational effort or harvest within traditional data 
sources. To develop an initial estimate of blueline tilefish landings, the Council employed a 
modified version of the Delphi technique. This technique is a scientifically accepted method for 
gathering data from a group with expert knowledge, but has not commonly been applied to 
developing quantitative estimates such as fisheries catch or effort. Through an initial anonymous 
survey, charterboat and headboat operators, individual private anglers, and tackle shop owners 
with intimate knowledge of recreational blueline tilefish fishing in the Mid-Atlantic region 
provided detailed estimates of effort and catch for boats fishing from most ports in the region. 
This was followed by an in-person meeting to combine the collective knowledge of the expert 
panel to refine the initial estimates and a final follow-up survey after the meeting to confirm the 
refined estimates. 
 

Based on an analysis of the collected information, the expert panel confirmed (general 
consensus) an estimate of total regional catch ranging from 32,340 to 50,645 blueline tilefish in 
2015. 

Estimated number of blueline tilefish landed by components of 
the recreational fishing sector in the Mid-Atlantic during 2015. 

 
Number of Fish Caught in 2015 

  Low High 
Charter Boats 10,770 17,000 
Headboats 15,410 17,152 
Private anglers 6,160 16,493 

Total 32,340 50,645 
 
More than half of the panel used personal or boat fishing logs to provide the data used as 

a basis for generating these estimates; others used best estimates based on recollection and all 
were confident to some degree in the accuracy of their numbers. Nobody expressed little or no 
confidence in the numbers that they provided.  

It is not clear that catches have increased or decreased in the past one and five years. The 
responses were somewhat evenly distributed in reporting decreased, increased or no change in 
catches. However, effort directed toward blueline tilefish did seem to present a clear increasing 
trend and, noticeably, the number of private recreational boats seeking blueline tilefish seems to 
be on the increase. 

There was a high degree of satisfaction with the use of the modified Delphi process to 
generate these estimates, with 85% of respondents indicating support for using this process for 
other data-poor fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic region. Responses to open ended questions also 
indicated substantial support for using this process for other aspects of fisheries management, 
such as management options for specific fisheries and allocations. 
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Background 
 
Blueline tilefish are a non-migratory species susceptible to overfishing due to long lifespan and 
relatively sedentary nature. The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council has begun 
developing management measures for blueline tilefish for the Mid-Atlantic region. This follows 
the implementation in June 2015 of federal (NOAA) emergency management measures for the 
blueline tilefish fishery in the Greater Atlantic Region. Since the announcement by NOAA, the 
Council has undertaken the following steps toward development of a long-term management 
plan: 

 June 1-18, 2015: Scoping hearings were held throughout the Mid-Atlantic region to 
gather public input on blueline tilefish management. 

 August 2015: The Council reviewed scoping comments and voted to proceed with an 
Amendment to the Golden Tilefish Fishery Management Plan to temporarily address 
blueline tilefish management issues.  

 October 2015: The Council reviewed a preliminary set of alternatives for blueline tilefish 
management and endorsed development of a range of alternatives in a full Environmental 
Assessment to be reviewed at a future Council meeting. 

 
The emergency measures will end in June of 2016, at which time the Council will implement the 
management amendment. Currently, little is known about the recreational catch, harvest, or 
effort statistics needed for developing the recreational component of this amendment.  To aid the 
Council in the development of its long-term management plan for blueline tilefish, Southwick 
Associates coordinated a modified Delphi process involving selected experts in the fishery to 
establish consensus on recreational catch estimates, including recreational effort. 

About the Delphi Method 
 
The Delphi technique is a scientifically accepted method for gathering data from a group with 
expert knowledge when the issue in question, such as recreational catch, has limited empirical 
data on which to draw. The Delphi technique was originally developed by the RAND 
Corporation in the 1950s to assess the potential effects of military strategies when historic data 
on possible reactions by other countries were not available. Since then, the process has been 
refined and applied to assess the potential effects of many different types of government and 
private sector activities, decisions, and policies.   
 
The classic Delphi process aims to achieve consensus across a range of people and opinions 
through the use of anonymous questionnaires delivered over multiple rounds of surveys.  In a 
Delphi study, the answers to specific questions - such as best estimates of recreational catch - are 
processed, summarized and sent back to the panelists in a new questionnaire.  The panelists can 
reinforce, change or modify their previous responses based on the response and input from the 
rest of the group. The questionnaires are administered anonymously and panelists are not aware 
of the identity of the other participants, to prevent bias. 
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Goal 
 
To estimate the total catch by the recreational sector (private anglers, charter boats, and 
headboats) of blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic region during 2015. 
 
Methods 
 
This project applied a modified Delphi process to arrive at a best expert consensus of blueline 
tilefish recreational landings in the Mid-Atlantic region. A panel of experts with an 
understanding of fishery management strategies in the Mid-Atlantic region and specific 
knowledge of blueline tilefish was identified and contacted by the Council for participation in 
this process. Information was collected from these experts through four primary and iterative 
mechanisms: 
 

 A confidential survey (Survey 1) to ascertain catch (average and annual), effort (trips), 
and estimated number of charterboats, headboats, and private boats observed in the 
marina/port and on the water that were presumed to be fishing for blueline tilefish. This 
survey was administered prior to the in-person meeting 

 In-person group discussion, including a second-round survey (Survey 2) to determine the 
appropriate means to clarify data collected in Survey 1. 

 In-person group exercise to determine catch and effort of charter boats, by port, in the 
mid Atlantic. 

 A third and final round of surveys (Survey 3) following the workshop to finalize 
consensus on the results developed with the information collected throughout the process. 

 
The results of Survey 1 (pre-meeting survey) and Survey 3 (post-meeting survey) are discussed 
in the individual sections below. The survey conducted during the in-person meeting (termed 
“Survey 2”) presented the overall coastwide estimates of landings and effort derived from 
Survey 1 and asked participants to react to them. As is typical in a Delphi process, participants’ 
opinions were still being formed based on the feedback from their fellow participants and review 
of others’ responses to the survey question. Subsequently, the results of Survey 2 were mixed but 
generally indicated that while participants were comfortable with their responses at an individual 
level they were less confident in judging the coastwide estimates resulting from the aggregated 
individual responses. Additionally, Survey 2 clearly indicated that calculation of coastwide 
landings estimates based on coastwide averages of catch and trips was less reliable than 
estimating catch and effort on a port-by-port basis and aggregating those to a coastwide level.  
This approach inherently accounts for varying degrees of effort and success in different 
geographic areas of the region. The input from Survey 2 formed the basis for the in-meeting 
exercise of analyzing charterboat catch and effort (based on avidity and skill level) on an 
individual port basis, the results of which are discussed in the Charterboat section below.        

 
Results 
 
Note: Throughout this document, the terms “primary” and “fallback” blueline tilefish trips are 
used. Primary indicates a trip where catching blueline was the primary purpose at the outset of 
the trip; fallback indicates a trip where the primary target was another species but blueline 
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tilefish were subsequently targeted as a secondary objective. For purposes of classifying and 
enumerating the number of charterboats and headboats in the survey, participants were asked to 
a) enumerate the number of boats that took one or more primary trips each year and b) enumerate 
boats that never took a primary blueline trip but engaged in blueline fishing as a secondary 
objective 
 
Eight charterboat operators, seven headboat operators, one tackle shop operator, and four 
recreational anglers were contacted and invited to participate in the process. All twenty 
participants completed the initial survey for a 100% response rate, coming from Virginia, 
Maryland, Delaware, New Jersey, and New York (Figure 1). Ten respondents indicated that they 
used personal or boat fishing logs to complete the survey questions; five used best estimates 
based on recollection.  Eight expressed very high confidence in the accuracy of their numbers, 
two were fairly confident, and three were somewhat confident. Nobody expressed little or no 
confidence in the numbers that they provided. 
 
 
Figure 1. Ports represented in the MAFMC blueline tilefish modified Delphi process. 
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Charterboat Estimates 

Results of Survey 1 
 
Annual “catch” and “kept” estimates for each respondent were calculated as follows:  
 

a) Typical (average) catch per primary trip x number of primary trips in 2015 x number 
of charterboats in that port that targeted blueline tilefish. 
 
b) Typical (average) catch per fallback trip x number of fallback trips in 2015 x number 
of charterboats in that port that conducted fallback but not primary trips for  blueline 
tilefish . 
 
c) Total catch (or kept) was the sum of the estimates for primary and fallback trips, and 
provided an estimate of the number of blueline tilefish caught by charterboat operators in 
each port in 2015. 

 
In three ports where no charterboat operator participated in the survey but where a headboat 
operator reported the number of charterboats, the charterboat catch for that port was calculated as 
follows: 
 

a) Number of charterboats conducting primary trips x coastwide charterboat average 
catch per primary trip x coastwide charterboat number of primary blueline tilefish trips. 
 
b) Number of charterboats conducting fallback trips x coastwide charterboat average 
catch per fallback trip x coastwide charterboat number of fallback blueline tilefish trips. 
 
c) Total catch (or kept) was the sum of the fallback and primary estimates. 
 

Coastwide catch estimates were derived by summing the individual port-specific estimates. In 
two cases where more than one respondent came from a single port, their total catch estimates 
were averaged to obtain a single port-specific estimate.  
 
Using this methodology, it is estimated that the total number of blueline tilefish kept (landed) by 
charterboats 2015 in the Mid-Atlantic region was 17,152 fish. 

In-Meeting Exercise 
 
During the in-meeting group exercise, participants applied their knowledge of charterboat effort 
in each major port to enumerate the number of charterboats fishing for blueline tilefish classified 
by fishing effort (number of trips each year) and average catch per trip as in the matrix below 
(Figure 2). A separate matrix was produced for each port. 
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Figure 2. Template for in-meeting estimation of port-specific effort and catch for blueline 
tilefish by charterboats. 

 
Catch per Trip 

Trips per year: 0-10 fish 11-20 fish 21+ fish (avg=30) 

1-2 trips # of boats # of boats # of boats 

3-6 trips # of boats # of boats # of boats 

7+ trips (avg=10) # of boats # of boats # of boats 
 
This had the advantage of capturing the personal experience and knowledge of the charterboat 
operators of their unique community in the Mid-Atlantic. Ports evaluated were identical to those 
identified through the survey ensuring that direct personal knowledge was brought into the 
analysis by operators within those ports.  Ports analyzed spanned the entire range of the Mid-
Atlantic (Figure 1). 
 
Once port-by-port estimates were gathered, they were used to estimate blueline tilefish landed on 
an annual basis.  Despite the high level of confidence of the respondents in their responses and 
the iterative approach to increase the accuracy of total catch, there remains a level of uncertainty 
around “average” estimates.  As a result, low and high catch estimates are developed to 
enumerate the potential range around the average.    
 
Low estimates applied the lowest value for each of the variables in a cell to calculate the number 
of fish landed. For example, in the cell represented by “1-2 trips” and “0-10 fish,” the cell value 
(number of boats identified by participants) were multiplied by 1 trip and by 1 fish (it was 
assumed that each trip caught at least 1 fish for this purpose). Likewise, the cell represented by 
“11-20 fish” and “1-2 trips” multiplied the cell value (number of boats identified by participants) 
by 1 trip and by 11 fish. In this manner, the “low estimate” of total number of fish landed was the 
sum of the low estimates of the cell-by-cell calculations. 
 
High estimates were developed in a similar way, but using the high value of the range for each 
element constituting the cell multiplied by the number of boats identified by participants in that 
cell. For the two open-ended highest categories (21+ fish and 7+ trips), an average number 
identified by participants (30 fish and 10 trips respectively) were used to calculate average 
landing estimates. Average estimates were calculated by applying the midpoint of each cell 
element multiplied by the number of boats identified by participants for that cell.  
 
Total number of fish landed in the mid Atlantic was calculated as the sum of the total fish landed 
in each port. The total number of boats was calculated as the sum of all boats identified in each 
port. 
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Table 1. Number of blueline tilefish landed by charterboats in 2015, based on in-meeting 
port evaluation. 
 Low Estimate High Estimate Average Estimate 
Number of boats na na 119 
Total fish landed 5,223 18,597 10,770 
 
 
Although this presents a range of possible values, for either the low value or the high value to be 
true assumes that all charterboats take the fewest trips and catch the fewest fish, or conversely 
take the greatest number of trips and catch the highest number of fish, in each category. We 
believe that while this could technically be possible, the true value is likely closer to the 
midpoint between the low and high (11,910) or the calculated average (10,770) for this 
methodology. 
 

Analysis 
 
The results from the on-line survey and the in-meeting port-by-port analysis are generally 
consistent with each other. The survey reflects the catch rate and the number of trips that survey 
participants reported in 2015 multiplied by the total number of estimated charterboats per port.  
If the project participants are the more avid or more successful among their charterboat peers, 
then this number could be expected to be on the high end of the range. The in-meeting port-by-
port analysis represents the best estimate of the number of boats classified by perceived avidity 
and success, and if accurate could be expected to represent the entire range of success and 
avidity across all charterboats. Given the differences in these approaches, the degree to which the 
estimates are in the same approximate range is likely indicative of their general validity. Based 

on these results, and the confidence expressed by the survey respondents, we believe that 

10,770-17,000 is a reasonable estimate of blueline tilefish landed by the Mid-Atlantic 

charterboat community in 2015. 

Results of Survey 3: Confirmation of Estimates 
 
The third round of surveys was conducted post-meeting and asked respondents to provide their 
input into the estimated values for number of fish landed and number of boats operating in the 
2015 blueline charterboat fishery in the Mid-Atlantic that were based on their input during the 
earlier phases of this project. Four out of eight charterboat operators responded to this survey and 
were almost unanimous in the opinion that the numbers of boats and numbers of fish were 
reasonable. One respondent felt that both numbers should be slightly lower than calculated, but 
not substantially different from the lower end of the calculated range (Table 2).  In response to 
questions to pinpoint the numbers at the lower or upper ends of the ranges, the number of 
responses is too low to draw definitive conclusions but in general there was a tendency toward 
the lower end. 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

Table 2. Charterboat consensus on calculated values of number of charterboats fishing for 
blueline tilefish and number of blueline tilefish landed in the Mid-Atlantic during 2015. 
  Yes No 
Is 80-119 charter boats reasonable? 3 1 

If yes, is it closer to.….. 
80 boats 2 - 
119 boats 1 - 

If no, what is a reasonable number of boats? - 50 
Is 10,770- 17,152 fish landed by charter boats reasonable? 3 1 

If yes, is it closer to ……. 
10,770 fish 2 - 
14,000 fish (midpoint) 1 - 
17,152 fish - - 

If no, what is a reasonable number of fish? - 10,000 

 

Headboat Estimates 
 
The headboat community fishing for blueline tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic as either a primary or 
fallback species is fairly small. As a result, the seven headboat operators who participated in this 
process very likely account for the vast majority of landings. During the in-meeting discussion, 
participants concluded that using the Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) that most headboats in the 
region are required to complete and submit to NOAA Fisheries could provide a good indication 
of blueline tilefish landings for 2015. However, due to confusion about the need for reporting 
blueline tilefish on the VTRs (and incomplete coverage of these reports among the fleet), entries 
for past years and for all boats may not completely reflect the true landings, so VTRs should be 
viewed as a minimum catch estimate. Therefore, results of the survey were used to fill in where 
data were not available.  
 
It is important to note that three headboats operate from a single port in Virginia, all operated by 
the same captain. In communications with this captain, it was determined that it was rare for 
even two of these vessels to have operated offshore at a single time in 2015 and therefore, for 
purposes of extrapolating responses into landings, this port was considered to have only a single 
headboat. 

Results of Survey 1 
 
Due to the small number of vessels operating in the headboat blueline tilefish fishery, survey 
results and VTR submissions are not discussed in detail to preserve confidentiality. However, 
through a comparison of the combined landings reported by several vessels on VTRs and the 
combined landings reported for those same vessels in the survey, we concluded that the survey 
responses were a good surrogate for VTRs and for helping to fill in some of the data gaps from 
headboats who either did not report or were not required to report blueline tilefish via VTRs. 
 
Survey results were used in two ways: 1) the cumulative total of blueline tilefish directly 
reported to have been landed in 2015 by the seven headboat operator respondents, and 2) 
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summation of individual responses for the average catch per trip multiplied by the number of 
trips in 2015 and multiplied by the number of headboats in each port (identical to the 
methodology outlined earlier for charterboats, but using headboat reported data). As with the 
charterboat analysis, in one case a headboat was reported by charterboat respondents in a port 
where no headboats were represented among the project participants, and their catches were 
determined using the average coastwide catch and trips reported for other headboats (although 
the end contribution to the total estimate was fairly minimal).    

Analysis 
 
Through these techniques, total landings of blueline tilefish by headboats in the Mid-Atlantic 

in 2015 are estimated to be 15,410 (reported) to 17,152 (extrapolated) fish based on survey 

responses. Again, based on the strong agreement between the cumulative VTR landings data and 
corresponding survey response data we view this estimate to be a very close approximation to 
the actual landings. 

Results of Survey 3: Confirmation of Estimates 
 
The third round of surveys was conducted post-meeting and asked respondents to provide their 
input into the values for number of fish landed and number of boats operating in the 2015 
blueline headboat fishery in the Mid-Atlantic based on their input during the earlier phases of 
this project. Four (out of seven) headboat operators responded. Due to the narrow range between 
the upper and lower bounds of the estimates, respondents were not asked to provide input on 
whether the true value was closer to one or the other. As with the charterboats, there was general 
consensus to the number of headboats and number of blueline tilefish landed by headboats in 
2015, with the only dissension still falling within the general range (number of boats). 
 
Table 3. Headboat consensus on calculated values of number of headboats fishing for 
blueline tilefish and number of blueline tilefish landed in the Mid-Atlantic during 2015. 
    Yes No No 

Opinion 
Is 6 primary-trip and 6 fallback-trip headboats 
reasonable?  3 1 - 

If no, what is a reasonable number of headboats: Primary  4 - 
Fallback  4 - 

Is 15,410 to 17,152 fish landed by headboats reasonable?  3 - 1 
 
To try to develop a further comparison between the 2015 averages and historical trends in 
landings, headboat operators were asked to provide their best estimate of the number of blueline 
tilefish landed during three historical time periods. The numbers in Table 4 reflect the average 
catch per vessel in each time period. 
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Table 4. What was your average catch (numbers) of blueline tilefish per year in each of the 
following time periods (mean value of respondents)?  
Time period Avg. catch 
  2004 to 2007 5,337 
  2008 to 2011 3,628 
  2012 to 2015 4,753 

*Note: results do not include a reported value of 10 fish per year that was deemed an outlier. Note that fishing restrictions  were 

put in place latter half of 2015 and may affect the results. 

Private Boat Estimates 
 
There is little in the traditional recreational landings surveys to indicate the extent of private 
recreational angler effort or landings on blueline tilefish. The data that are available is very 
sporadic. Blueline tilefish are not easily accessible to recreational anglers due to their distance 
from shore. This is especially true for private individuals who must have large seaworthy vessels 
to venture the required distance. To ascertain the extent of recreational blueline tilefish landings, 
we relied on analysis and extrapolation of the survey results. 

Results of Survey 1 
 
The number of private boats that fish for blueline tilefish was estimated in two ways. First, a 
baseline number was determined by asking charterboat and headboat operators to estimate the 
number of private vessels docked in their port that caught blueline tilefish. We did not ask 
charter or headboat respondents to delineate whether these private vessels were primarily 
targeting blueline tilefish or whether they caught them as a fallback species. This estimate 
provides a very baseline estimate as it does not account for private vessels that dock at small 
marinas, private docks, or are trailered. Second, we asked all charterboat, headboat, and private 
boat respondents to estimate the number of vessels of each type that they observed presumably 
fishing for blueline tilefish on a typical trip when they fished for this species. Again, given the 
distance from shore and location of blueline tilefish grounds, it is reasonable to assume that 
vessels in the same vicinity are fishing for blueline tilefish and not another species (except 
perhaps golden tilefish).    
 
The ratio of private “blueline tilefish” boats observed in port to blueline tilefish charterboats in 
that same port, and the ratio of private blueline tilefish boats to charterboats observed fishing on 
a typical trip were then used to extrapolate the total number of private boats based on the number 
of charterboats. 
 
The average ratio of private boats observed fishing for blueline tilefish to charterboats fishing for 
blueline tilefish was as follows: 
 

Charterboat respondents:  1.0 private boat per charterboat 
Headboat respondents:  1.8 private boats per charterboat 
Private boat respondents: 1.1 private boats per charterboat 
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The average ratio of observed private boats to charterboats docked in a port (including only boats 
that were believed to fish for blueline tilefish) averaged 0.8 for charterboat respondents and 0.5 
for headboat respondents. 
 
The lower ratio of private boats observed docked in port than those fishing seemingly provides in 
an indication that the in-port observations are a minimum number but the proximity of this ratio 
to those observed fishing provides a degree of comfort that the ratios observed fishing may be 
reasonable to use to extrapolate for purposes of determining overall numbers. 
 
To estimate blueline tilefish landings per boat, private recreational anglers on our panel were 
asked the same questions as others related to number of trips taken to fish for blueline tilefish as 
a primary or fallback species, catch on their last trip, and average catch per trip in 2015. Results 
of those questions are shown in Table 5 
 
 
Table 5. Estimated annual catch per boat of blueline tilefish by private anglers 

 Private anglers 
Primary Trips  

Catch on typical trip 11.8 
Number of trips per year 4.5 
Total annual catch per boat per year 53 

Fallback Trips  
Catch on typical trip 6.0 
Number of trips per year 4.0 
Total annual catch per boat per year 24 
Total annual catch per boat per boat per year 77 

 

Analysis 
 
Using a range of the ratio of private boats observed fishing for blueline tilefish to charterboats 
fishing on the same trip can provide an estimate of total landings (1.0 to 1.8). This ratio can be 
applied to the estimated number of charterboats as reported in the survey (80) and the estimated 
number of charterboats reported during the in-meeting port-by-port analysis (119). The resulting 

number of blueline tilefish caught by private individual anglers ranges from 6,160 fish to 

16,493 fish. 
 

Estimate 1: 1.0 x 80 boats x 77 fish/boat/year = 6,160 fish. 
Estimate 2: 1.8 x 80 boats x77 fish/boat/year = 11,088 fish. 
Estimate 3: 1.0 x 119 boats x 77 fish/boat/year = 9,163 fish. 
Estimate 4: 1.8 x 119 boats x 77 fish/boat/year = 16,493 fish. 

 
Based on the discussions at the meeting, the private recreational anglers on the panel (whose 
catch and trip estimates are used for the basis of these calculations) are likely more avid than the 
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typical blueline tilefish angler and therefore these estimates may be slightly on the high side. 
However, based on those same discussions, blueline tilefish are not easily accessible to the 
casual angler and therefore any private angler fishing for blueline tilefish is likely above the 
average in terms of avidity. 

Results of Survey 3: Confirmation of Estimates 
 
The third round of surveys was conducted post-meeting and asked respondents to provide their 
input into the values for number of blueline tilefish landed and the ratio of private boats to 
charterboats that was used to calculate number of private boats operating in the 2015 blueline 
private boat fishery in the Mid-Atlantic. All four of the private recreational anglers participating 
in this process responded and were unanimous in their agreement with the estimates that were 
calculated (Table 6). 
 
Table 6. Private angler consensus on calculated values of ratio of private to charterboats 
and number of blueline tilefish caught by private anglers during 2015. 
   Yes   No 
Is the range 1.0 to 1.8 private boats for every charterboat fishing 
reasonable? 4 0 

Is 6,160 fish to 16,493 blueline tilefish landed by private anglers 
reasonable? 4 0 

 

Overall Results 

Landings for 2015 
 
Assembling all of the calculated results and survey responses together across the three groups of 
recreational participants, we estimate the total regional catch of blueline tilefish in the Mid-
Atlantic to range from 32,340 to 50,645 fish in 2015 (Table 7). 
 
 
Table 7. Estimated number of blueline tilefish landed by components of the recreational 
fishing sector in the Mid-Atlantic during 2015. 

 
Number of Fish Caught in 2015 

  Low High 
Charter Boats 10,770 17,000 
Headboats 15,410 17,152 
Private anglers 6,160 16,493 

Total 32,340 50,645 
 
When asked if the total estimate range (from 32,340 to 50,645 fish) was reasonable, nine out of 
thirteen respondents agreed, and two had no opinion. The remaining two respondents felt that the 
estimate should be slightly below the lower end of the range (Table 8).  
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Table 8. Participant consensus on the estimate of the total number of blueline tilefish 
landed by all recreational anglers in the Mid-Atlantic region in 2015. 

 
Yes No No opinion 

Is 32,340 to 50,645 a reasonable estimate? 9 2 2 

If no, what is a reasonable estimate?  
30,000 

(two responses)  
 
The fact that there is significant agreement on the estimates whether asked as individual groups 
about their group estimates or asked to provide opinions on the total recreational landings across 
all groups lends support that these estimates are in the general range of the true tilefish harvest. 
In circumstances where individuals did not agree, they tended to feel that the estimates fell close 
to the lower end of the ranges. 

Trends 
 
Several questions during Survey 1 were designed to ascertain qualitative trends in fishing 
participation and landings of blueline tilefish from the previous one and five year periods. 
(Similar trend questions were also asked of tackle shop owners on the panel, but results are not 
presented due to low sample sizes that would result in a breach of confidentiality). Overall, there 
was no discernible trend in catches across all groups based on this qualitative assessment; just as 
many indicated no change or increased catches and those indicating no change or decreased 
catches (Figure 3). However, it is noticeable that one-third indicated that catches “increased a 
lot” over the past five years. 
 
Figure 3. Your change in catch 

 
 
However, effort directed toward blueline tilefish did seem to present a clear increasing trend. The 
graphs for both the number of primary and the number of fallback trips are skewed to the higher 
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end (Figures 4 and 5). Noticeably, the number of private recreational boats seeking blueline 
tilefish seems to be on the increase (Figure 6). 
 
Figure 4. Your change in trips when blueline tilefish was primary target 

 
 
 
Figure 5. Your change in trips when blueline tilefish was fallback target 
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Figure 6. Change in the number of private boats 

 
 
Evaluation 
 
Since application of the modified Delphi technique was a new approach for the Mid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, respondents to the final survey were asked to provide their input 
into a) whether they would support its use in developing catch estimates in other data-poor 
fisheries (including an opportunity to provide free-form comments) and b) whether this type of 
approach would be useful in other aspects of the fishery management process. Although not 
unanimous, there was strong support by the respondents for applying this process to both aspects 
(Tables 9-12).  
 
Table 9. Would you support using this process for other data-poor fisheries in the Mid-
Atlantic region? 
 Count 
I would mostly support its use with little or no changes. 10 
I would support its use with some changes. 1 
I don’t think it should be used. 2 
No opinion. 0 

Total 13 
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Table 10. How do you feel about the process that was used and in which you participated to 
estimate landings of blueline tilefish? 
Open comment 

 Very accurate and trustworthy estimate 
 I feel this process was not only effective, but I also appreciate the way the information 

was gathered. I wish more fisheries management went to the fishermen like this for data 
and  input 

 I feel the estimates for charterboats participating in the fishery is too high as well as the 
catch estimates 

 This was as an accurate first hand calculation from people who know, thanks 
 It can be described as a good try guess-timate which has high probability of accuracy 

when looking at headboats, diminishing with charter boats and questionable at best 
accuracy when looking at private effort and estimated harvest.  

 For lack of a better process and in such a small fishery it was a good starting point. 
 The best available 
 I feel confident with the numbers obtained. 
 Good 
 Given the almost total absence of any recreational blueline tilefish landings data, this 

process was the next best thing to estimate total recreational catch. 
 I like the idea of communicating and using the opinions of the core fisherman in a 

fishery. They are the best chance for the most accurate data possible. The sit down 
discussion to let them collaborate and use their conclusions' is great. The "highliners" in a 
fishery understand and are the most knowledgeable in that fishery. I like to see more of 
this and groups like this one's conclusions to carry more weight in other fishery's 
management decisions.  

 I think it was a place to start but I think going forward there needs to be an accurate 
method for recording recreational catches. 

 
 
Table 11. What changes would you recommend to improve the process and the accuracy of 
the results? 
Recommended changes 

 I just feel that it can work with Blueline Tile because there are so few anglers. I think the 
data gets much more questionable as the pool of participants expands. Black Sea Bass are 
data poor but there are tens of thousands of participants in the fishery. 

 It might be the best method for deep water species due to the difficulties involved with 
actual stock assessments but should not be used in data poor fisheries such as black sea 
bass.  
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Table 12. How do you feel about using this process for other aspects of fisheries 
management in the Mid-Atlantic region, such as management options for specific fisheries, 
allocations, etc? 
Comments about process 

 GREAT IDEA!!!!!! YES, YES, YES 
 I feel this is an effective process.  
 I don't think it should be used as a stand-alone process.  
 Yes, it is spot on and not extrapolated from data that is only a guess based on number of 

permits 
 From years of being around the process, this is by far the best way to get stakeholder 

input to lay out the groundwork on estimating effort and estimated harvest. There is no 
other way to do this unless gathering stakeholders together and have each bounce 
information and questions back and forth to get a better idea on whatever fishery is being 
discussed. 

 I feel similarly to my above response. Possibly OK in this type of small fishery. 
 At least they're talking to the right people and using our VTR 
 I think it would be a good tool with some species- especially Black Sea bass. 
 Good, especially for small, specialized fisheries like this one. 
 Like blueline tilefish, there are a number of other unmanaged fish species in the Mid-

Atlantic that are recreational targets with no management accountability.  Red Hake and 
Cunner are 2 examples.  This process is a viable way to start collecting total catch 
estimates that can be used to protect the species and begin the creation of a sustainable 
management process. 

 I like then idea of communicating and using the opinions of the core fisherman in a 
fishery. They are the best chance for the most accurate data possible. The sit down 
discussion to let them collaborate and use their conclusions' is great. The "highliners" in a 
fishery understand and are the most knowledgeable in that fishery. I like to see more of 
this and groups like this one's conclusions to carry more weight in other fishery's 
management decisions.  

 Would not favor this method...too much room for inaccurate catch data 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

DATE: February 23, 2016   

TO: Chris Moore 

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Blueline Tilefish Catch Time Series 

 
To help develop a Mid-Atlantic blueline tilefish catch time series, the Council contracted with 

Southwick Associates to conduct a modified Delphi Process with individuals familiar with the Mid-

Atlantic blueline recreational tilefish fishery.  The goal was to estimate recent blueline tilefish landings.  

The Delphi Process produced blueline tilefish landings estimates for 2015 for the headboat, charter, and 

private blueline tilefish fisheries.  A report is forthcoming, but this memo summarizes the Delphi 

Process findings, as well as staff’s recommended use of the results to create a blueline tilefish catch time 

series.  This memo also uses the NMFS Northeast Dealer reports to develop a commercial landings time 

series.  Staff intends for this memo to inform work being conducted regarding potential blueline tilefish 

Acceptable Biological Catches (ABCs), and all information should be considered preliminary.        

The Delphi workshop resulted in the following estimates for 2015 blueline tilefish catch: 

 Number of Fish Caught in 2015 

  Low High 

Charter Boats 10,770 17,000 

Headboats 15,410 17,152 

Private anglers 6,160 16,493 

TOTAL 32,340 50,645 
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For a single number for 2015, staff recommends using the following for each part of the fishery: 

Charter boats: 10,770 fish – this was the estimate generated during the Delphi meeting, and represented 

the participants’ best estimates of how many charter boats participated in the blueline tilefish fishery at 

various intensities and catch success rates.  The participants’ pre-meeting survey results were higher 

(approximately 17,000), but that may have been the result of their extrapolating their own “hi-liner” 

experiences to other vessels rather than considering the activity of other vessels more directly, as was 

done during the meeting (on an area by area basis - Virginia Beach through Long Island).  For 

comparison, the 2015 Vessel Trip Report (VTR) landings of blueline tilefish by charter boats was 1,798 

fish. 

Headboats: 16,281 fish.  This is the midpoint of the participants’ reports from themselves and an 

extrapolation to account for headboats not included among the Delphi participants but identified by the 

participants.  For comparison, the 2015 VTR landings of blueline tilefish by head boats was 11,636 fish.  

Given that the majority of headboat vessels with substantial blueline tilefish landings were at the Delphi 

panel, that their landings are recorded in VTR reports, and that the other headboats would be expected to 

have lower landings than the primary participants, a middle value is recommended.   

The nearly 6-fold increase (5.99) in results from the Delphi process for charter boats and 40% greater 

findings for headboats is consistent with staff’s understanding of under-reporting issues in the blueline 

tilefish fishery based on public input at meetings and personal communications with fishery participants. 

Up until June 2015, vessels with other Northeast permits should have been reporting blueline tilefish but 

there was no specific permit needed for blueline tilefish. 

While the additional attention to blueline tilefish in 2015 has been followed closely by some fishery 

participants, it does not appear to staff that reporting has dramatically changed for blueline tilefish – 

similar numbers of charter and headboats reported some blueline tilefish landings in both 2014 and 2015 

(15 charters in both years, 9 headboats in 2014 and 8 headboats in 2015).  Therefore it appears 

reasonable to staff to carry the 2015 ratios of Delphi results to VTR data back in time for when blueline 

charter/party VTRs exist (beginning in 2003 – see below).  Staff did switch some trips from one vessel 

in 2007 from charter to head boat because that vessel’s landings created an outlier, and most trips from 

that vessel in 2007 appeared to be more consistent with headboat-type fishing. 
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Staff reviewed the Delphi process results regarding private vessel fishing, which produced a range of 

6,160 to 16,493 fish.  Staff also reviewed results from the large pelagic survey, which found that from 

2011-2015, private boats kept 59% of what charter boats kept for blueline tilefish, but this is only from 

trips targeting HMS species.  Applying this percentage to the recommended 10,770 fish charter boat 

number would result in 6,354 fish.  The Delphi participants also concluded during the workshop that 

there were 119 charter boats that catch blueline tilefish to some degree (as part of the charter estimate 

suggested above), and averaging the results of headboat (1.8), charter (1.0), and private (1.1) Delphi 

participants’ collective group estimates of the ratio of private boats to charter boats results in 1.3 private 

boats for each charter boat.  The workshop also found that the typical private boat caught 77 fish per 

year: 119 boats*1.3*77 fish = 11,912 fish.   

Southwick Associates indicated that their range for private catch may tend slightly toward the high side 

given the avidity of the participants, so considering the above information, staff suggests using the 

midpoint of 11,326 fish, which is slightly below the calculated 11,912 fish described above.  The ratio of 

private to charter boat catch would thus be 11,326/10,770 = 1.0516.       

Staff also considered discarding in the blueline tilefish fishery.  Delphi participants report that minimal 

discarding occurs (all fish would be dead) and VTR reports over the last 5 years suggest a 2% discard 

rate.  The table below combines the charter, headboat, private, and discard information to construct a 

recreational catch time series. 
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Table 1.  Proposed 2003-2015 Recreational Time Series for VA-MA (numbers of fish) 

Year
Charter 

VTR

Headboat 

VTR

Adjusted 

Charter 

(5.99X)

Adjusted 

Headboat 

(1.40X)

Private 

(105.16% of 

Charter)

Total 

landings

Total Catch 

(2% 

Discards)

2003 211 215

2004 211 215

2005 211 215

2006 211 215

2007 500 2,498 2,995 3,495 6,490 6,623

2008 216 391 1,294 547 1,841 1,878

2009 313 3,861 1,875 5,402 7,277 7,426

2010 159 2,127 952 2,976 3,928 4,009

2011 324 3,261 1,941 4,563 2,041 8,544 8,719

2012 381 9,670 2,282 13,530 2,400 18,212 18,584

2013 711 11,127 4,259 15,569 4,479 24,306 24,802

2014 983 14,866 5,888 20,800 6,192 32,881 33,552

2015 1,798 11,636 10,770 16,281 11,326 38,377 39,160

Confidential but low - 2003-2006 data averaged for 

annual total amounts

 

 

Staff also examined dealer weighout data to develop a commercial time series for landings north of the 

North Carolina-Virginia border.  For years with blueline tilefish data (1999-2014), staff examined the 

NMFS dealer weighout “AA” tables.  The “AA” tables have area information integrated via a matching 

process with VTR information.  Staff removed landings from statistical areas south of the North 

Carolina-Virginia border and landings without area information landed in North Carolina.  Virginia 

landings without area information were multiplied by .89 because commercial VTR information 

suggested that 89% of Virginia VTR catch with area information came from areas north of the North 

Carolina-Virginia border.  Landings into states north of Virginia without area information were included 

fully as being from north of the North Carolina-Virginia border.  Landings coming from statistical areas 

631 and 632 (which straddle the North Carolina-Virginia border) were apportioned half to north of the 

North Carolina-Virginia border and half south.  While VTR data suggest that 67% percent of catch in 

these areas comes from north of the North Carolina-Virginia border, the VTR information does not 

capture all of the landings from these areas, 81% of which went into North Carolina, so staff judged that 

lowering the percent from 67% to 50% seemed reasonable.  Also, in terms of latitude, the 631 and 632 

statistical areas are 55% off of North Carolina.  All 2015 preliminary landings (they have not been added 

to the AA tables yet) from Virginia north were included as being north of the North Carolina-Virginia 
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border, which should be a reasonable proxy for 2015 given the existing management measures in place 

for waters south of the North Carolina-Virginia border.  The resulting time series is presented below, 

and represents the landings in the NE dealer weighout database that can be attributed to the areas north 

of the North Carolina-Virginia border.  Reported VTR discards of 1% are also included (blueline tilefish 

discards are not estimated in the SBRM).  Minimal discarding incentive should exist, but staff will 

perform additional analyses of observer data to see if additional information can be obtained on 

discarding.  

 

 
Table 2.  Commercial Landings from North of North Carolina/Virginia Border. 

YEAR Pounds Landed Pounds Caught

1999 33 33
2000 2,446 2,471
2001 935 944
2002 304 307
2003 6,212 6,274
2004 7,332 7,406
2005 4,164 4,206
2006 28,153 28,437
2007 25,835 26,095
2008 7,803 7,881
2009 38,813 39,205

2010 7,365 7,439
2011 17,494 17,670
2012 40,856 41,268
2013 33,275 33,611
2014 201,977 204,017

2015 73,637 74,381  
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

DATE: March 14, 2016   

TO: Chris Moore 

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Blueline Tilefish Catch Time Series 

 
As part of the Delphi Process, follow-up survey work with the blueline tilefish Delphi headboat 

participants has caused staff to reconsider the previous recommendation for the blueline tilefish catch 

series.  Three headboats that appear to account for the majority of blueline tilefish headboat catches, and 

have been pioneers in this fishery in the Mid-Atlantic, provided their average catches of blueline tilefish 

for the time periods 2012-2015, 2008-2011, and 2004-2007.  The vessels began fishing for blueline 

tilefish in 2004, 2005, and 2011.  Accounting for the years they started fishing, their responses suggest 

that especially from 2004-2011, the existing headboat VTR records may not provide a reasonable 

account of headboat landings.  Given other vessels also caught blueline tilefish during this period, 

including this updated information as a minimum estimate appears reasonable to staff, and staff believes 

these vessels have engaged in a good-faith effort to estimate their historical catch.  Incorporating this 

additional data from the follow-up component of the Delphi Process results in the following updated 

table (next page) for recreational blueline tilefish catch, which staff believes to likely be more 

representative of the actual history of exploitation off the mid-Atlantic.  The averaged 4-year period 

catches are used to maintain data confidentiality.  Please refer to the previous memo for how the other 

fields were calculated. 
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Year Charter VTR
Headboat 

VTR

Adjusted 

Charter 

(5.99*VTR 

for 2003-

2014)

Adjusted Headboat: 

(1.40)*(VTR) used 

for 2012-2014; 

Delphi follow-up 

used for 2004-2011

Private 

(105.16% of 

Charter)

Total 

landings

Total Catch 

(2% 

Discards)

2003 na 0 na 208 212

2004 na 13,500 na 13,708 13,988

2005 na 13,500 na 13,708 13,988

2006 na 13,500 na 13,708 13,988

2007 500 2,498 2,995 13,500 na 16,495 16,832

2008 216 391 1,294 13,750 na 15,044 15,351

2009 313 3,861 1,875 13,750 na 15,625 15,944

2010 159 2,127 952 13,750 na 14,702 15,002

2011 324 3,261 1,941 13,750 2,041 17,732 18,094

2012 381 9,670 2,282 13,530 2,400 18,212 18,584

2013 711 11,127 4,259 15,569 4,479 24,306 24,802

2014 983 14,866 5,888 20,800 6,192 32,881 33,552

2015 1,798 11,636 10,770 16,281 11,326 38,377 39,160

Conf. but 

low, 

average 

208

Conf. but 

low, 

average 35
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 
DATE:   30 March 2016 
 
TO:   Richard B. Robins, Jr., MAFMC Chairman 
 
FROM:   John Boreman, Ph.D., Chair, MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  Report of the March 2016 Meeting and Follow-up Webinar of the MAFMC SSC 
 

The SSC met in Baltimore, MD, on 15-16 March 2016 for the main purpose of reviewing ABC 
recommendations for Golden Tilefish and determining the best way forward for developing an ABC 
recommendation for Blueline Tilefish in the mid-Atlantic region.  The SSC also received and discussed 
a review panel report on stock structure related to the upcoming Black Sea Bass assessment, an SSC 
working group outline for developing consistent and scientifically-justified probability distribution 
functions for overfishing limits of mid-Atlantic stocks, and discussed future membership composition 
for the SSC.  The final meeting agenda is attached (Attachment 1).  Note that a follow-up webinar on 29 
March 2016 was necessary to continue discussion of and finalize the ABC recommendation for Blueline 
Tilefish.   
 
A total of 8 SSC members were in attendance on March 15th, 10 on March 16th, and 12 on March 29th, 
which constituted a quorum on all three days (Attachment 2).  Also in attendance were staff from the 
NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center (by phone), and staff from the Council, NMFS Headquarters, 
the fishing industry, and the general public.  Documents cited in this report can be accessed via the 
MAFMC SSC website (http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/march-15-16).   

Golden Tilefish 

The SSC received the following background documents related to Golden Tilefish prior to the meeting: 
the 2016 Tilefish Fishery Performance Report and associated 2016 Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel 
Information Document prepared by Council staff; the Golden Tilefish Data Update Through 2015, 
provided by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center; and the Council staff memo on 2017 Golden 
Tilefish Specifications.   

José Montañez reviewed the background documents for the SSC.  Since the ABC for 2017 is part of a 
three-year recommendation already specified by the SSC, the SSC discussed whether or not any 
revisions to the 2017 ABC specification are necessary.  The SSC noted that better accounting of the 
recreational catch of Golden Tilefish would be useful.  Currently, there are estimates of recreational 
catch of Golden Tilefish based on vessel trip reports, so the party/charter component of the catch is 
fairly well estimated; information from the large pelagic species survey indicates that catches are in the 
neighborhood of 500 to 1000 fish per year.  However, information is lacking that describes catch and 
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effort in the private recreational fishery.  The upcoming amendment to the Golden Tilefish FMP 
includes a provision for data collection for Blueline Tilefish, which may have ancillary benefits with 
respect to estimating catch of the recreational component of the Golden Tilefish Fishery. 

The SSC noted the unusual pattern and variability (four fold) in the catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) index, 
which is of concern.  There was also concern expressed by participants in the commercial tilefish fishery 
about the expanding recreational component in this fishery.  They concluded that there appears to be 
expanding effort in both the head boat and private boat fleets who fish for tuna or mahi and also drop on 
tilefish.  The industry members present at the SSC meeting also expressed concern that some of the 
private catch is being sold. 

The SSC discussed the spatial distribution of the stock and fishery.  One major question is whether or 
not there has been a change in the distribution of commercial fishing effort by area.  Industry members 
attending the SSC meeting responded that some areas are saturated with lobster gear offshore and that 
these areas are not accessible to the commercial tilefish fleet industry.  They also noted that CPUE has 
always been variable throughout the history of the fishery, and lack of participation by all boats, market 
conditions, and bad weather could have all contributed to the decline in CPUE in 2015.  The variability 
in CPUE could also reflect pulses in recruitment – the industry is currently seeing younger fish.  The 
SSC noted that there could be two large year classes coming into the fishery, followed by a sharp 
decline in recruitment, but the change in CPUE is not what you would expect.  It might also be useful to 
look at the size and age distribution of the stock in the updated assessment being planned for next year.   

Based on the lack of any compelling evidence to the contrary, however, the SSC concluded that there 
was no basis to change its ABC recommendation for fishing year 2017. 

Criteria for OFL CV Specification 

An SSC working group was established at the September 2015 SSC meeting to begin developing criteria 
for using different overfishing limit (OFL) coefficient of variation (CV) levels for SSC-modified OFL 
probability distribution (formerly Level 3) stocks.  In general, the Council’s risk policy and ABC 
framework have worked relatively well in cases where adequate information is available.  The SSC 
established a default 100% CV for stocks in this category, but has set lower CVs (60%) for individual 
stock assessments with improved consideration of uncertainty.  The Council has concerns about a lack 
of transparency in how levels of CV below hundred percent were chosen by the SSC; the Council would 
welcome a more structured approach by the SSC.  The Council is currently reviewing its risk policy and 
this work dovetails nicely with the SSC’s effort.  

The working group developed and circulated a draft outline for establishing the criteria prior to the SSC 
meeting (see the web link provided above).  Sarah Gaichas walked the SSC through the draft and led the 
subsequent discussion. 

Although this work is still in progress, SSC discussion framed a potential process to be outlined in more 
detail in a working paper.  Reasonable upper and lower bounds for the OFL CV would be established 
based on research results, and assessment teams would be encouraged to address a specified list of 
uncertainties.  The working group suggested 36% as an initial starting point the lower bound of OFL 
CV, based on Ralston et al.’s (2011) recommendation for a “best case” for West Coast fish stocks.  The 
upper bound could remain the default OFL CV of 100%, based on the meta-analysis by Mike Wilberg 
that has been used by the SSC to date.  Categories could then be established within these bounds, 
preferably no more than two.  These categories would reflect intermediate levels of uncertainty in OFL.  
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To determine how to align stock assessments with OFL CV categories, several options are available and 
will be explored.  One would assign stock assessment to a higher or lower OFL CV category if it 
quantified fewer or more, respectively, of the specified uncertainties within the assessment.  [If all 
specified uncertainties were quantified within the assessment and the resulting assessment-estimated 
OFL CV fell between the reasonable upper and lower bounds, that CV would likely be accepted and the 
stock would then be in either (formerly) Level 2 or Level 1.]  Another approach would be to define a 
best possible OFL CV that an assessment could produce and then compare each assessment under 
evaluation to that standard.  In other words, compared to the best possible assessment, how many criteria 
does any particular assessment meet?  Thus, a framework would be established that would set tiers of 
CVs between the upper and lower bounds.  Ralston et al. (2011) used life history attributes to help 
establish appropriate tiers of CV, based on the premise that one would expect different levels of CVs 
based on life history types.  A retrospective analysis of forecast error might also be a means for 
developing a CV tier within the pre-set bounds.  Whatever means is used by the SSC to establish tiers of 
CV values, the basis for the tiers needs to be communicated to the scientists developing the stock 
assessments so that information contained in the assessment can be used by the SSC. 

The SSC concluded that a list of assessment uncertainties that fully characterize the OFL CV should be 
developed and communicated clearly to the Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  Assessment scientists 
at the Center could then evaluate the list to determine what is feasible.  The CV subgroup will start with 
the list provided in the second paragraph of the draft outline prepared by the working group and then add 
to that list as part of a white paper, which the SSC will review at its next meeting. 

Reference Cited 

Ralston, S., Punt, A. E., Hamel, O. S., DeVore, J. D., and Conser, R. J. 2011. A meta-analytic approach to quantifying 
scientific uncertainty in stock assessments. Fishery Bulletin, 109: 217–232. 

 
Black Sea Bass Review Panel Report 
 
It is anticipated that the Southern Demersal Working Group will complete a new assessment for Black 
Sea Bass by the end of 2016.  A central issue for the team conducting this new assessment will be to 
respond to concerns raised in the SARC panel report concerning the most recent benchmark assessment.  
Accordingly, the chair of the Southern Demersal Working Group (SDWG, John Maniscalco) and the 
chair of the Stock Assessment Workshop (SAW; Dr. James Weinberg) requested that the Mid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council's Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) provide a critical review of 
the SDWG's January 2016 report, which proposed a partitioning of the northern Black Sea Bass stock 
for the purposes of trying to develop assessment models that incorporate stock spatial structure. 
 
In response to this request, the SSC formed a four-member ad hoc review panel comprising Drs. 
Thomas Miller (Vice Chair, SSC), Robert Latour (SSC), Katie Drew (Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission), and John Wiedenmann (Rutgers University).  The Review Panel was charged with a 
single term of reference: 
 

Determine whether the spatial partitioning of the black sea bass stock proposed by the BSB SAW 
WG is reasonable and appropriate to use as a starting point for developing stock assessment 
models. In making this determination consider whether available scientific data have been taken 
into account and analyzed properly, and whether the conclusions based on those data are 
reasonable given the current fisheries data. 

 
On 16 February 2016, the Review Panel received a copy of the Working Group’s report (SAW/SARC 
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Black Sea Bass Working Group, 2016) developed as result of its 16 December 2015 meeting.  The 
Review Panel met with the Working Group assessment lead (G. Shepherd, NOAA Fisheries NEFSC), 
the chair of the SDWG, and the chair of the SAW on 23 February 2016 to receive a briefing of the 
Working Group’s recommendations of a proposed spatial segregation of the Black Sea Bass stock.  The 
Review Panel considered four components of its charge in reaching its conclusions: (1) justification for 
the spatial structure; (2) inclusion of data; (3) data analysis, and (4) appropriateness of conclusions.   
 
The Review Panel concluded that the separation proposed by the Working Group into a northern and 
southern sub-unit of the northern stock of Black Sea Bass, with a dividing line approximating the 
position of the Hudson Canyon, is reasonable and appropriate to use as a starting point for developing 
stock assessment models.  However, the Review Panel noted that the justification is not based on 
overwhelming biological evidence of a difference in stock characteristics north and south of this 
dividing line.  The principal justification for the division is a parsimonious one – in that it provides 
sufficient data in both putative sub-units for parameter estimation in stock assessment modeling while 
aligning broadly with potential physical and biological characteristics related to life history 
characteristics and life history trajectories. 
 
The SSC concurred with the findings of the Review Panel and noted that the division into sub-units is 
not necessarily based on biology of the species, so caution should be used in any interpretation of 
conclusions drawn based on the division.  The next step is for the SAW/SARC Working Group to 
develop catch data time series by sub-unit, while simultaneously developing a simulated data set to 
formulate an assessment model.  The Working Group will conduct a data meeting in late spring, and the 
model meeting will occur during the summer.  The SSC emphasized that the first Term of Reference 
(TOR 1) for the upcoming SAW/SARC review, which relates to the potential influence of stock 
structure on the assessment outcome, is not finished.  Although the Working Group now has a working 
definition of a northern and southern sub-unit that has been supported by the Review Panel and SSC, the 
Working Group still needs to explore the implications of this putative stock structure on the assessment 
outcome (the second part of TOR 1). 
 
Reference Cited 
 
SAW/SARC Black Sea Bass Working Group.  2016.  Proposed partitioning of the northern black sea bass stock for purposes 

of developing spatial stock assessment models.  33 pp. 
 
SSC Membership 
 
The Council is seeking feedback from the SSC on which scientific disciplines should be considered in 
filling three SSC vacancies that currently exist.  Based on the Council’s work plan for the upcoming 
year, Council Chairman Robins suggested that scientists with expertise in ecosystems modeling and risk 
assessment be considered along with adding additional expertise in stock assessments.  If the SSC will 
be getting more involved in management strategy evaluations, then expertise in social sciences will also 
be needed.  SSC members also identified the need for expertise in: biological sciences beyond stock 
assessment; oceanography coupled with ecosystems and habitat ecology; and larval fish ecology. 
 
The SSC members agreed that social sciences should be fully integrated into the SSC, rather than be 
treated as a separate entity.  Additional social sciences expertise would be useful if the SSC is going to 
be asked to become more involved in management strategy evaluations, adding economic performance 
measures to data-limited approaches to setting ABCs, assessing the effects of climate change on the 
fishing sector, and determining how to use research set-aside funding to address science and 
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management needs more effectively. 
 
Chairman Robins agreed to provide the SSC with questions that the Council could be asking the SSC to 
address in the near future, based on the Council’s visioning document and annual work plan.  The SSC 
can then provide the Council with the types of scientific expertise that would round out the SSC’s 
current expertise to help address the anticipated questions. 
 
Blueline Tilefish 
   
The MAFMC requested the SSC to form a working group to evaluate knowledge of the status of 
Blueline Tilefish in mid-Atlantic waters.  The Working Group was given the following term of 
reference: 
 

TOR #1. Review data-poor approaches that can (or cannot) be used for developing an ABC for 
Blueline Tilefish north of NC. Based on the review, the SSC will then determine what data-poor 
method is most suitable to use. 

	  
The SSC Working Group appointed to review the approaches on data-poor approaches to establish catch 
advice for Blueline Tilefish comprised Thomas Miller (Working Group Chair, and Vice Chair MAFMC 
SSC), Michael Schmidtke (Old Dominion University), Cynthia Jones (MAFMC SSC), and David 
Tomberlin (MAFMC SSC). 
 
The SSC Working Group applied DLMTool to Blueline Tilefish in the mid-Atlantic.  A full description 
of the approach used by the Working Group, including the data and life history characteristics used and 
evaluation of the model outputs, is included in the memo from the chair of the Working Group to the 
chair of the SSC (Miller 2016).  A similar approach has been used previously by the SSC in developing 
ABC advice for Black Sea Bass, based on an analysis by McNamee et al. (2015).  In its review of the 
McNamee et al. report, a sub-committee of the SSC noted that, as applied in the McNamee et al. (2015), 
DLMTool conflated the two approaches to establishing ABCs identified in the MAFMC’s Risk Policy 
regarding the ability to estimate an OFL (Miller et al., 2015).  In considering the application of 
DLMTool to Blueline Tilefish, the SSC recommends maintaining a clear distinction between those DL 
management procedures that estimate OFL and those that provide a direct estimate of ABC.   
 
Application of DLMTool is a two-stage process.  In the first stage, a simulation model is used, which 
represents the species under consideration, its fisheries, and sampling.  The simulation model is used to 
compare the performance of alternative DL management procedures.  Using predetermined measures of 
performance, DL management procedures for application to the species under consideration are selected 
based on the simulation model results.  In the second stage, OFL and/or ABC levels are calculated for 
the selected DL management procedures. 
 
The Working Group considered Blueline Tilefish as a supporting a single sub-unit of the stock north of 
the NC/VA border.  No spatial differences or refuges from fishing were defined.  The simulation model 
was parameterized with information from samples of Blueline Tilefish taken in the Norfolk Canyon area 
(Schmidtke et al. 2015).  Preliminary modeling indicated that 14 management procedures could be 
developed from the data available for Blueline Tilefish in the mid-Atlantic.  Based on performance 
measures determined before simulations were conducted (i.e., a P(overfishing) < 50%, P(overfished) < 
50%, and relative yields between 30 – 100%), only two management procedures were selected as the 
basis for providing ABC advice: (1) MCD (simple catch depletion method); and (2) MCD4010 (simple 
catch depletion method that employs the 40‐10 harvest rule).   
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The Working Group also ran simulations employing increasing and constant effort scenarios.  However, 
the same management procedures, MCD and MCD4010, were the only realistically implementable 
procedures that met the a priori selected performance measures, regardless of the effort scenario. 
 
At its meeting on March 16th, the SSC reviewed a preliminary draft of the Working Group report and 
agreed that use of the DLMTool is the most appropriate approach for developing an ABC 
recommendation for Blueline Tilefish.  The SSC also emphasized that the ABC would be for a sub-unit 
of Blueline Tilefish located in the mid-Atlantic region, and would not be applicable to the entire coast.  
The SSC noted several areas in the draft where additional details and clarification were needed to 
improve the document and decided to charge the working group with making those changes, then follow 
up with a webinar on March 29th to finalize the ABC recommendation.   
	  
During the webinar, Tom Miller walked the SSC through the changes that were made to the original 
draft Working Group report in response to the SSC’s suggestions.  Dr. Miller also noted that, after the 
revised memo was prepared, the Working Group reconsidered and decided to remove its application of a 
restriction on the amount of depletion the stock has undergone since the fishery developed, since no 
evidence is available to support such a restriction.  This added two more management procedures that 
met the selected performance measures: average catch and average catch in the last five years.  Thus, the 
SSC Blueline Tilefish Working Group recommended an ABC calculated as the average of the median 
ABCs derived from the average catch, average catch in the last five years, MCD, and MCD 4010 
management procedures as 39,477 kg (87,031 lbs), which is slightly higher than the ABC value 
recommended in the 22 March memo.  This value was accepted by the SSC during the 29 March 2016 
webinar, and a revised memo reflecting changes to the original draft and the removal of the restriction 
on stock depletion will be posted to the SSC website.    
 
SSC responses to the Council’s terms of reference for Blueline Tilefish are, therefore, as follows:  
 
For Blueline Tilefish (north of the Virginia-North Carolina border), the SSC will provide a written 
report that identifies the following for fishing year 2017 (1 November 2016 – 31 October 2017): 
 
1) The level of uncertainty that the SSC deems most appropriate for the stock assessment information 
upon which the ABC determination was made, using the criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment.  
 
The SSC determined that the approach to estimating the ABC for Blueline Tilefish qualifies as a stock 
for which there is no accepted OFL (Level 4), and thus the SSC used methods that do not rely on 
biological reference points. 
 
2) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the 
overfishing limit (OFL) based on the maximum fishing mortality rate threshold or, if appropriate, an 
OFL proxy.  
 
No OFL could be calculated for this stock. 
 
3) The level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) for the stock. 
 
The SSC recommends an ABC for 2017 of 39,477 kg (87,031 lbs).  The ABC was calculated using the 
DLMTool as described in the SSC Blueline Tilefish Working Group report (Miller 2016). 
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4) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and/or 
ABC.  
 

• The model assumes that the Blueline Tilefish in MAFMC waters represents a distinct sub-unit 
with limited exchange with a sub-unit to the south.  We have little information on rates of 
exchanges between fish in the two areas, and little information on which to make a determination 
of stock structure. 

• The catch time series was developed from a Delphi method and remains uncertain 
• The steepness of the stock recruitment relationship was based on estimates from the SEDAR 32 

assessment and the Shertzer and Conn (2012) paper, but remains highly uncertain. 
• The DLMTool assumes that the carrying capacity and productivity of Blueline Tilefish in 

MAFMC waters is constant.  It is unclear whether the spatial expansion of the fishery since its 
inception represents increasing awareness of the fish as a target or increasing spatial range of its 
population as result of climate change (and hence increasing productivity). 

• The SSC notes that the von Bertalanffy growth parameters are different between the northern 
sub-unit and the southern sub-unit.   

• The extent of the depletion of the northern sub-unit is unknown and assumptions regarding the 
level of depletion influence the estimated ABC. 

• The DLMTool cannot represent fisheries with substantially different selectivities, such as may be 
present in the recreational and commercial fisheries, which may affect the conversion of catch 
numbers to catch weight. 

5) Ecosystem considerations accounted for in the stock assessment information presented, and any 
additional ecosystem considerations that the SSC took into account in selecting the ABC, including the 
basis for those additional considerations.  
 
No data were available to allow the SSC to include specific ecosystem considerations in determining 
ABC. 
 
6) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in 
the ABC recommendation and/or improve the assessment information level. 
 

1. More accurate catch time series would be an important enhancement to estimating ABCs in the 
future. 

2. The lack of fishery-independent sampling restricts both our understanding of the dynamics of the 
stock and the range of management procedures that can be applied in estimating ABC. 

3. The nature of stock structure within Blueline Tilefish is necessary to determine connectivity 
among sub-units within the spatial range of this species; this could include exploring the 
potential of larval exchange through an examination of EcoMon and other data sources.  The 
selectivity of the commercial fishery in the northern part of the range needs to be determined 

4. The value of the steepness of the stock-recruitment relationship is uncertain and warrants further 
investigation. 

5. The SSC notes that the von Bertalanffy growth parameters are different between the northern 
sub-unit and the southern sub-unit and warrant further exploration.   

7) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations. 
 
The information used by the Working Group in developing this recommendation is fully documented in 
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the SSC Blueline Tilefish Working Group report.  In addition, the SSC referred to the following 
documents during its discussion:    
Allen, T., A. Loftus, and R. Southwick.  2016.  Estimated catch of Blueline Tilefish in the Mid-Atlantic Region: application 

of the Delphi process.  Southwick Associates, Fernandina Beach, FL.  19pp. 
Carruthers, T. R., A. E. Punt, C. J. Walters, A. MacCall, M. K. McAllister, E. J. Dick, and J. Cope.  2014a.  Evaluating 

methods for setting catch limits in data-limited fisheries.  Fisheries Research, 153: 48-68. 
Carruthers, T. R., A. E. Punt, C. J. Walters, A. MacCall, M. K. McAllister, E. J. Dick, and J. Cope.  2014b.  Supplemental 

material: Evaluating methods for setting catch limits in data-limited fisheries.  Fisheries Research, 153: 48-68: 
Supplement. 

Didden, J.  2016a.  Memo to Chris Moore, dated 23 February 2016, entitled: “Blueline Tilefish Catch Time Series.”  5pp. 
Didden, J.  2016b.  Memo to Chris Moore, dated 14 March 2016, entitled: “Blueline Tilefish Catch Time Series.”  2pp. 
McNamee, J., G. Fay, and S. X. Cadrin.  2015.  Data Limited Techniques for Tier 4 Stocks: An Alternative Approach to 

Setting Harvest Control Rules Using Closed Loop Simulations for Management Strategy Evaluations. 57 pp. 
Miller, T. J.  2016.  Memo to John Boreman, Chair, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council SSC, dated 22 March 2016, 

entitled: “Proposed BLT Subcommittee Report.”   23pp. 
Miller, T. J., O. P. Jensen, J. Wiedenmann, and K. Drew.  2015.  Review of the McNamee, et al. " Data Limited Techniques 

for Tier 4 Stocks: An Alternative Approach to Setting Harvest Control Rules Using Closed Loop Simulations for 
Management Strategy Evaluations.  7 pp. 

Schmidtke, M., K. Kirch and Jones, C. M.  2015. The population dynamics of blueline and golden tilefish, snowy and 
Warsaw grouper and wreckfish. Grant F-132-R-2, Report to Virginia Marine Resources Commission, February 18, 
2015. 

Shertzer, K. W., and P. B. Conn.  2012.  Spawner-recruit relationships of demersal marine fishes: prior distribution of 
steepness.  Bulletin of Marine Science, 88: 39-50. 

Southeast Data Assessment and Review.  2013.  South Atlantic blueline tilefish: stock assessment report.  378. Edited by 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  SEDAR, North Charleston, SC.  378pp. 
 

8) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available. 
 
To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific 
information.  
 
 
cc:  SSC Members, Lee Anderson, Chris Moore, Rich Seagraves, José Montañez, Jason Didden, M. 
Schmidtke, Paul Nitschke, Amy Schueller, Alexei Sharov, John Carmichael 
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Attachment 1 
 

	  
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

Scientific and Statistical Committee Meeting 
March 15-16, 2016 

 
 

Agenda 
 
 
 
Tuesday March 15, 2016  
 
0900  Review Golden Tilefish Multi-year ABC Specification (Montañez /Nitschke)  
 
1030  Report of CV Subgroup (Gaichas et al)  
 
1200  Lunch  
 
1300  BSB ToR 1 Review (Miller/Latour)  
 
1600  SSC membership needs (Boreman/Seagraves)  
 
 
Wednesday March 16, 2016  
 
0900  Develop Blueline Tilefish ABC Specification (Miller/Didden/Schmidtke)  
 
1200  Other business  
 
1300  Adjourn 
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Attachment 2 

 
 
 

MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
15-16 March 2016 Meeting 

Baltimore, MD 
 
Name        Affiliation 
 
SSC Members in Attendance:  
John Boreman (SSC Chairman)    NC State University 
Tom Miller (SSC Vice-Chair)    University of Maryland - CBL  
David Tomberlin      NMFS Office of Science and Technology 
Doug Lipton (3/16 only)     NMFS 
Mark Holliday      NMFS (Retired) 
Cynthia Jones (3/16 only)     Old Dominion University 
Mike Frisk      Stony Brook University 
Sarah Gaichas      NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
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FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Amendment 

 

 

The IFM Amendment provides a way to implement industry-funded monitoring of the Atlantic 

mackerel fishery at levels above what the Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology is 

likely to produce.  The Amendment addresses the disapproved portions of Amendment 14 that 

attempted to implement additional monitoring of the mackerel fishery.  The following 

document describes the mackerel coverage options in the IFM Amendment.  Recall that the 

Council dealt with a variety of administrative provisions for the Amendment at the February 

Council Meeting. 

The intent had been to consider selecting preliminary preferred alternatives at this meeting for 

public hearings in May and final action in June.  The New England Herring Committee 

recommended moving forward with public hearings without preferred alternatives but also 

identified a variety of concerns which may delay public hearings.  The technical staff group for 

this Amendment is meeting on 3/31 to discuss the concerns raised by the Herring Committee 

and possible ways to address those concerns.  A memo from that meeting will be available 

before the Council meets.  The Herring Committee’s concerns are summarized in the following 

“Consensus Statement”:  

The [Herring] Committee agreed by consensus that the IFM document should be revised as follows: 

Clarifications: 

 Refine the [At-Sea Monitoring] (ASM) sampling design and training requirements to better meet 

the goals identified for the herring coverage target alternatives to improve catch estimation that 

would inform the catch caps.  

 Include analysis of haddock bycatch outside the groundfish closed areas, for bycatch rate 

comparison inside the groundfish closed areas. 

 Improve biological impact analysis to include other quantitative and qualitative analysis (e.g., 

how past monitoring has affected the CV, coverage levels). 

 Describe which ports may not be sampled portside, and analyze the impacts of potentially 

precluding landings. 



  
 

 

 Tables (on page 65 of discussion document) regarding return to owner information needs some 

context to allow the public and Committee members to understand the impacts, particularly the 

differential impacts for those vessels considered outliers in the data. 

 Clarify in the document whether the RTO information considers amortization (i.e., depreciating 

value of vessels) 

 

Substantive changes: 

 Any ASM option should include monitoring of catch that is retained. 

 The coverage target percentages currently do not include SBRM coverage, and are described as 

additive. The Committee supports including SBRM coverage to meet coverage target. 

 Modify language on portside sampling to state that the rationale for any deviation to the Council-

selected target level for portside sampling and EM review rates should be brought before the 

Council for consideration. 

 

There are a variety of decision points identified in the document and also in the above 

Consensus Statement.  NMFS/GARFO staff will present the various options and decision 

points at the April Council Meeting.  There are also five Appendices that generally focus on 

costs and economic analyses, and these are available at the Council Meeting web site: 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016: 

 Appendix 1: Monitoring and Service Provider Requirements 

 Appendix 2: Monitoring Cost Estimates 

 Appendix 3: Cost Survey 

 Appendix 4: Economic Impact Analysis Details 

 Appendix 5: Analysis of Sea Day Monitoring Costs 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016
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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) is interested in increasing catch 

monitoring in the Atlantic mackerel fishery.  This increased monitoring would be above and 

beyond coverage required through the Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM), 

the Endangered Species Act (ESA), or Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA).  Limited Federal 

funding and legal constraints on the sharing of costs between NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS) and the fishing industry have recently prevented NMFS from approving new 

industry-funded monitoring programs.  Examples of new industry-funded monitoring programs 

that were not approved include Amendment 14 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 

(MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP), Amendment 5 to the Atlantic Herring FMP, and 

Framework Adjustment 48 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP.  This amendment is intended to 

remedy the industry-funded monitoring program disapproval in MSB Amendment 14 by 

establishing: 

(1) a process by which available Federal funding could be allocated to the MSB FMP to 

support industry-funded monitoring, and  

(2) an industry-funded monitoring coverage target to meet Council objectives for the 

mackerel fishery. 

 

Establishing monitoring coverage targets would allow NMFS to approve and implement new 

industry-funded monitoring programs, without committing to support industry-funded 

monitoring coverage targets above appropriated funding or before funding is determined to be 

available.   

 

Although this action may select desired coverage targets beyond SBRM requirements, the 

availability of Federal funds to support industry-funded monitoring may impact the realized 

coverage level in any given year.  The realized coverage level for the mackerel fishery in a given 

year may be constrained if available Federal funding falls short of NMFS cost responsibilities for 

administering new industry-funded monitoring programs.  During years when there is no 

additional funding to cover NMFS cost responsibilities above SBRM requirements, there would 

be no additional monitoring coverage in the mackerel fishery, even if industry is able to fully 

fund their cost responsibilities.  However, if Federal funding is available to allow NMFS to meet 

its administrative responsibilities for new industry-funded monitoring programs, the specified 

coverage target levels would likely be met.  Therefore, over time, the realized coverage level for 

the mackerel fishery would fall between SBRM requirements and the industry-funded 

monitoring coverage target.   
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The omnibus alternatives in this amendment would apply to both MAFMC and New England 

Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) FMPs and consider a standardized process to develop 

new industry-funded monitoring programs to achieve target coverage levels above SBRM 

requirements and prioritize available Federal funding across new industry-funded monitoring 

programs if funding falls short of NMFS cost responsibilities for administering new industry-

funded monitoring programs.   

 

The omnibus alternatives are generally administrative in nature, and include (1) standard cost 

responsibilities associated with industry-funded monitoring for NMFS and the fishing industry, 

(2) a process for FMP-specific industry-funded monitoring to be implemented via a future 

framework adjustment action, (3) standard administrative requirements for industry-funded 

monitoring service providers, (4) a process to prioritize available Federal funding for industry-

funded monitoring across FMPs, and (5) a process for monitoring set-aside programs to be 

implemented via a future framework adjustment action.  Both Councils reviewed and selected 

preliminary preferred omnibus alternatives in early 2016.  

 

The coverage target alternatives in this amendment would apply to the both the mackerel and 

herring fisheries and consider coverage targets to increase monitoring in these FMPs, but this 

document only discusses the mackerel coverage target alternatives.  The MAFMC would vote 

on the mackerel coverage target alternatives and the NEFMC would vote on the herring 

coverage target alternatives (both Councils would vote on the omnibus alternatives).  The 

MAFMC recommended increased monitoring in the mackerel fishery to address the following 

goals:  (1) Accurate estimates of catch (retained and discarded), (2) accurate catch estimates for 

incidental species for which catch caps apply, and (3) effective and affordable and monitoring 

for the mackerel fishery.   

 

In 2016, NMFS was awarded NMFS National Observer Program/Fishery Information System 

money to test electronic monitoring aboard midwater trawl vessels and build an interface to 

receive state portside sampling data.  NMFS will be evaluating how to use electronic monitoring 

to verify catch retention aboard midwater trawl vessels and how to use portside sampling data 

to monitor catch in the mackerel fishery.   

 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

 

The purpose of this action is to consider measures that would allow the MAFMC and NEFMC to 

develop new industry-funded monitoring programs using a standardized approach.  These 

programs would allow industry funding to be used in conjunction with available Federal funding 

to pay for additional monitoring to meet FMP-specific coverage targets.   This action is needed 
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to allow the Councils to recommend increased monitoring above SBRM coverage levels in 

specific fisheries and prioritize Federal funding across new industry-funded monitoring 

programs when funding falls short of Federal cost responsibilities for administering new 

industry-funded monitoring programs. 

 

1.3 UPDATE ON OMNIBUS ALTERNATIVES 

 

Industry-funded monitoring programs for the mackerel and herring fisheries would both aim to 

address the following goals: 1) Accurate estimates of catch (retained and discarded), 2) 

accurate catch estimates for incidental species for which catch caps apply, and 3) affordable 

monitoring.   

 

Both the MAFMC and the NEFMC have identified a Council-led prioritization process (Omnibus 

Alternative 2.2) as their preliminary preferred alternative to prioritize Federal funding across 

new industry-funded monitoring programs when funding falls short of Federal cost 

responsibilities for administering new industry-funded monitoring programs. 

 

This action may establish industry-funded monitoring coverage targets for the mackerel and/or 

herring fisheries.  The Council-led prioritization process would apply to those industry-funded 

monitoring programs, if there is a funding shortfall to support NMFS administrative cost 

responsibilities.  The Councils will need to identify a weighting approach to prioritize funding 

under the Council-led prioritization process alternative in this action.  The Councils may want to 

consider specifying an equal weighting approach in this action, acknowledging that a more 

complex weighing approach could be developed in the future.  An example of an equal 

weighting approach would be funding both industry-funded monitoring programs at 70%, if 

only 70% of the Federal funding needed to administer both programs was available. 

 

Revising the prioritization process (e.g., change from Council-led to NMFS-led) could be done in 

a future framework action.  But the Councils could change the weighting approach for the 

Council-led prioritization process by considering a new weighting approach at a public meeting, 

where public comment is taken, and asking NMFS to publish a notice or rulemaking modifying 

the weighting approach.  Both Councils would have to agree to any weighting approach, and an 

equal weighting approach specified in this action would ensure that the management 

objectives of both Councils are initially given equal weight.   
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1.4 DESCRIPTION OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES 

 

The industry-funded monitoring coverage target alternatives for the mackerel fishery provide a 

range of data collections and monitoring costs.  This document evaluates how different 

coverage target alternatives meet specific monitoring goals identified by the MAFMC while 

comparing the costs of the monitoring programs, particularly costs that would be borne by the 

fishing industry.   

 

Under any of the mackerel coverage target action alternatives, existing industry reporting 

requirements and observer coverage to meet MSA, ESA, and MMPA requirements under the no 

action alternative would continue.  Any information collected under the mackerel coverage 

target action alternatives would be in addition to existing reporting and monitoring. 

 

TABLE 1.  RANGE OF INDUSTRY-FUNDED MONITORING MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET 

ALTERNATIVES 

 

Gear Type MWT SMBT SMBT SMBT 

Permit Category All Tiers Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 

Mackerel Alternative 1:  

No Coverage Target for 

IFM Program (No Action) 

SBRM SBRM SBRM SBRM 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  

Coverage Target for IFM 

Program 

Includes Sub-Options:   Waiver Allowed, Wing Vessel Exemption, 2 Year 
Sunset, 2 Year Re-evaluation, and 25 mt Threshold 

Mackerel Alternative 2.1:  

NEFOP-Level Coverage  
100% 100% 50% 25% 

Mackerel Alternative 2.2:  

ASM Coverage  

[25,50,75,100%] 

ASM 

[25,50,75,100%] 

ASM 

SBRM 

(No Action) 
SBRM 

(No Action) 

Mackerel Alternative 2.3:  

Combination Coverage  

[50,100%] 

EM/Portside 

[25,50,75,100%] 

ASM 

SBRM 

(No Action) 

SBRM 

(No Action) 

Mackerel Alternative 2.4:  

EM and Portside Coverage  

[50,100%] 

EM/Portside 

SBRM 

(No Action) 

SBRM 

(No Action) 

SBRM 

(No Action) 

MWT indicates midwater trawl vessels and SMBT indicates small mesh bottom trawl vessels. 

Mackerel alternatives would only apply to trips that land greater than 20,000 lb of mackerel.  Sub-Options could 

apply to any of the alternatives. 
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1.4.1 Mackerel Alternative 1:  No Coverage Target for Industry-Funded Monitoring Program 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 1 (No Action), there would be no coverage target specified for an 

industry-funded monitoring program in the mackerel fishery.  Observer coverage for mackerel 

vessels would be allocated according to SBRM, and there would be no additional cost to the 

mackerel industry for observer coverage.   If there was Federal funding available after SBRM 

coverage requirements were met, additional monitoring for the mackerel fishery would be 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis.   

 

Under SBRM, the Atlantic mackerel fishery receives Northeast Fisheries Observer Program 

(NEFOP) coverage under the following 4 fleets:  New England and Mid-Atlantic small mesh otter 

trawl and New England and Mid-Atlantic paired and single midwater trawl.  Table 2 describes 

the sea days allocated for April 2015 through March 2016.  The sea days listed below for small 

mesh otter trawl cover all FMPs that use this gear type, so only a portion would cover trips 

targeting mackerel.  The midwater trawl fleets is largely comprised of vessels targeting herring 

and mackerel.1 

 

TABLE 2.  PROPOSED AND OBSERVED SEA DAYS FOR FLEETS THAT TARGET MACKEREL 

 

Fleet Region 

Sea Days 

allocated 

for April 

2015 to 

March 2016 

Observed 

sea days, 

July 2013 to 

June 2014 

VTR sea 

days, July 

2013 to 

June 2014 

Observed 

trips, July 

2013 to 

June 2014 

VTR trips, 

July 2013 

to June 

2014 

Small Mesh 

Bottom Trawl 
MA 1,340 993 8,824 357 3,839 

Small Mesh 

Bottom Trawl 
NE 1,312 735 9,318 279 3,588 

Purse seine MA 6 0 231 0 229 

Purse seine NE 31 73 618 34 296 

Midwater Trawl  

(Pair and Single) 
MA 0 9 51 2 13 

Midwater Trawl 

(Pair and Single) 
NE 39 455 1,426 105 439 

Sources: 2015 SBRM Annual Discard Report with Observer Sea day Allocation; Wigley et al., 2015. 

 

                                                           

1 Midwater trawl coverage has been reduced in recent years due to lawsuits and resulting loss of flexibility in 

allocating sea days through SBRM. 
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Under SBRM, NEFOP observers collect the following information on declared mackerel trips: 

 Fishing gear information (i.e., size of nets, mesh sizes, and gear configurations); 

 Tow-specific information (i.e., depth, water temperature, wave height, and location and 

time when fishing begins and ends); 

 All retained and discarded catch (fish, sharks, crustaceans, invertebrates, and debris) on 

observed hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Retained catch on unobserved hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Actual catch weights whenever possible, or alternatively, weight estimates derived by 

sub-sampling; 

 Whole specimens, photos, and biological samples (i.e., scales, otoliths, and/or vertebrae 

from fish, invertebrates, and incidental takes); 

 Information on interactions with protected species, such as sea turtles, marine 

mammals, and seabirds; and  

 Vessel trip costs (i.e., operational costs for trip including food, fuel, oil, and ice). 

 

Currently, NEFOP observers are required to possess a High Volume Fisheries (HVF) certification 

in order to observe the mackerel fishery.  The HVF certification was developed in order to more 

effectively train certified NEFOP observers in high volume catch sampling and documentation.  

HVF certification allows observers to cover any of the fisheries that pump catch, typically the 

midwater trawl and purse seine fleets.  This certification was developed to prepare observers 

for changes in the regulations and new requirements that were under consideration in MSB 

Amendment 14.   

 

NEFOP determined that data quality was sub-optimal when collected by observers without 

specialized training, potentially resulting in data loss.  In addition, the high variety of deck 

configurations, fish handling practices and fast-paced operations proved more demanding for 

observers.  Having additional training to identify these practices allowed for improved decision-

making while at sea, which, ultimately, improved data accuracy and maximized data collection.   

 

In order to qualify for HVF training, NEFOP observers need to be certified and in a positive data 

quality standing with all trip data.  Prior data and data quality history are critically examined in 

order to determine if an observer would be a good candidate for certification.   

 

Currently, the HVF training is conducted at the NEFOP training center in Falmouth, MA and is 

one day in duration.  Training consists of species identification, sampling and subsampling 

methodologies, practice and documentation, gear identification and a review of the 

regulations.  Regulations are discussed in order to educate observers in regard to Groundfish 
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Closed Area coverage, haddock and river herring and shad catch accounting, slippage and 

operational discarding.  Sampling and subsampling high volume catch is the main focus of 

training to ensure that observers understand the challenges that exist in trying to account for 

and accurately extrapolate catch on a haul-by-haul basis.  Training on the use of a Marel scale is 

also conducted as most of the high volume vessels have volunteered to keep Marel scales 

onboard for the observers to utilize.  An exam is administered at the end of training and if 

successfully completed an observer is certified to observe the high volume fisheries. 

 

1.4.2 Mackerel Alternative 2:   Coverage Target Specified for Industry-Funded Monitoring 

Program 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the MAFMC would specify the details of an industry-funded 

monitoring program for the MSB FMP.  These details may include, but are not limited to: (1) 

Level and type of coverage target, (2) rationale for level and type of coverage, (3) minimum 

level of coverage necessary to meet coverage goals, (4) consideration of coverage waivers if 

coverage target cannot be met, (5) process for vessel notification and selection, (6) process for 

payment of industry cost responsibilities, (7) standards for monitoring service providers, and (8) 

any other measures necessary to implement the industry-funded monitoring program.  

Additional NEPA analysis would be required for any subsequent FMP framework adjustment 

action implementing other IFM programs and/or modifying the industry-funded monitoring 

program for the mackerel fishery. 

 

The realized coverage level in a given year would be determined by the amount of funding 

available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a given year.  The realized coverage for the 

fishery in a given year would fall somewhere between no additional coverage above SBRM and 

the specified coverage target.   

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would allow several sub-options to apply to the mackerel coverage 

target alternatives.  Sub-options could apply to any of the Mackerel Alternatives (2.1-2.4). 

 Sub-Option 1 would allow vessels to be issued waivers to exempt them from industry-

funded monitoring requirements, for either a trip or the fishing year, if coverage was 

unavailable due to funding or logistics.  Selection of this sub-option preserves the 

MAFMC’s intent for additional monitoring in the mackerel fishery, but would not 

prevent vessels from participating in the mackerel fishery if monitoring coverage was 

not available.  Should the MAFMC not select Sub-Option 1, then fishing effort would be 

reduced to match the available level of monitoring (i.e., the fleet would not fish if NMFS 

does not have funding for the program).  
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 Sub-Option 2 would exempt a wing vessel pair trawling with another vessel from 

industry-funded monitoring requirements, provided the vessel does not carry any fish.   

 Sub-Option 3 would require that industry-funded monitoring requirements expire two 

years after implementation.   

 Sub-Option 4 would require the MAFMC to examine the results of any increased 

coverage in the mackerel fishery two years after implementation, and consider if 

adjustments to the coverage targets are warranted.  Depending on the results and 

desired actions, subsequent action to adjust the coverage targets could be 

accomplished via a framework adjustment or an amendment to the MSB FMP, as 

appropriate.  

 Sub-Option 5 would exempt trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel from industry-

funded monitoring requirements.    

 

Omnibus Alternative 2 (identified as preferred by the Councils) would include standard 

monitoring and service provider requirements for industry-funded monitoring, including 

NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors, electronic monitoring, and portside samplers.  (See 

Appendix 1 – Monitoring and Service Provider Requirements for the details of the standard 

requirements.)  If Omnibus Alternative 2 is not selected by the Councils, service provider 

requirements for industry-funded monitoring programs would be developed and implemented 

in individual FMPs.   

 

A monitoring and service provider provision previously only considered under Mackerel 

Alternative 2 was recommended by the MAFMC in February 2016 to be included in the 

standard monitoring and service provider requirements in Omnibus Alternative 2.  That 

provision would allow NEFOP-level observers and at-sea monitors to be deployed on the same 

vessel for more than two consecutive multi-day trips or more than twice in a given month. 

 

In addition to the standard monitoring and service provider requirements specified in Omnibus 

Alternative 2, Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify that industry-funded observer requirements 

include a HVF certification for the mackerel fishery. 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the process for vessel notification and selection and payment of 

industry cost responsibilities would be developed during the rulemaking and amendment 

approval process. 

 

1.4.2.1 Mackerel Alternative 2.1:  NEFOP-Level-Coverage on Limited Access Vessels 
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Mackerel Alternative 2.1 would require the following levels of NEFOP-level observer coverage 

on declared mackerel trips (trips landing more than 20,000 lb of mackerel):  

 100% coverage on limited access vessels using midwater trawl gear, 

 100% coverage on vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl 

gear, 

 50% coverage on vessels with Tier 2 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl 

gear, and 

 25% coverage on vessels with Tier 3 mackerel permits vessels using small mesh bottom 

trawl gear. 

 
Rationale:  MSB Amendment 14 recommended high levels of NEFOP-level observer coverage 

on vessels with limited access mackerel permits.  The increased coverage was intended to 

enhance catch estimates of river herring and shad catch in the mackerel fishery and better 

address and manage bycatch issues in the future.  The requirement for 100% NEFOP-level 

observer coverage was recommended to apply to vessels that used midwater trawl gear and 

vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permit using small mesh bottom trawl gear because those vessels 

account for most mackerel landings.  Lower coverage levels were recommended for vessels 

with Tier 2 and Tier 3 mackerel permit, with the rationale that those vessels do not need as 

much coverage given their lower contribution to landings/effort in the mackerel fishery.   

 

Support for high levels of NEFOP-level observer coverage on limited access mackerel vessels, 

especially for vessels using midwater trawl gear, was supported by a majority of stakeholders 

(e.g., groundfish fishing industry, recreational fishery participants, and environmental 

advocates).  Those stakeholders, as well as some members of the mackerel industry, believed 

that high levels of NEFOP-level observer coverage was important for the most active vessels to 

either confirm or disprove the claims that have been made by many regarding river herring and 

shad incidental catch in the mackerel fishery. 

 

Detailed Description:  NEFOP-level observers would be required to possess a NEFOP 

certification, including a HVF certification, and they would collect comprehensive catch data 

consistent with NEFOP protocols for observer data collected under the SBRM.   

 
Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, representatives for vessels with limited 

access mackerel permits using midwater trawl or small mesh bottom trawl would be required 

to provide notice to NMFS and request a NEFOP-level observer through the pre-trip notification 

system (these vessels are currently required to provide notice of trips).  If an SBRM observer 

was not selected to cover that trip, NMFS would notify the vessel representative whether or 

not industry-funded NEFOP-level observer coverage must be procured through an industry-
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funded monitoring service provider.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that industry-

funded NEFOP-level observer coverage is necessary, they would then be required to contact an 

industry-funded monitoring service provider to obtain and pay for a NEFOP-level observer for 

the relevant fishing trip.  The vessel would be prohibited from fishing for, taking, possessing, or 

landing in excess of the incidental mackerel trip limit (20,000 lb) without carrying an NEFOP-

level observer on its next trip.  If NEFOP-level coverage is not necessary on the next trip, NMFS 

would issue the vessel a NEFOP-level observer coverage waiver. 

 

NEFOP-level observers would collect the following information on mackerel trips: 

 Fishing gear information (i.e., size of nets, mesh sizes, and gear configurations); 

 Tow-specific information (i.e., depth, water temperature, wave height, and location and 

time when fishing begins and ends); 

 All retained and discarded catch (fish, sharks, crustaceans, invertebrates, and debris) on 

observed hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Retained catch on unobserved hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Actual catch weights whenever possible, or alternatively, weight estimates derived by 

sub-sampling; 

 Whole specimens, photos, and biological samples (i.e., scales, otoliths, and/or vertebrae 

from fish, invertebrates, and incidental takes); 

 Information on interactions with protected species, such as sea turtles, marine 

mammals, and seabirds; and  

 Vessel trip costs (i.e., operational costs for trip including food, fuel, oil, and ice). 

 

The realized observer coverage level for this alternative in a given year would be determined by 

the amount of Federal funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities. The realized 

observer coverage level would fall anywhere between SBRM coverage and specified coverage 

target. 

 

If a NEFOP-level observer was not available to cover a mackerel trip selected for coverage 

(either due to logistics or a lack of funding), that vessel would be prohibited from participating 

in the mackerel fishery on that trip.  Acknowledging that available Federal funding to cover 

NMFS cost responsibilities may be limited, this alternative would likely reduce the ability of 

vessels with limited access mackerel permits to participate in the mackerel fishery, unless Sub-

Option 1 was selected, which provides for NMFS to issue waivers if there are funding/logistical 

issues. 
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1.4.2.2 Mackerel Alternative 2.2: At-Sea Monitor Coverage on Midwater Trawl Vessels (25%-
100%) and Tier 1 Small Mesh Bottom Trawl Vessels (25%-100%) 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.2 would require vessels with limited access mackerel permits using 

midwater trawl gear and vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl 

gear to carry an at-sea monitor on every declared mackerel trip selected for coverage by NMFS.  

NMFS would select a trip for at-sea monitor coverage based on a coverage target (25%, 50%, 

75%, or 100%) specified in this action by the Council.  These at-sea monitor coverage 

requirements only apply to trips landing more than 20,000 lb of mackerel.  

 

Rationale:  In contrast to NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors would only collect species 

composition on discarded catch, or catch that is not retained on board the vessel for any 

reason, including slippage events, operational discards, and catch that is sorted on board the 

vessel and then discarded.  The Councils recommended that at-sea monitors collect only a 

limited data set compared to NEFOP-level observers to allow for maximum cost saving 

associated with reducing training time, gear requirements, and internal support resources 

necessary to administer an at-sea monitoring program for the mackerel fishery.  (See Appendix 

5 – Analysis of ASM Costs for additional details.)  The NEFMC is considering whether to modify 

this alternative so that all catch is sampled (not just collecting information on discarded catch), 

which would increase the information obtained but also reduce the opportunity for cost 

savings. 

 

Detailed Description:  Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, representatives for 

vessels with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear and vessels with Tier 1 

mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl gear would be required to provide notice to 

NMFS and request an at-sea monitor through the pre-trip notification system (these vessels are 

currently required to provide notice of trips).  If an SBRM observer was not selected to cover 

that trip, NMFS would notify the vessel representative whether or not industry-funded at-sea 

monitor coverage must be procured through an industry-funded monitoring service provider.  If 

NMFS informs the vessel representative industry-funded at-sea monitoring coverage is 

necessary, they would then be required to contact an industry-funded monitoring service 

provider to obtain and pay for an at-sea monitor for the relevant fishing trip.  The vessel would 

be prohibited from fishing for, taking, possessing, or landing mackerel in excess of the 

incidental mackerel trip limit (20,000 lb) without carrying an at-sea monitor on its next trip.  If 

at-sea monitoring coverage is not necessary on the next trip, NMFS would issue the vessel an 

at-sea monitoring coverage waiver. 

 

At-sea monitors would collect the following information on mackerel trips: 
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 Fishing gear information (i.e., size of nets and dredges, mesh sizes, and gear 

configurations); 

 Tow-specific information (i.e., depth, water temperature, wave height, and location and 

time when fishing begins and ends); 

 All discarded catch (fish, sharks, crustaceans, invertebrates, and debris) on observed 

hauls (species, weight, and disposition); 

 Actual catch weights whenever possible, or alternatively, weight estimates derived by 

sub-sampling; 

 Biological samples (i.e., scales, otoliths, and/or vertebrae from fish, invertebrates, and 

incidental takes) on discarded catch; and 

 Vessel trip costs (i.e., operational costs for trip including food, fuel, oil, and ice). 

 

Currently, there are slippage restrictions and reporting requirements when an observer is 

aboard vessels with limited access mackerel permits.  The Councils need to decide if slippage 

restrictions and reporting requirements should be extended to vessels with at-sea monitors 

aboard.   

 

The realized coverage level for this alternative in a given year would be determined by the 

amount of Federal funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities. The realized coverage 

level would fall anywhere between SBRM coverage and the specified at-sea monitoring 

coverage level on vessels with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear and 

vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl gear. 

 

If an at-sea monitor was not available to cover a mackerel trip selected for coverage (either due 

to logistics or a lack of funding), that vessel would be prohibited from participating in the 

mackerel fishery on that trip.  Acknowledging that available Federal funding to cover NMFS cost 

responsibilities may be limited, this alternative would likely reduce the ability of vessels with 

limited access mackerel permits to participate in the mackerel fishery, unless Sub-Option 1 was 

selected, which provides for NMFS to issue waivers if there are funding/logistical issues. 

 

1.4.2.3 Mackerel Alternative 2.3:  Combination Coverage on Midwater Trawl Vessels and 

Tier 1 Small Mesh Bottom Trawl Vessels 

 

Tier 1 Small Mesh Bottom Trawl Vessels 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would require vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh 

bottom trawl gear to carry an at-sea monitor on every declared mackerel trip landing more 

than 20,000 lb of mackerel and selected for coverage by NMFS.  Vessels would be selected to 
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carry an at-sea monitor by NMFS to meet the at-sea monitor coverage target (25%, 50%, 75%, 

or 100%) that is specified in this action.   

 

Rationale:  In contrast to NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors would only collect species 

composition on discarded catch, or catch that is not retained on board the vessel for any 

reason, including slippage events, operational discards, and catch that is sorted on board the 

vessel and then discarded.  The MAFMC recommended that at-sea monitors collect only a 

limited data set compared to NEFOP-level observers to allow for any possible cost saving 

associated with reducing training time, gear requirements, and internal support resources 

necessary to administer an at-sea monitoring program for the mackerel fishery.  (See Appendix 

5 – Analysis of ASM Costs for additional details.)  The NEFMC is considering whether to modify 

this alternative so that all catch is sampled (not just collecting information on discarded catch), 

which would increase the information obtained but also reduce the opportunity for cost 

savings. 

 

Detailed Description:  Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, representatives for 

vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom trawl gear would be required to 

provide notice to NMFS and request an at-sea monitor through the pre-trip notification system 

(these vessels are currently required to provide notice of trips).  If an SBRM observer was not 

selected to cover that trip, NMFS would notify the vessel representative whether or not 

industry-funded at-sea monitor coverage must be procured through an industry-funded 

monitoring service provider.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that they needed 

industry-funded at-sea monitoring coverage, they would then be required to contact an 

industry-funded monitoring service provider to obtain and pay for an at-sea monitor for the 

relevant fishing trip.  The vessel would be prohibited from fishing for, taking, possessing, or 

landing mackerel in excess of the incidental mackerel trip limit (20,000 lb) without carrying an 

at-sea monitor on its next trip.  If at-sea monitoring coverage is not needed on the next trip, 

NMFS would issue the vessel an at-sea monitoring coverage waiver. 

 

Currently, there are slippage restrictions and reporting requirements when is an observer is 

aboard vessels with limited access mackerel permits.  The Councils need to decide if slippage 

restrictions and reporting requirements should be extended to vessels with at-sea monitors 

aboard.   

 

If an at-sea monitor was not available to cover a mackerel trip selected for coverage (either due 

to logistics or a lack of funding), that vessel would be prohibited from participating in the 

mackerel fishery on that trip.  Acknowledging that available Federal funding to cover NMFS cost 

responsibilities may be limited, this alternative would likely reduce the ability of vessels with 
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limited access mackerel permits to participate in the mackerel fishery, unless Sub-Option 1 was 

selected, which provides for NMFS to issue waivers if there are funding/logistical issues. 

 

Midwater Trawl Fleet 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would require vessels with limited access mackerel permits using 

midwater trawl gear to carry an operating electronic monitoring (EM) system on every trip 

declared into the mackerel fishery landing over 20,000 lb of mackerel and portside sampling of 

their catch on every declared mackerel trip selected for coverage by NMFS.  The intention of 

the MAFMC would be that some percentage of all declared mackerel trips by midwater trawl 

vessels would be sampled portside (50% or 100%).  However, factors such as where catch is 

landed, ability to access the offload, and infrastructure limitations at certain landing ports, may 

prevent the program from achieving 100% coverage, even if funding is not an issue. 

 

Rationale:  Because the midwater trawl fleet discards only a small percentage of its catch at 

sea, EM and portside sampling have the potential to be a cost effective way to address 

monitoring goals for the midwater trawl fleet harvesting mackerel.  EM would be used to verify 

retention of catch on the midwater trawl fleet and portside sampling would be used to verify 

amount and species composition of landed catch.   

 

The implementation of EM in the mackerel fishery would be based on the ongoing EM 

exempted fishing permit program for the West Coast whiting fishery that is expected to be 

transitioned into regulation by 2017.  The implementation of portside sampling in the mackerel 

fishery would be based on the existing portside sampling program for the midwater trawl fleet 

operated by the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries and Maine Department of Marine 

Resources. 

 

Detailed Description:  Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, representatives for 

vessels with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear would be required to 

have an operational EM system installed aboard their vessel and provide notice to NMFS and 

request a portside sampler through the pre-trip notification system.  NMFS would notify the 

vessel representative whether or not portside sampling coverage must be procured through an 

industry-funded monitoring service provider.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that 

they needed portside sampling coverage, they would then be required to contact an industry-

funded monitoring service provider to obtain and pay for a portside sampler for the vessel’s 

next fishing trip.  The vessel would be prohibited from fishing for, taking, possessing, or landing 

mackerel in excess of the incidental mackerel trip limit (20,000 lb) without portside sampling of 

its offload on its next trip.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that portside sampling 
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coverage is not needed on its next trip, NMFS would issue the vessel a portside sampling 

coverage waiver. 

 

Electronic Monitoring 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2.3, owners or operators of vessels issued a mackerel permit and 

using midwater trawl gear would be required to install EM equipment and maintain the 

equipment on board for the duration of the fishing year.  Though the system would have to be 

installed for the duration of the fishing year, it would only need to be turned on during declared 

mackerel trips using midwater trawl gear. 

 

Video footage would be used to confirm retention on midwater trawl trips to ensure that all 

catch is available to be sampled portside for a given trip.  Video footage would be recorded 

either throughout the duration of the trip or just around haulback.  For analysis purposes, 

haulback would be defined as the time gear sensors document the start of gear deployment to 

some set amount of time after the time gear sensors sense the end of deployment, in order to 

ensure that all catch has been transferred into the hold.  In addition, one wide angle camera 

may remain on for the duration of the trip to monitor for discard compliance.   

 

While video footage would initially only be used to verify retention of catch for portside 

sampling, EM would also be evaluated for its ability to verify compliance with slippage 

restrictions and reporting requirements, as well as slippage consequence measures (i.e., 

requirements to move 15 nautical miles or terminate a fishing trip following a slippage event).  

Footage would not initially be used to identify species, nor estimate the amount of catch 

released if a haul were slipped.  The Councils or NMFS may expand the uses of video footage to 

include species identification or quantification of released catch in the future if video footage 

proves useful for these purposes.  Such an expansion would be done via a framework 

adjustment or amendment, as appropriate. 

 

Equipment  

 

The EM system, installed by a NMFS-approved contractor, would be comprised of video 

camera(s), recording equipment, and other related equipment with the following components 

and capabilities: 

 Video cameras.  Video cameras would need to be mounted so to provide a clear, 

unobstructed, and well illuminated views of the area(s) where the midwater trawl gear 

is retrieved prior to catch being placed in the hold.  There would need to be a sufficient 

number of cameras with sufficient resolution for NMFS, the US Coast Guard, and other 
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authorized officers/designees to determine that all catch was brought aboard the vessel 

during haulback.  The EM system must be capable of initiating video recording at the 

time gear retrieval starts, and record all periods of time when the gear is being retrieved 

and until catch is placed in the hold or discarded. 

 Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver.  A GPS receiver would be required to 

document coordinates, velocity, and heading data. 

 Hydraulic and drum rotation sensors.  Hydraulic sensors would be required to 

continuously monitor the hydraulic pressure.  Drum rotation sensor would be required 

to continuously monitor drum rotations. 

 EM control box.  The system would need to include a control box that receives and 

stores the raw data provided by the sensors and cameras.  The control box would need 

to contain removable hard drives and sufficient storage system capability to record data 

for the full duration of a trip (i.e., the longest expected trip length for the vessel). 

 EM systems monitor.  A wheelhouse monitor would be necessary to provide a graphical 

user interface for the vessel operator to monitor: 1) The state and performance of the 

control box, 2) information on the current date and time synchronized via GPS, 3) GPS 

coordinates, 4) current hydraulic pressure reading, 5) presence of a data disk, 6) 

percentage used of the data disk, 7) and video recording status. 

 

NMFS would announce specifics about this equipment list, as well as any additional design 

requirements for the EM system, during the rulemaking and implementation process.  Industry 

will be responsible for contracting with a NMFS-approved provider for technical and 

maintenance services.  

 

Data Transfer 

 

After completing a fishing trip, a vessel representative would be required to mail or transmit 

the removable EM system hard drive(s) containing all data to NMFS or a NMFS-approved 

contractor, according to instructions provided by NMFS.  The method of transfer that would be 

allowed under the EM program would be developed during implementation.  Prior to departing 

on a subsequent trip, a vessel representative would be required to install a replacement EM 

system hard drive(s) to enable data collection and video recording.  A vessel representative 

would be responsible for contacting NMFS or a NMFS-approved contractor if they have 

requested but not received a replacement hard drive(s) and for informing NMFS or NMFS-

approved contractor of any lapse in the hard drive management procedures described in the 

vessel monitoring plan.  
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Retention Requirements 

 

Initially, Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would maintain the existing retention requirements for the 

midwater trawl fleet.  Vessels would continue to operate under the regulations and possession 

limits for any fisheries for which they possess permits.  Currently, there are slippage restrictions 

and reporting requirements when is an observer is aboard vessels with limited access mackerel 

permits.  Slippage restrictions and reporting requirements could be extended to vessels with 

EM on trips that are selected for portside sampling.  There are also some statutory measures 

under the ESA and MMPA that may dictate retention of protected species.   

 

Review of EM Video Footage 

 

Video footage would be subsampled at a Council-specified and predetermined percent of 

review (50% or 100%) and then compared to released catch affidavits, VMS reports describing 

slippage events, and/or observer data on slippage.  Relatively high rates of review may be 

required to confirm discarding is not happening because discard events are relatively rare.  The 

rate of review may be adjusted by NMFS during implementation, in cooperation with Council 

staff, to use the optimum and most cost effective rate to achieve management goals.  

Substantial changes would require Council-approval. 

 

Compliance Measures 

 

Rates of video collection and/or subsampling could be increased is there is evidence of non-

compliance.  For example, if a vessel is found to have undocumented discarding events on more 

than a specified number of trips during a fishing year, then the vessel could be subject to 

increased rates of video collection and/or review for all subsequent fishing trips at the vessel 

owner’s expense for the remainder of the season and the next season, or until NMFS has 

determined that review levels can return to the original specified level. 

 

Vessel Monitoring Plans (VMPs) 

 

Individual Vessel Monitoring Plans (VMPs) would serve as a clear plan for discard 

documentation, installation and maintenance, protocols for data storage and transfer, and 

other important information regarding a vessel’s EM system.  Each vessel operator or owner 

would be responsible for working with NMFS or a NMFS-approved contractor to develop a 

VMP, and would be required to keep the VMP aboard the vessel at all times.  NMFS would 
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specify VMP requirements in the regulations.  VMPs may include, but are not limited to, 

information on the locations of EM system components, contact information for technical 

support, instructions on how to conduct a pre-trip system test, instructions on how to verify 

proper system functions, location(s) on deck where fish retrieval should occur to remain in view 

of the cameras, procedures for how to manage EM system hard drives, catch handling 

procedures, periodic checks of the monitor during the retrieval of gear to verify proper 

functioning, and reporting procedures.  The VMP should minimize, as much as possible, any 

impact on the current operating procedures of the vessel, and should help ensure the safety of 

the crew.  NMFS or a NMFS-approved contractor would review VMPs biennially prior to the 

start of the upcoming fishing year. 

 

Portside Sampling 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2.3, vessels with mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear 

would be subject to portside sampling requirements for declared mackerel trips selected for 

coverage by NMFS.  Portside sampling would be used to verify the amount and species 

composition of catch in the mackerel fishery.  NMFS is developing a plan to help track catch 

against catch caps for river herring and shad using the portside data.  Portside samplers would 

also collect biological information (i.e., age and length data).     

 

Sampling Design 

 

The sampling design for portside sampling alternatives would be based on the existing portside 

sampling programs for the mackerel fishery, administered by the states of Massachusetts 

Division of Marine Fisheries and Maine Department of Marine Resources, and consistent with 

NEFOP sampling methodology.  Midwater trawl vessels returning from a declared mackerel trip 

would be sampled portside during the offload.  Initially, the level of sampling for midwater 

trawl trips would be approximately 50% or 100% (Council must identify a sampling rate at the 

time of final action).  However, the sampling rate may be adjusted by NMFS during 

implementation, in cooperation with Council staff, to use the optimum and most cost effective 

rate to achieve management goals.   Substantial changes would have to be approved by the 

Council.  Such factors such as where catch is landed, ability to access the offload, and 

infrastructure limitations at certain landing ports, may prevent the program from achieving 

100% coverage, even if funding is not limiting. 

 

Basket samples would be collected from the vessel’s dewatering box at specified intervals 

throughout the duration of the offload.  Basket samples would be sorted and weighed by 

species and extrapolated based on vessel hail weight to represent estimated retained catch for 
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the total trip.  Actual weights could be verified using the vessel trip report and/or dealer data.  

Age and length data would be collected consistent with NEFOP sampling methodology.   

 

Landing Ports 

 

Midwater trawl vessels returning from declared mackerel trips would be required to land catch 

in specific ports.  In past years, the midwater trawl fleet has landed catch in Maine (Portland, 

Rockland, Vinalhaven, Prospect Harbor, Jonesport, Milbridge), New Hampshire (Newington), 

Massachusetts (Boston, Gloucester, New Bedford), Rhode Island (Point Judith, North 

Kingstown), and New Jersey (Cape May).  The list of specific landing ports and the details of 

offloading requirements in those ports would be developed as part of this amendment, prior to 

final action.  Alternatives that include portside sampling are not intended to restrict the landing 

and offloading behavior of midwater trawl vessels.  However, if certain ports are not suitable 

for portside sampling, then vessels may not be able to land in those ports on trips that are 

selected for portside sampling.  If portside sampling is selected as a preliminary preferred 

alternative for the mackerel fishery, then NMFS would further evaluate how to enable portside 

sampling in midwater trawl landing ports. 

 

Vessel Responsibilities 

 

Midwater trawl vessels would be responsible for offloading catch consistent with offloading 

requirements and contacting a service provider to arrange a portside sampler to sample catch 

from declared mackerel trips.  

 

The realized observer coverage level for Mackerel Alternative 2.3 in a given year would be 

determined by the amount of Federal funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities. The 

realized observer coverage level would fall anywhere between SBRM coverage and the 

specified coverage target on vessels with Tier 1 mackerel permits using small mesh bottom 

trawl gear and limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear. 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would require midwater trawl vessels to carry an operating EM system 

on every trip declared into the mackerel fishery and portside sampling of catch on every 

declared mackerel trip selected for coverage by NMFS.  If an operating EM system or portside 

sampler was not available to cover a specific mackerel trip (either due to logistics or a lack of 

funding), that vessel would be prohibited from participating in the mackerel fishery on that trip.  

Acknowledging that available Federal funding to cover NMFS cost responsibilities may be 

limited, this alternative would likely reduce the ability of vessels to participate in the mackerel 
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fishery, unless Sub-Option 1 was selected, which provides for NMFS to issue waivers if there are 

funding/logistical issues. 

 

As recommended by the MAFMC, Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would have a pre-implementation 

plan to help the industry understand any new EM and portside monitoring requirements and 

become compliant with sampling equipment, notification, sampling, and reporting 

requirements. 

 

1.4.2.4 Mackerel Alternative 2.4: Electronic Monitoring and Portside Sampling on Midwater 

Trawl Vessels 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.4 would require vessels with limited access mackerel permits using 

midwater trawl gear to carry an operating EM system on every trip declared into the mackerel 

fishery landing over 20,000 lb of mackerel and portside sampling of their catch on every 

declared mackerel trip selected for coverage by NMFS.  The intention of the MAFMC would be 

that some percentage of all declared mackerel trips by midwater trawl vessels would be 

sampled portside (50% or 100%).  However, factors such as where catch is landed, ability to 

access the offload, and infrastructure limitations at certain landing ports, may prevent the 

program from achieving 100% coverage, even if funding is not an issue. 

 

Rationale:  Because the midwater trawl fleet discards only a small percentage of its catch at 

sea, EM and portside sampling have the potential to be a cost effective way to address 

monitoring goals for the midwater trawl fleet harvesting mackerel.  EM would be used to verify 

retention of catch on the midwater trawl fleet and portside sampling would be used to verify 

amount and species composition of landed catch.   

 

The implementation of EM in the mackerel fishery would be based on the ongoing EM 

exempted fishing permit program for the West Coast whiting fishery that is expected to be 

transitioned into regulation by 2017.  The implementation of portside sampling in the mackerel 

fishery would be based on the existing portside sampling program for the midwater trawl fleet 

operated by the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries and Maine Department of Marine 

Resources. 

 

Detailed Description:  Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, representatives for 

vessels with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear would be required to 

have an operational EM system installed aboard their vessel and provide notice to NMFS and 

request a portside sampler through the pre-trip notification system.  NMFS would notify the 

vessel representative whether or not portside sampling coverage must be procured through an 
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industry-funded monitoring service provider.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that 

they needed portside sampling coverage, they would then be required to contact an industry-

funded monitoring service provider to obtain and pay for a portside sampler for the vessel’s 

next fishing trip.  The vessel would be prohibited from fishing for, taking, possessing, or landing 

mackerel in excess of the incidental mackerel trip limit (20,000 lb) without portside sampling of 

its offload on its next trip.  If NMFS informs the vessel representative that portside sampling 

coverage is not needed on its next trip, NMFS would issue the vessel a portside sampling 

coverage waiver. 

 

The realized observer coverage level for Mackerel Alternative 2.4 in a given year would be 

determined by the amount of Federal funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities. The 

realized observer coverage level would fall anywhere between SBRM coverage and the 

specified coverage target on vessels with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl 

gear. 

 

If an operating EM system or portside sampler was not available to cover a specific mackerel 

trip (either due to logistics or a lack of funding), that vessel would be prohibited from 

participating in the mackerel fishery on that trip.  Acknowledging that available Federal funding 

to cover NMFS cost responsibilities may be limited, this alternative would likely reduce the 

ability of vessels to participate in the mackerel fishery, unless Sub-Option 1 was selected, which 

provides for NMFS to issue waivers if there are funding/logistical issues. 

 

As recommended by the MAFMC, Mackerel Alternative 2.4 would have a pre-implementation 

plan to help the industry understand any new EM and portside monitoring requirements and 

become compliant with sampling equipment, notification, sampling, and reporting 

requirements. 

 

1.4.3 Considered But Rejected Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives 

 

The alternative specifying NEFOP-level observer coverage on the midwater trawl fleet to obtain 

a 30% coefficient of variation (CV) on river herring and shad catch was considered but rejected 

by the MAFMC.   

 

The monitoring of catch and bycatch of river herring and shad in the mackerel fishery was 

identified as an FMP need in MSB Amendment 14.  This alternative was developed from an 

analysis that evaluated catch of river herring and shad catch in the herring and mackerel 

fisheries and was designed to complement SBRM monitoring coverage.   

 



P a g e  | 24 

 

IFM Amendment Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives Discussion Document April 12-14, 2016 

This alternative would have focused observer coverage on the midwater trawl fleet because 

that fleet catches the majority of river herring and shad (57%).  Based on 2013 data, the 

percent coverage to achieve a 30% CV on river herring and shad catch by the midwater trawl 

fleet would have been up to 61%.   

 

The MAFMC recommended this alternative be considered but rejected because it was not 

considered consistent with the Council’s preferred Alternatives for MSB Amendment 14. 

 

1.5 IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES  
 

This section considers the potential impacts of alternatives considered by the MAFMC to 

specify industry-funded monitoring coverage targets for the mackerel fishery on valued 

ecosystem components (VEC), including target species, non-target species, protected species, 

physical environment, and human communities. 

 

For each VEC, the impacts associated with Mackerel Alternatives 1 and 2 will be discussed, 

followed by a discussion of impacts associated with Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4. 

 

1.5.1 IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES ON BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

 

When evaluating industry-funded monitoring for the mackerel fishery, one major consideration 

is whether a monitoring alternative provides the type and quality of data necessary to meet the 

Council’s information collection goals for the mackerel fishery.   

 

Allocation of Monitoring Coverage 

 

The allocation of monitoring, or the basis of selecting a vessel for monitoring coverage, affects 

how the resulting data can be used for management. 

 

Under SBRM, vessels are selected for observer coverage by fishing fleet (based on gear, mesh 

and area), not based on FMP or permit category.  Valid estimates of catch or bycatch (and their 

variances) rely on formulas that are consistent with the underlying sampling design.  Estimates 

that are inconsistent with the sampling design may be biased, which may impact the utility of 

the data. 

 

Observed trips that were selected for coverage based on permit category, and not fleet, may be 

treated separately by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center in catch and bycatch analyses.  
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These data may not be used in stock assessments or total catch estimation because the vessel 

selection for observer coverage would be inconsistent with SBRM’s sampling design and 

produce biased estimates.  Data collected by permit category could be used to track catch 

against annual catch limits (ACLs) or fishery catch caps that are specific to the permits that are 

being targeted for coverage because the data collection and catch estimation method would 

match.  However, the utility of data collected by permit category would likely be limited as 

compared to data that were collected by fishing fleet because the catch estimate method does 

not match SBRM’s sampling design.  Increasing coverage by permit types would also affect the 

current cap estimates to the degree that sampling causes some part of the fishery that is 

regulated by the cap to be over or under sampled.  

 

To summarize, the decision to allocate observer coverage by FMP (i.e., permits) or fishing fleet 

depends on the objectives of the additional coverage and how the data will subsequently be 

used.  If one of the objectives of additional coverage is to improve catch estimates for use in 

stock assessments, and not just solely for monitoring harvest, then monitoring coverage should 

be allocated by fishing fleet (i.e., aligned with SBRM), and not FMP, fishery, or permit category. 

 

TABLE 3.  PROS AND CONS OF ALLOCATING MONITORING COVERAGE BY PERMIT VERSUS 

FLEET 

 

 Pros Cons 

Permit-Based Coverage 

Target Alternatives 

 

Councils manage fisheries by 

FMP and vessel permit 

Not consistent with how 

SBRM allocates observers 

Can be used to monitor FMP-

specific quotas and catch 

caps 

Resulting data may be biased 

and not used for stock 

assessment and/or total 

removals 

Can be used to monitor FMP-

specific quotas and catch 

caps 

Difficult to design, deploy 

and analyze results because 

vessels typically don't 

structure trips by permit 

category 

Fleet-Based Coverage Target 

Alternatives 

Consistent with how SBRM 

allocates observer coverage 

Typically extends across 

FMPs 

Resulting data may be 

combined with SBRM data 

for stock assessments and/or 

total removals 

Not consistent with how 

Councils manage fisheries by 

FMP and vessel permit 
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Type of Information Collected 

 

Different types of monitoring can provide different kinds of information with varying levels of 

verification (Table 4.) 

 

Currently, vessel trip reports (VTRs) provide information on fishing effort, retained catch, and 

discarded catch.  Dealer reports provide information on retained catch and vessel monitoring 

systems (VMS) provided information on fishing location and behavior.  Affidavits of slippage 

events and discard reports can provide details of why slippage and/or discard events occur. 

 

Under the industry-funded mackerel coverage target alternatives, NEFOP-level observers 

and/or at-sea monitors could provide information on fishing effort.  NEFOP-level observers and 

portside samplers would be collecting species composition and biological information on 

retained catch, while at-sea monitors would be collecting species and biological information on 

discarded catch.  The NEFMC is considering whether to modify alternatives with at-sea 

monitoring coverage so that all catch is sampled (not just collecting information on discarded 

catch), which would increase the information obtained but also reduce the opportunity for cost 

savings.  If this change is confirmed by the Councils, the biological impacts will need to be 

revised from what is presented in this document.  EM would be used to confirm retention of 

catch.   
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TABLE 4.  COMPARISON OF INFORMATION COLLECTED ACROSS MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES 

Mackerel 
Data 

Interests 

 
Current 

Information 
Collections That 
Would Continue 

Under Any 
Alternative 

MACK Alt 1 MACK Alt  2.1 MACK Alt  2.2 MACK Alt 2.3 MACK Alt  2.4 

Ability to meet data interest:   High      Medium      Low      N/A 

No Action 
(NEFOP coverage for 

SBRM only) 

NEFOP-Level Coverage 
(100, 50, 25%) on Limited 

Access Vessels 

ASM (25, 50, 75, or 100%) 
on MWT and Tier 1 SMBT 

Vessels 

EM/Portside on MWT Vessels  
 

ASM (25, 50, 75, or 100%) on  
Tier 1 SMBT Vessels 

EM/Portside 
on MWT vessels 

 
 

Retained 
Catch 

 Vessel trip 
reports 

 Dealer reports 

 VMS catch 
reports 

 

Information on effort, 
area, gear, and 

economics 
 

Species composition 
data 

Information on effort, area, 
gear, and economics 

 
Species composition data 

 
Information on effort, area, 

gear, and economics 
 

Confirm retention 
 

ASM -  Information on effort, area, 
gear, economics; confirms 

retention 
 

EM/Portside -  Confirms retention; 
species composition data 

Confirms retention 
 

Species composition data 

Discarded 
Catch 

 Vessel trip 
reports 

 VMS catch 
reports 

 

Discard estimate 
 

Species composition 
of discarded catch 

Discard estimate 
 

Species composition of 
discarded catch 

Discard estimate 
 

Species composition of 
discarded catch 

ASM  -  Discard estimate; species 
composition data on discarded 

catch 
 

EM  -  Flags discarding 

Flags discarding 

River 
herring and 
Shad Catch 

Cap 
Monitoring 

 Vessel trip 
reports 

 Dealer reports 

 VMS catch 
reports 

 Affidavits 

Species composition 
of retained catch 

 
 

Species composition 
of discarded catch 

Species composition of 
retained catch  

 
 

Species composition of 
discarded catch 

Discard estimate 
 

Species composition of 
discarded catch 

ASM  -   Discard estimate; 
species composition data 

on discarded catch 

EM/Portside -  Confirms retention; 
species composition data on 

retained catch 
Confirms retention 

EM/Portside -  Confirms 
retention; species 

composition data on 
retained catch 

Confirms retention 

Stock 
Assess- 
ments 

 Vessel trip 
reports 

Age and length data 
on catch 

Age and length 
data on catch 

Age and length data on 
discarded catch 

ASM -  Age and length data on 
discarded catch 

 
EM/Portside  -  Age and length 

data on retained catch 
 

Age and length data on 
retained catch 

 

MWT indicates midwater trawl vessels and SMBT indicates small mesh bottom trawl vessels. Mackerel alternatives would only apply to trips that land greater than 20,000 lb 
of mackerel.   
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Tracking Catch Against Mackerel Fishery Catch Caps 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 were evaluated with regard to their impact on monitoring the 

river herring and shad catch cap in the mackerel fishery.  The intent of this analysis is to provide 

a general characterization of how different alternatives would affect the precision of catch 

estimates tracked against catch caps.   

 

Many of the mackerel coverage target alternatives do no provide increased monitoring 

coverage by fleet, but rather by permit category.  Currently, NEFOP observer coverage is 

allocated by fleet (based on gear, mesh, and area).  Analyses of 2010-2013 observer data 

suggests that for midwater trawl gear in New England and the Mid-Atlantic, approximately 

26%-54% coverage is needed to obtain a 30% CV for river herring and shad catch (K. Curti).  

Assuming a normal distribution, a 30% CV means that you are about 95% sure that the real 

answer is within ±60% of the estimate.  Similar analyses of small mesh bottom trawl observer 

data (all fisheries) suggest that approximately 5%-22% coverage is needed to obtain a 30% CV 

for river herring and shad catch in that gear type.  Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 would 

cover the entire midwater trawl fleet; therefore 26%-54% coverage rates are applicable to 

these alternatives for midwater trawl gear.  Given that all the mackerel alternatives would only 

cover a portion of total small mesh bottom trawl activity, because the alternatives allocate 

increased coverage by permit category rather than fleet, the 5%-22% coverage rate range may 

not be indicative of what coverage rates in the small mesh bottom trawl portion of the 

mackerel fishery may be appropriate (relative to the river herring and shad cap). 
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TABLE 5.  SUMMARY OF BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives Impacts on Mackerel Resource, Non-Target Species, and Protected 
Species 

Mackerel Alternative 1:  
No Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  (No Action) 

 Low positive impact associated with observer coverage allocated by 
SBRM 

 Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring to 
reduce uncertainty around catch estimates 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  
Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  

 Positive impact associated with additional monitoring to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates 

 Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring unless 
available Federal funding can cover NMFS cost responsibilities 

 Magnitude of impacts associated with additional monitoring would be 
primarily dependent on the type of information collected, amount of 
coverage, and amount of available Federal funding 

 Positive impact associated with Sub-Option 1 not being selected if 
fishing effort is limited and reproductive potential of mackerel, non-
target species, and protected species is increased 

 Negative impact associated with Sub-Option 5 if it biases data used to 
track catch against the catch cap 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.1:  NEFOP-Level 
Coverage on Limited 
Access Vessels 

 Positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates and to track catch against the 
catch cap for midwater trawl vessels 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch estimates and to track catch against the catch cap 
for limited access small mesh bottom trawl vessels 

 Positive impact if fishing effort is limited and reproductive potential of 
mackerel, non-target, and protected species is increased 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.2:  ASM Coverage on 
Midwater Trawl Vessels 
and Tier 1 SMBT Vessels   

 Negligible impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of discard estimates and to track discards against catch the 
catch cap for midwater trawl and Tier 1 small mesh bottom trawl 
vessels   

 Positive impact if fishing effort is limited and reproductive potential of 
mackerel, non-target, and protected species is increased 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.3:  Combination 
Coverage on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels and Tier 1 
SMBT Vessels 

 Positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates and to track catch against the 
catch cap for midwater trawl vessels 

 Negligible impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of discard estimates and to track discards against the catch 
cap for Tier 1 small mesh bottom trawl vessels  

 Positive impact if fishing effort is limited and reproductive potential of 
mackerel, non-target, and protected species is increased 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.4:  EM and Portside 
Sampling on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels   

 Positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates to track catch against the catch 
cap for midwater trawl vessels  

 Positive impact if fishing effort is limited and reproductive potential of 
mackerel, non-target, and protected species is increased 
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1.5.1.1 Impacts of Mackerel Alternatives 1 and 2 on Biological Resources 
 

For the purposes of this discussion, biological resources include the mackerel resource, non-

target species, and protected species.  The non-target species of interest that are harvested by 

the mackerel fishery are river herring, shad, and herring.  Protected species include fish, turtles, 

and marine mammals listed under the ESA and marine mammals protected under the MMPA.  

 

Mackerel Alternative 1 would not specify a coverage target for an industry-funded monitoring 

program in the MSB FMP.  Monitoring for mackerel vessels would be allocated according to 

SBRM.  If there was Federal funding available after SBRM coverage requirements were met, 

additional monitoring for the mackerel fishery would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.   

 

In recent years, observer coverage for the mackerel fishery has largely been allocated as part of 

the SBRM.  The SBRM is the combination of sampling design, data collection procedures, and 

analyses used to estimate bycatch in multiple fisheries.  The SBRM provides a structured 

approach for evaluating the effectiveness of the allocation of fisheries observer effort across 

multiple fisheries to monitor a large number of species.  Although management measures are 

typically developed and implemented on an FMP-specific basis, from the perspective of 

developing a bycatch reporting system, there is overlap among the FMPs and the fisheries that 

occur in New England and the Mid-Atlantic that could result in redundant and wasteful 

requirements if each FMP is addressed independently.   

 

There are 56 fishing modes defined in the SBRM, some of which further subdivide a fishery by 

the mesh size of the gear used (for gillnets and otter trawls), or by the type of permit and 

access area program (for sea scallop dredges).  Although there are differences among the 

modes, the participants in these fishing modes fish throughout the Gulf of Maine, Georges 

Bank, and the Mid-Atlantic Bight, and land their catch across a large number of fishing ports 

from the Outer Banks of North Carolina to Downeast Maine.  The SBRM is limited to those 

fisheries that are prosecuted in the Federal waters of the Greater Atlantic Region and managed 

through a FMP developed by either the MAFMC or MAFMC.  Current observer coverage 

allocated to the mackerel fishery through SBRM is described in Table 2. 

 

The mackerel fishery is managed through an annual catch limit (ACL) (reduced from the 

overfishing limit and stockwide acceptable biological catch to address scientific uncertainty and 

management uncertainty) and commercial and recreational annual catch targets (ACTs - 

reduced from the ACL to account for additional management uncertainty) that are designed to 

prevent overfishing of the mackerel stock.  Currently, it is unknown if the mackerel stock is 
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overfished or if overfishing is occurring.  There is concern about the mackerel fishery and 

indications of reduced productivity related to low catches in recent years (TRAC 2010).  Possible 

explanations include: (1) Mackerel have moved away from traditional fishing grounds (as has 

occurred in Europe), (2) environmental conditions have resulted in a less productive or less 

fishable stock, or (3) the stock is overfished.  A combination of these factors could also be 

possible.  In recent years, the fleet has not been able to harvest the ACL or ACTs.  Selection of 

Mackerel Alternative 1 will not likely affect the setting of mackerel harvest specifications, but it 

may affect effort in the mackerel fishery in relation to harvesting ACLs.  Less monitoring (when 

compared to Mackerel Alternative 2) could result in the catch cap for river herring and shad to 

be reached sooner or later in the fishing year, therefore affecting effort in the mackerel fishery. 

 

The catch of river herring and shad in the mackerel fishery is managed by a catch cap 

established by the MAFMC.  The catch of herring in the mackerel fishery is managed by the 

NEFMC in the herring fishery specifications.  Selection of Mackerel Alternative 1 will not likely 

affect the setting of harvest specifications for herring, but less monitoring (when compared to 

Mackerel Alternative 2) may affect the precision of tracking catch against the river herring and 

shad catch cap.   

  

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify the details of an industry-funded monitoring program for 

the MSB FMP and facilitate additional monitoring in the mackerel fishery by specifying coverage 

targets, above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1/the status quo), for industry-funded monitoring.   

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, long-term benefits to the biological resources would vary with 

the type and amount of monitoring coverage target specified for the mackerel fishery.  Benefits 

could result from increased catch monitoring - as catch information increases, the uncertainty 

around retained and discarded catch in the mackerel fishery may be reduced, potentially 

improving the tracking of harvest against ACL s and the river herring and shad catch cap.  The 

magnitude of positive impacts to the biological resources associated with additional catch 

information is expected to vary with the type of coverage target specified and the realized 

coverage level in a given year.  The realized coverage level in a given year would be largely 

driven by the amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a given year 

and would fall somewhere between no additional coverage above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 

1) and the specified coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4).  Imprecise estimates 

would tend to cause the fishery to be closed early in some years and later in other years.  

However, overall one would expect that more precise catch estimates would facilitate better 

management over time and thus produce positive impacts for the mackerel and incidentally-

caught species such as river herring and shad.   
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Mackerel Alternative 2 would allow several sub-options to apply to the industry-funded 

monitoring alternatives.  Sub-Option 1 would allow vessels to be issued waivers to exempt 

them from industry-funded monitoring requirements, for either a trip or the fishing year, if 

coverage was unavailable due to funding or logistics.  Selection of this sub-option preserves the 

MAFMC’s intent to increase monitoring in the mackerel fishery, but would not prevent vessels 

from participating in the mackerel fishery if monitoring coverage was not available.  Should the 

MAFMC not select Sub-Option 1, then any industry-funded monitoring requirements 

established in this amendment would have the potential to reduce effort in the mackerel 

fishery.  Sub-Option 2 would exempt a wing vessel pair trawling with another vessel from 

industry-funded monitoring requirements, provided the vessel does not carry any fish.  Sub-

Option 3 would require that industry-funded monitoring requirements expire two years after 

implementation.  Sub-Option 4 would require the MAFMC to examine the results of any 

increased coverage in the mackerel fishery two years after implementation, and consider if 

adjustments to the coverage targets are warranted.  Depending on the results and desired 

actions, subsequent action to adjust the coverage targets could be accomplished via 

specifications, a framework adjustment, or an amendment to the MSB FMP, as appropriate.  

Lastly, Sub-Option 5 would exempt trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel from industry-

funded monitoring requirements.   

 

If the increased monitoring associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 is reduced or minimized by 

selection of any of the sub-options, the benefits of additional monitoring to the mackerel 

resource may be reduced.  Additionally, under Mackerel Alternative 2, because the 25 mt 

threshold differs from the triggers used to determine which trips count against the catch cap 

for river herring and shad (≥20,000 lb of mackerel) the data generated by selecting Sub-Option 

5 may bias (either higher or lower) the catch tracked against catch caps when compared to not 

selecting Sub-Option 5.  Therefore, the selection of Sub-Option 5 may further reduce any 

benefits associated with Mackerel Alternative 2.   

 

Coverage Target Alternatives 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify a level and type of industry-funded monitoring for the 

mackerel fishery.  The types of industry-funded monitoring considered by the MAFMC for the 

mackerel fishery include:  NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors, and electronic monitoring 

and portside sampling.  Monitoring alternatives allocate coverage by fleet or permit category.  

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the amount and quality of information collected as part of an 

industry-funded monitoring would vary with the type of coverage target alternative specified 
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for the mackerel fishery.  Impacts on the mackerel resource associated with specific coverage 

target alternatives (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4) are discussed in the following section. 

 

Monitoring and Service Provider Requirements 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify that industry-funded observer requirements include a 

HVF certification for the mackerel fishery.   The HVF certification was developed in order to 

more effectively train certified NEFOP observers in high volume catch sampling and 

documentation.  HVF certification allows observer to cover any of the fisheries that pump 

catch, typically the midwater trawl and purse seine fleets.  This certification was developed to 

prepare observers for changes in the regulations and new requirements that were under 

consideration in MSB Amendment 14.   

 

NEFOP determined that data quality was sub-optimal when collected by observers without 

specialized training, potentially resulting in data loss.  In addition, the high variety of deck 

configurations, fish handling practices and fast-paced operations proved more demanding for 

observers.  Having an additional training to identify these practices allowed for improved 

decision-making while at sea, which, ultimately, improved data accuracy and maximized data 

collection.   

 

Observers in the mackerel fishery are currently required to possess a HVF certification under 

Mackerel Alternative 1 and would be required to possess a HVF certification under Mackerel 

Alternative 2.  Therefore, the impacts of a HVF certification requirement under Mackerel 

Alternative 2 on the mackerel resource would be similar to the impacts under Mackerel 

Alternative 1. 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the process for vessel notification and selection and payment of 

industry cost responsibilities would be developed during the rulemaking and amendment 

approval process.  

 

To the extent that increased information on mackerel catch benefits the biological resources 

under Mackerel Alternative 2, those benefits may not be realized under Mackerel Alternative 1.   

 

1.5.1.2 Impacts of Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives 2.1- 2.4 on the Biological 
Resources 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are intended to allow for increased monitoring in the mackerel 

fishery by specifying coverage targets, above and beyond SBRM, for industry-funded 
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monitoring.  If Federal funding is available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with 

industry-funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 may have a 

positive impact on the biological resources by increasing monitoring in the mackerel fishery.  

Increases in monitoring should increase catch estimate precision, which in the long run should 

lead to more effective management of biological resources.  While the benefits to the biological 

resources may be difficult to quantify under Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4, they may not be 

realized under Mackerel Alternative 1.  

 

The magnitude of positive impacts to the biological resources associated with additional catch 

information is expected to vary with the type of coverage and the realized coverage level in 

that year.  The realized coverage level in a given year would be largely driven by the target 

coverage level and the amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in a 

given year.  The realized coverage for the fishery in a given year would fall somewhere between 

no additional coverage above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1) and the specified monitoring 

coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4). 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 differ by (1) the type of information collected, (2) the specified 

amount of coverage, and (3) how coverage is allocated. 

 

Vessel, dealer, and SBRM data are used to track retained and discarded mackerel catch as well 

as river herring and shad cap catch.  These data are used to track catch of other non-target 

species and catch of protected species.  Biological samples taken portside or on SBRM observed 

trips are also used in assessments and research projects relevant to management.   

 

For certain components of the mackerel fishery specific to each alternative and detailed above, 

Mackerel Alternative 2.1 would specify NEFOP-level observer coverage, Mackerel Alternative 

2.2 would specify at-sea monitor coverage, Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would specify at-sea 

monitor coverage as well as EM and portside sampling coverage, and Mackerel Alternative 2.4 

would specify EM and portside sampling coverage.  Because alternatives with NEFOP-level 

observer coverage and EM and portside sampling coverage have the potential to collect 

information on a greater percentage of catch than at-sea monitoring coverage, Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 have the potential to benefit the biological resources more than 

Mackerel Alternative 2.2.   

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 allow some aspect of monitoring coverage to range 

between 25% and 100%, while Mackerel Alternative 2.4 allows monitoring coverage to range 

between 50% and 100%.  The monitoring goals for the mackerel coverage targets are accurate 

estimates of mackerel catch and especially the catch of river herring and shad to track against 
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the catch cap.  While high levels of monitoring are not always necessary to address a 

monitoring goal, more monitoring could be more effective to meet monitoring goals than less 

monitoring.  Therefore, across alternatives, choosing a higher level of coverage should have 

greater benefits for biological resources related to improving management though better data.     

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 primarily would allocate monitoring coverage by vessel 

permit category, while Mackerel Alternative 2.4 would allocate monitoring coverage by fishing 

fleet (i.e., midwater trawl fleet), and Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would allocate monitoring 

coverage by both permit category and fishing fleet for parts of the fishery.  The extent to which 

coverage is allocated consistent with SBRM fishing fleet will determine how the resulting data 

can be used.  Unless vessel permit category is equivalent to fishing fleet, the resulting 

information from Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 will have limited utility when compared to 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4.  The additional information on catch estimates in the 

mackerel fishery obtained via Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 (at-sea monitoring data) 

can be used for tracking catch against ACLs and catch caps but it is unlikely that those data will 

be used for stock assessments and estimating total removals.  Additional data on catch and 

bycatch estimates in mackerel fishery obtained via Mackerel Alternatives 2.3 (EM and portside 

sampling data) and 2.4 could be used for catch monitoring as well as stock assessments and 

estimating total removals.   

 

The realized coverage level in a given year would be determined by the target coverage level 

and the amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in that year.  If 

coverage is not available (either due to logistics or a lack of funding) for a specific trip, Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.1-2.4 specify that the vessel would be prohibited from participating in the 

mackerel fishery on that trip.  The selection of Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-Option 1 would 

enable coverage requirements to be waived on a specific trip to allow vessels to continue 

participating in the mackerel fishery, even if monitoring coverage is not available.  Should 

fishing effort/catch be limited as such, there is the potential for a positive impact on biological 

resources associated with Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4.  The positive impact would result from 

the increased reproductive potential of the individuals that are unharvested.  However, larger 

numbers of spawning fish do not guarantee increased recruitment and high densities of fish 

may result in slow growth and poor condition.  The selection of Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-

Option 1 would enable monitoring coverage requirements to be waived on a specific trip, 

allowing a vessel to continue participating in the mackerel fishery, even if monitoring coverage 

is not available.  For this reason, any benefits to the biological resources under Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.1-2.4 may not be realized under Mackerel Alternative 2 – Sub-Option 1.    

 



P a g e  | 36 

 

IFM Amendment Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives Discussion Document April 12-14, 2016 

Alternatives that increase the amount of information on retained catch (Mackerel Alternatives 

2.1, 2.3, and 2.4) may have an increased likelihood of affecting the data tracked against catch 

caps than alternatives that increase the amount of information on just discarded catch 

(Mackerel Alternative 2.2).  Increased monitoring of the river herring and shad catch may help 

reduce variability in estimates of catch that is tracked against the catch cap, when that 

variability may have otherwise led to effort restrictions in the mackerel fishery.  Conversely, 

additional monitoring may illustrate higher than expected catch of river herring and shad, 

resulting in catch caps that are fully harvested earlier than expected and reduced opportunities 

to harvest mackerel.  Increased information to help track catch against catch caps may help 

allow the mackerel fishery to fully harvest the ACL or it may curtail the harvest of mackerel by 

the mackerel fishery, depending on the direction of error in any given year, which one would 

expect to be random across years.  

 

In general, the benefits of these mackerel alternatives to the biological resources are indirect 

because they affect levels of monitoring rather than harvest specifications.  Indirect benefits to 

the mackerel resource are possible if increased monitoring can reduce uncertainty of catch 

tracked against the ACL and generate more information to estimate total removals and for 

stock assessments. Indirect benefits to non-target species are possible if increased monitoring 

can reduce uncertainty of river herring and shad catch tracked against the catch cap and, 

possibly, better inform the setting of the catch cap.   Indirect benefits to protected species are 

possible if increased monitoring of the mackerel fishery generates additional information on 

protected species to estimate total removals and for stock assessments.  However, these 

alternatives may lead to direct positive impacts on the biological resources if fishing effort is 

limited, either through monitoring availability or the river herring and shad catch cap, leading 

to increased reproductive potential of the biological resources.  Alternatively, if more precise 

data leads to additional effort then there could be negative impacts for biological resources.  

The impacts of these mackerel alternatives on the mackerel resource or non-target species are 

not significant because they would not cause the mackerel resource or non-target species to 

become overfished and would not result in overfishing.  The impacts of these mackerel 

alternatives on protected species are not significant because they would not cause a change in 

population status.  
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1.5.2 IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES ON THE PHYSICAL 
ENVIRONMENT 

 

TABLE 6.  SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL ENVIORONMENT IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE 

TARGET ALTERNATIVES 

 

Alternatives Impacts on Physical Environment  

Mackerel Alternative 1:  
No Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs (No Action) 

 Negligible impact associated with minimal and temporary effects on 
the environment from mackerel fishery 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  
Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  

 Negligible impact associated with minimal and temporary effects on 
the environment from mackerel fishery  

 Low positive impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability  
 Negligible impact associated with switching gear modes 

 

The impact of the mackerel fishery on the physical environment is thought to be minimal and 

temporary.  Therefore, the expected impact on the physical environment of increased 

monitoring in the mackerel fishery is expected to be negligible under both Mackerel 

Alternatives 1 and 2 and any of the associated coverage options.   

 

Should fishing effort be limited by the availability of monitoring coverage or additional data 

collected, there is the potential for a positive impact on the physical environment.  However, 

the magnitude of any potential positive impact is low because the mackerel fishery has only 

minimal and temporary impacts on the environment.  Additionally, vessels may switch gear 

modes to minimize economic impacts associated with gear-specific requirements.  However 

changes to gear modes associated with Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are not expected to affect 

the overall impact of the mackerel fishery on the physical environment.  Therefore, impacts on 

the physical environment are expected to be similar under Mackerel Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

1.5.3 IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET ALTERNATIVES ON HUMAN 
COMMUNITIES  

 
Another major consideration when evaluating an industry-funded monitoring program is the 

cost of the monitoring program.  The requirement to pay for monitoring coverage increases 

operating costs for fishing vessels, which in turn reduces net vessel revenues.   

 

There are two primary approaches for minimizing the cost of monitoring paid by industry.    
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The first approach is to select the most cost effective type of coverage to meet program 

goals.  For example, it may be more cost effective to use electronic monitoring rather than at-

sea observers to confirm retention of catch on mackerel vessels.   

 

The second approach to limit costs to industry is to set coverage levels at the lowest level 

necessary to gather information to meet program goals.  For example, it may be possible to 

sufficiently increase data precision around discard estimates for a certain species by setting a 

coverage target of 50%, rather than a coverage target of 100%.   

 

Table 7 shows the range of costs associated with the different types of monitoring being 

considered for the mackerel fishery.  A detailed description of industry cost responsibilities 

associated with each of these types of monitoring can be found in Appendix 2 – Monitoring 

Cost Estimates.  

 

TABLE 7.  MONITORING COST ESTIMATES FOR THE MACKEREL FISHERY 

 

Types of Monitoring NMFS Cost Vessel Cost 

NEFOP-Level Observer $479 per sea day $818 per sea day 

At-Sea Monitor $530 per sea day $710 per sea day 

Electronic Monitoring 

Year 1:  $36,000 startup 

plus $97 per sea day 

 

Year 2:  $97 per sea day 

Year 1:  $15,000 startup 

plus $3251 or $1872 per sea day 

 

Year 2:  $3251 or $1872 per sea 

day 

Portside Sampling $479-$530 per sea day $5.121 or $3.842 per mt 

1 – Initial cost assumptions:  EM on every vessel, video collected throughout the duration of a trip, 100% video 

review, and targeting 100% of all trip sampled portside.  Additionally, this portside cost estimate includes portside 

administration costs. 

2 – Revised cost assumptions:  EM on every vessel, video collected only around haulback, 50% video review, and 

targeting 50% of all trips sampled portside.  Additionally, this portside cost estimate no longer includes portside 

administration costs. 

 

Assumptions used to generate estimates of industry cost responsibilities  

 

While the cost of a sea day can vary between service providers, the individual components of a 

sea day cost are necessary to successfully execute a monitoring program.  Because each of 

these components is essential, in most cases, it is not appropriate to reduce industry’s cost 

responsibilities by arbitrarily removing or adjusting components of the sea day cost.   
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NEFOP-Level Observer Cost Estimate  

 

The $818 per sea day industry cost responsibility related to NEFOP-level observer coverage is 

based on sampling costs from October 2012 through May 2014 averaged across 3 service 

providers.  The program elements and activities covered in this cost would include, but are not 

limited to, costs to the provider for deployments and sampling (e.g., travel and salary for 

observer deployments and debriefing), equipment, costs to the provider for observer time and 

travel to a scheduled deployment that does not sail and was not canceled by the vessel prior to 

the sail time, and provider overhead. 

 

At-Sea Monitor Cost Estimate   

 

The $710 per sea day industry cost responsibility related to a mackerel at-sea monitoring 

program is based on the current sea day rate for the groundfish at-sea monitoring program.  

However, mackerel at-sea monitors would be collecting data on discards only.2  This may 

reduce training time, gear requirements, and internal support resources necessary to 

administer an at-sea monitoring program for the mackerel fishery resulting in a lower sea day 

rate than the groundfish at-sea monitoring program rate.  (See Appendix 5 – Analysis of ASM 

Costs for additional information.)  In the absence of an estimate specific to the mackerel at-sea 

monitoring program, the PDT/FMAT determined that using the groundfish at-sea monitoring 

sea day rate was appropriate, but the actual cost of a mackerel at-sea monitor may be less.  

 

  

                                                           

2 See discussion in alternative description section above about possible modifications such that at-sea monitors could 

collect retained catch information in addition to discard catch. 
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TABLE 8. INDUSTRY COST RESPONSIBILITES FOR NEFOP-LEVEL OBSERVERS AND AT-SEA 

MONITORS 

 

Industry Cost Responsibilities 
NEFOP-level observer cost per 

sea day  

At-sea monitoring  cost per sea 

day 

Provider costs for deployments 

and sampling (e.g., travel and 

salary for observer deployments 

and debriefing) 

Sea day charges paid to 

providers: $640 

Travel: $71 

Meals: $22 

Other non-sea day charges:  $12 

Sea day charge paid to 

providers: $561 

Travel: $67 

Meals: $18 

Other non-sea day charges: $14 

Equipment, as specified by 

NMFS, to the extent not 

provided by NMFS 

$11  

Provider costs for observer time 

and travel to a scheduled 

deployment that doesn't sail and 

was not canceled by the vessel 

prior to the sail time. 

$1  

Provider overhead and project 

management costs not included 

in sea day charges above (e.g., 

per diem costs for trainees) 

Training: $61 Training: $50 

Provider costs to meet 

performance standards laid out 

by a fishery management plan 

TBD – won’t know these costs 

until an industry funded observer 

coverage program is 

implemented in a fishery 

TBD – won’t know these costs 

until an industry funded 

observer coverage program is 

implemented in a fishery 

Total  

(not including other costs) 
$818 $710 

 

Midwater Trawl Electronic Monitoring Cost Estimate  

 

Because no Federal electronic monitoring program exists for the midwater trawl fleet, industry 

cost responsibilities associated with an electronic monitoring program for the midwater trawl 

fleet were difficult to estimate.  Electronic monitoring cost estimates include a one-time 

implementation cost, as well as ongoing annual operational program costs.  Cost components 

include equipment, field services, data services, and program management.  The 

implementation costs associated with EM are summarized in Table 9 and the ongoing costs 

associated with EM are summarized in Table 10.  Additional details on monitoring costs are 

available in Appendix 2 – Monitoring Cost Estimates.   
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TABLE 9. INDUSTRY COST RESPONSIBILITES FOR ELECTRONIC MONITORING 

IMPLEMENTATION 

 

 

Initially, the sea day cost for EM was estimated at $325.  In October 2015, the MAFMC 

requested the PDT/FMAT revise the $325 per sea day industry cost estimate associated with 

electronic monitoring.  The $325 cost estimate was likely high because it assumed video was 

collected for the duration of a trip and 100% of the video was reviewed.  The revised cost 

estimate of $187 per sea day assumes video collected around haulback only and 50% video 

review.  This revised estimate may be closer to the actual industry cost responsibilities 

associated with electronic monitoring of midwater trawl trips.  The breakdown of these costs is 

shown in Table 10. 

 

  

Industry Cost Responsibilities  

Electronic Monitoring  

Implementation Costs Per 

Vessel 

Equipment, including initial purchase and installation of the 

cameras, associated sensors, integrated GPS, control box, and hard 

drives 

$9,018 

Field Services, including  technician’s labor and travel associated 

with the installation of equipment 
$2,952 

Program Management, including one-time labor, equipment, 

facilities, and administrative costs associated with getting the 

new EM program operational 

$3,493 

Total  $15,463 
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TABLE 10. INDUSTRY COST RESPONSIBILITES FOR ONGOING ELECTRONIC MONITORING COSTS 

 

 

Midwater Trawl Portside Sampling Cost Estimate 

 

The analysis assumes the cost per amount of fish landed is the most accurate way to represent 

the potential industry costs for monitoring.  Because no Federal portside sampling program 

exists for the midwater trawl fleet, industry cost responsibilities associated with a portside 

sampling program for the midwater trawl fleet were difficult to estimate. 

 

The average cost per pound of groundfish landed for the Northeast Multispecies dockside 

monitoring program ranged from $0.01 - $0.12 per pound for all sectors.  The average cost per 

pound landed per trip is inversely related to the average pounds landed – that is, trips that land 

larger amounts are less expensive to monitor than trips that land smaller amounts.  Larger trips 

are less expensive to monitor because they typically land in principle ports with a dedicated 

monitor, therefore, there are no additional costs for monitors to travel to offload locations.  

 

Industry Cost Responsibilities  

Initial Ongoing 

Electronic Monitoring 

Costs Per Vessel Per 

Sea Day 1 

Revised Ongoing 

Electronic Monitoring 

Costs Per Vessel Per Sea 

Day2 

Equipment, including annual equipment costs 

estimated here include spare parts to replace 

broken or aging equipment, as well as licenses for 

the use of proprietary software 

$11 $11 

Field Services, including labor, travel, and other 

costs associated with repairs, technical support, 

and retrieving hard drives from the vessels and 

shipping them to the service provider for 

analysis 

$78 $47 

Data Services, including the costs associated 

with review and analysis of the video, reporting 

to NMFS, and archiving of the data   

$160 $52 

Program Management, including costs of the 

day-to-day operations of the service provider for 

running the EM program 

$77 $77 

Total  $325 $187 

1 - Initial cost assumptions based on video collected for the duration of a trip and 100% video review. 

2 - Revised cost assumptions based on video collected only around haulback and 50% video review. 
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Using cost estimates from the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries portside sampling 

program for the mackerel fishery, the industry cost responsibility associated with portside 

sampling may be as much as $5.12 per mt.  This cost estimate is likely high as it includes 

program administration costs as well as sampling costs and was intended to apply to all 

midwater trawl trips for a target sampling rate of 100%.  

 

In October 2015, the MAFMC requested the PDT/FMAT revise the estimate of the industry cost 

responsibility associated with portside sampling.  The revised cost estimate eliminates portside 

administration costs and is estimated at $3.84 per mt.  This cost estimate may be closer to the 

actual industry cost responsibilities associated with portside sampling and is intended to apply 

to 50% of all midwater trawl trips for target sampling rate of 50%.     

 
TABLE 11.  SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF MACKEREL COVERAGE TARGET 

ALTERNATIVES 

 

Alternatives Impacts on Fishery Related-Businesses 

Mackerel Alternative 1:  
No Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  (No Action) 

 Low positive impact associated with observer coverage allocated by 
SBRM 

 Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring to 
reduce uncertainty around catch estimates 

Mackerel Alternative 2:  
Coverage Target 
Specified For IFM 
Programs  

 Negative impact associated with potential reduction in return to 
owner (RTO) 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

 Low positive impact associated with additional monitoring to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates in the mackerel fishery 

 Low negative impact associated with no additional monitoring unless 
available Federal funding can cover NMFS cost responsibilities 

 Magnitude of impacts associated with additional monitoring would be 
dependent on the type of information collected, amount of coverage, 
how coverage is allocated, and amount of available Federal funding 

 Magnitude of impacts associated with selection of Sub-Options 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.1:  NEFOP-Level 
Coverage  

 Negative impact associated with potential  11.9%-5.1% reduction in 
RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 6.9%-4.3% reduction in RTO 
with 25 mt threshold 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch estimates in the mackerel fishery 
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Mackerel Alternative 
2.2:  ASM Coverage 

 Negative impact associated with potential 10.3%-1.4% reduction in 
RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 6.0%-1.4% reduction in RTO 
with 25 mt threshold 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

 Negligible impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of discard estimates in the mackerel fishery  

Mackerel Alternative 
2.3:  Combination 
Coverage  

 Negative impact associated with potential 10.3%-1.4% reduction in 
RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 16.4%*-1.4% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold  

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty of catch estimates in the mackerel fishery 

Mackerel Alternative 
2.4:  EM and Portside 
Sampling on Midwater 
Trawl Vessels 

 Negative impact associated with potential 8.3%*-1.8% reduction in 
RTO 

 Negative impact associated with potential 7.0%*-1.6% reduction in 
RTO with 25 mt threshold 

 Negative impact if fishing effort is limited by monitoring availability 
and mackerel harvest is limited 

 Low positive impact associated with additional information to reduce 
uncertainty around catch estimates in the mackerel fishery 

* Reflects RTO from Year 2 of Mackerel Alternative 2.4 

 

Analysis of the economic impact of industry-funded monitoring mackerel coverage target 

alternatives on fishery-related businesses compared industry cost responsibilities to 2014 

mackerel vessel returns-to owner (RTO).  RTO is calculated by subtracting fixed and operational 

costs from gross revenue and was used rather than net revenues to more accurately reflect 

income from fishing trips.  Interest on business loans, but not principal payments, is included. 

 

The previous analysis of economic impacts of mackerel coverage target alternatives on the 

mackerel industry was based on trip cost data collected by NEFOP and showed the economic 

impact of the alternatives on partial vessel net revenues (gross revenues less certain trip costs).  

Because NEFOP only collects a limited amount of cost data, industry participants expressed 

concern that an analysis of net revenues underestimated vessel costs.  In response, Jason 

Didden, staff of the MAFMC, offered to coordinate a survey of mackerel and herring vessels to 

collect more detailed cost information.   

 

The survey requested information from vessel owners on total trip costs in 2014.  The cost 

survey collected information on variable costs; payments to crew; the cost of repairs, 

maintenance, upgrades; and fixed costs.  These data were used to update the impact analyses.  
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To profile vessels, data were averaged across vessel types, by vessel characteristics, and by 

primary species caught.  The cost profiles of vessels, as adjusted by the estimated industry cost 

responsibilities of each mackerel coverage target alternative, were used to describe the 

economic impact on mackerel vessels.  Economic impacts are described at an annual level.  

Surveys were sent to approximately 18 vessel owners (representing about 26 vessels) in the 

mackerel and/or mackerel fisheries.  Surveys were sent in May 2015 and information was 

submitted for 16 of the 26 vessels.  A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 3.  

 

TABLE 12.  SUMMARY OF TOTAL TRIP COSTS FOR HERRING AND MACKEREL VESSELS IN 2014. 

 

Cost Category Description 

Average 
Percent of 
2014 Gross 
Revenue for 
Herring and 
Mackerel 
Vessels 

Average 
Percent of 
2014 Gross 
Revenue for 
Squid 
Vessels 

Variable Costs 
Annual fuel, oil, food, water, ice, carrier 
vessel, communication, fishing supplies, 
crew supplies, and catch handling costs 

25% 35% 

Crew Share Total annual payments to crew 28% 26% 

Repair, Maintenance, 
Upgrades, Haulout 
(RMUH) 

Annual cost of repairs to engines, deck 
equipment, machinery, hull, fishing gear, 
electronics, processing equipment, 
refrigeration, safety equipment, upgrades 
and haulout.  Because these costs vary 
considerably from year to year and are 
typically spread out over several years, only 
a portion of these costs were applied to 
2014 revenue 

13% 11% 

Fixed Costs 

Annual mooring, dockage, permits and 
licenses, insurance, quota and DAS lease, 
crew benefits, vessel monitoring, workshop 
and storage, office, vehicle, travel, 
association, professional, interest, taxes, 
and non-crew labor costs 
Note: principal payments on business loans 
are not included in fixed costs. 

19% 21% 

Return to Owner 
Gross revenue less variable, crew share, 
RMUH, and fixed costs 

15% 7% 

 

The MAFMC is considering four types of industry-funded monitoring for the mackerel fishery, 

including NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors, EM, and portside sampling coverage.  NEFOP-
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level and at-sea monitoring coverage would function independently, but EM and portside are 

intended to be used together.  

 

Prior to any trip declared into the mackerel fishery, vessel representatives would be required 

contact NMFS and request monitoring coverage.  If an SBRM observer was not selected to 

cover that trip, NMFS would notify the vessel representative whether monitoring coverage 

must be procured through an industry-funded monitoring service provider.  For the purposes of 

this analysis, however, it is assumed that there would be no SBRM coverage of trips.  Therefore, 

the economic impacts of industry-funded monitoring cost alternatives described in this section 

may be an overestimate of actual costs.  

 

Summary of Economic Analyses 

 

In general, the economic analyses evaluated two groups of vessels, one group was paired 

midwater trawl vessels and the second group included single midwater trawl vessels and small 

mesh bottom trawl vessels.  The single midwater trawl vessels were combined with small mesh 

bottom trawl vessels to avoid data confidentiality violations.  

 

Sea day costs are similar across Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 for all vessel types.  

However, median at-sea monitoring costs as a percent of RTO are about twice as high for single 

midwater trawl and Tier 1 small mesh bottom trawl vessels (combined) as they are for paired 

midwater trawl vessels. 

 

Median EM and portside monitoring costs as a percent of RTO in year 2 under Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4 for single midwater trawl vessels are about twice as high as it is for 

paired midwater trawl vessels at the 20,000 lb threshold.  At the 25 mt threshold the percent 

RTO is about four times as high.   

 

Mackerel revenue comprises a smaller portion of total revenue for vessels participating in the 

mackerel fishery than herring revenue does for vessels participating in the herring fishery.  

Therefore, revenue from other fisheries would contribute more significantly to covering 

industry-funded monitoring costs in the mackerel fishery than revenue from other fisheries 

would be covering industry-funded monitoring costs in the herring fishery.  For all participants 

in the mackerel fishery, the average percentage of revenue that comes from the mackerel 

fishery never exceeded 75% in 2014.  Additionally, average mackerel revenue from single 

midwater trawl vessels is about 20% lower than average mackerel revenue from paired 

midwater trawl vessels.  For this reason, single midwater trawl vessel would likely rely more on 
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revenue from other fisheries to cover industry-funded monitoring costs in the mackerel fishery 

than paired midwater trawl vessels.  

 

Exempting trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel (Mackerel Alternative 2 Sub-Option 5) 

reduces monitoring costs more for Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 (about 30%) than for 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4 (about 23%). 

 

Monitoring costs associated with EM and portside sampling are similar to the costs associated 

with at-sea monitoring in Year 1 for paired midwater trawl vessels, but EM and portside 

sampling costs are 14% less than at-sea monitoring costs in Year 2 for paired midwater trawl 

vessels at EM costs of $325/day and portside costs of $5.12/mt.  For EM at $187/day and 50% 

portside coverage at $3.84/mt the monitoring costs are 60% less.  For single midwater trawl 

and small mesh bottom trawl vessels, the monitoring costs associated with EM and portside are 

about half of the at-sea monitoring costs in Year 1 and about a quarter of the at-sea monitoring 

costs in Year 2. 

 

Initial industry cost assumptions for Mackerel Alternative 2.4 estimated $325 per sea day for 

electronic monitoring (cameras on every midwater trawl vessel, video collected for the duration 

of the trip, 100% vide review) and $5.12 per mt for portside sampling (administration and 

sampling cost) on close to 100% of trips.  Revised industry cost assumptions for Mackerel 

Alternative 2.4 estimated $187 per sea day for electronic monitoring (cameras on every 

midwater trawl vessel, video collected around haulback, 50% video review) and $3.84 per mt 

for portside sampling (only sampling costs) on 50% of trips.  Using the revised cost assumptions 

rather than the initial cost assumption for Mackerel Alternative 2.4 reduces total industry 

monitoring costs by 52% ($45,812 to $21,796) in Year 2, at the 20,000 lb threshold, for paired 

midwater trawl vessels and reduces costs by 55% ($34,421 to $15,364) in Year 2, at the 20,000 

lb threshold, for single midwater trawl vessels. 

 

Many of the vessels that would be impacted by industry-funded monitoring costs in the 

mackerel fishery would also be impacted by industry-funded monitoring costs in the herring 

fishery.  For example, all vessels impacted by Mackerel Alternative 2.1 would also be impacted 

by Herring Alternative 2.1 (100% NEFOP-level observer coverage on Herring Category A and B 

vessels). 

 

The tables and box plot figures (“box plots”) on the following pages provide summarized 

economic data for each of the mackerel coverage target alternatives.  The economic impact on 

vessels associated with paying for monitoring coverage is described as a percentage of RTO for 

each mackerel coverage target alternative in the following figures.  The tables provide the 
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mean and median number of sea days per vessel that would result from each of the 

alternatives, as well as the mean and median RTO that would ultimately be reduced by the 

industry-funded monitoring costs. Additionally, fleet level effort, revenue, and monitoring cost 

information for each mackerel coverage target alternative are also provided.  Additional 

economic analysis is available in Appendix 4. 

 

1.5.3.1 Impacts of Mackerel Alternatives 1 and 2 on Fishery-Related Businesses 
 

Mackerel Alternative 1 would not specify a coverage target for an industry-funded monitoring 

program in the MSB FMP.  Monitoring for mackerel vessels would be allocated according to 

SBRM.  

 

In recent years, observer coverage for the mackerel fishery has largely been allocated as part of 

the SBRM.  The SBRM is the combination of sampling design, data collection procedures, and 

analyses used to estimate bycatch in multiple fisheries.  The SBRM provides a structured 

approach for evaluating the effectiveness of the allocation of fisheries observer effort across 

multiple fisheries to monitor a large number of species.   Although management measures are 

typically developed and implemented on an FMP-by-FMP basis, from the perspective of 

developing a bycatch reporting system, there is overlap among the FMPs and the fisheries that 

occur in New England and the Mid-Atlantic that could result in redundant and wasteful 

requirements if each FMP is addressed independently.   

 

Currently, it is unknown if the mackerel stock is overfished or if overfishing is occurring.  There 

is concern about the mackerel fishery and indications of reduced productivity related to low 

catches in recent years (TRAC 2010).  Possible explanations include: (1) mackerel have moved 

away from traditional fishing grounds (as has occurred in Europe), (2) environmental conditions 

have resulted in a less productive or less fishable stock, or (3) the stock is overfished.  A 

combination of these factors could also be possible.  In recent years, the fleet has not been able 

to harvest the ACL or ACTs.  Selection of Mackerel Alternative 1 will not likely affect the setting 

of mackerel harvest specifications, but it may affect the ability of the mackerel fishery to 

harvest mackerel if less monitoring (when compared to Mackerel Alternative 2) results in catch 

caps for river herring and shad limiting effort in the mackerel fishery. 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify the details of an industry-funded monitoring program for 

the MSB FMP and facilitate additional monitoring in the mackerel fishery by specifying coverage 

targets, above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1/the status quo), for industry-funded monitoring.  

The realized coverage level in a given year would be determined by the target coverage level 

and the amount of funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in that year and would 
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fall somewhere between no additional coverage above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1) and the 

specified coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4). 

 

If Federal funding is available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with industry-

funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, Mackerel Alternative 2 may have both positive and 

negative economic impacts on vessels participating in the mackerel fishery. 

 

Indirect positive impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 may result 

from increased monitoring helping reduce variability around catch and bycatch estimates in the 

mackerel fishery leading to additional harvesting opportunities.  If increased monitoring 

reduces the variability in the catch river herring and shad tracked against catch caps, mackerel 

vessels may benefit from increased stability in the fishery.  On a year-to-year basis more precise 

estimates could close the fishery sooner or later, but it would close at the intended time rather 

than early or late due to imprecise information.  

 

Direct negative impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 would likely 

result from reduced RTO after paying for monitoring coverage.  The magnitude of the economic 

impact associated with paying for monitoring coverage would vary by mackerel coverage target 

alternative (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4).  While the full extent of positive and negative 

impacts to mackerel vessels may be difficult to quantify under Mackerel Alternative 2, the 

impacts may not be realized under Mackerel Alternative 1.    

 

If Federal funding is not available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with industry-

funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, fishing effort may be reduced under Mackerel 

Alternative 2 to match available levels of monitoring coverage.  If fishing effort is reduced to 

match available monitoring levels, mackerel vessels may be less able to harvest mackerel.  This 

direct negative economic impact associated with Mackerel Alternative 2 would be less likely to 

be realized under Mackerel Alternative 1. 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would allow several sub-options to apply to the industry-funded 

monitoring alternatives.  Sub-Option 1 would allow vessels to be issued waivers to exempt 

them from industry-funded monitoring requirements, for either a trip or the fishing year, if 

coverage was unavailable due to funding or logistics.  Selection of this sub-option preserves the 

MAFMC’s intent to increase monitoring in the mackerel fishery, but would not prevent vessels 

from participating in the mackerel fishery if monitoring coverage was not available.  Should the 

MAFMC not select Sub-Option 1, then any industry-funded monitoring requirements 

established in this amendment would have the potential to reduce effort in the mackerel 

fishery.  Sub-Option 2 would exempt a wing vessel pair trawling with another vessel from 
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industry-funded monitoring requirements, provided the vessel does not carry any fish.  Sub-

Option 3 would require that industry-funded monitoring requirements expire two years after 

implementation.  Sub-Option 4 would require the MAFMC to examine the results of any 

increased coverage in the mackerel fishery two years after implementation, and consider if 

adjustments to the coverage targets are warranted.  Depending on the results and desired 

actions, subsequent action to adjust the coverage targets could be accomplished via 

specifications, a framework adjustment, or an amendment to the MSB FMP, as appropriate.  

Lastly, Sub-Option 5 would exempt trips that land less than 25 mt of mackerel from industry-

funded monitoring requirements.   

 

If selection of the sub-options under Mackerel Alternative 2 minimizes the likelihood of positive 

or negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels, then the economic impacts associated with 

the sub-options may be reduced and/or similar to impacts under Mackerel Alternative 1.  

Additionally, under Mackerel Alternative 2, because the 25 mt threshold differs from the 

triggers used to determine which trips count against catch caps for river herring and shad 

(20,000 lb of mackerel), the data generated by selecting Sub-Option 5 may bias (either higher or 

lower) the catch tracked against catch caps when compared to not selecting Sub-Option 5.    

 

Impacts under Mackerel Alternative 2 assume that the future behavior of fishery participants 

will be similar to that in past years, when in reality fishery participants are likely to engage in a 

range of mitigation behaviors to reduce the economic impact associated with industry-funded 

monitoring.  For example, vessels that have historically participated in many fisheries may stop 

fishing for mackerel and only participate in fisheries that do not have industry-funded 

monitoring requirements.  However, if a vessel does not have the ability to participate in other 

fisheries, it may not be able to mitigate the impacts of industry-funded monitoring in that way.  

At this time, it is not possible to predict what, if any, mitigation behaviors may be used by 

mackerel fishery participants and how that may affect the impact from the alternative under 

consideration. 

 

Coverage Target Alternatives 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify a level and type of industry-funded monitoring for the 

mackerel fishery.  The types of industry-funded monitoring considered by the MAFMC for the 

mackerel fishery include:  NEFOP-level observers, at-sea monitors, and electronic monitoring 

and portside sampling.  Monitoring alternatives allocate coverage by fleet or permit category.  

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the amount, quality, and cost of information collected as part of 

an industry-funded monitoring would vary with the type of coverage target alternative 
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specified for the mackerel fishery.  Economic impacts on vessels participating in the mackerel 

fishery associated with specific coverage target alternatives (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4) are 

discussed in the following section. 

 

Monitoring and Service Provider Requirements 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2 would specify that industry-funded observer requirements include a 

HVF certification for the mackerel fishery.   The HVF certification was developed in order to 

more effectively train certified NEFOP observers in high volume catch sampling and 

documentation.  HVF certification allows observers to cover any of the fisheries that pump 

catch, typically the midwater trawl and purse seine fleets.  This certification was developed to 

prepare observers for changes in the regulations and new requirements that were under 

consideration in MSB Amendment 14.   

 

Observers in the mackerel fishery are currently required to possess a HVF certification under 

Mackerel Alternative 1 and would be required to possess a HVF certification under Mackerel 

Alternative 2.  Mackerel vessels do not pay for observer training under Mackerel Alternative 1, 

but vessels would be responsible for additional observer training costs under Mackerel 

Alternative 2.  Therefore, the economic impact on mackerel vessels of a HVF certification 

requirement under Mackerel Alternative 2 would be more negative than under Mackerel 

Alternative 1. 

 

Under Mackerel Alternative 2, the process for vessel notification and selection and payment of 

industry cost responsibilities would be developed during the rulemaking and amendment 

approval process.  

 

1.5.3.2 Impacts of Mackerel Coverage Target Alternatives 2.1- 2.4 on Fishery-Related 

Businesses 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are intended to allow for increased monitoring in the mackerel 

fishery by specifying coverage targets, above and beyond SBRM, for industry-funded 

monitoring.  If Federal funding is available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities associated with 

industry-funded monitoring in the mackerel fishery, Mackerel Alternative 2 may have both 

positive and negative economic impacts on vessels participating in the mackerel fishery. 

 

While the positive and negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels may be difficult to 

quantify under Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4, the impacts would be less likely to be realized 

under Mackerel Alternative 1.  
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The magnitude of positive and negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels is expected to 

vary with the monitoring coverage target specified and the realized coverage level in a given 

year.  The realized coverage level in a given year would be largely driven by the amount of 

funding available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in that year and would fall somewhere 

between no additional coverage above SBRM (Mackerel Alternative 1) and the specified 

monitoring coverage target (Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4). 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 differ by (1) the type of information collected, (2) the specified 

amount of coverage, and (3) how coverage is allocated.  Both the type of information collected 

and the amount of monitoring coverage will have a direct economic impact on vessels paying 

for monitoring coverage in the mackerel fishery. 

 

Vessel, dealer, and SBRM data are used to track retained and discarded catch of mackerel catch 

as well as river herring and shad cap catch.  Additionally, vessel and SBRM observer data are 

used for stock assessments and to estimate total removals. 

 

The mackerel fishery is also subject to closure from a catch cap for river herring and shad.  If the 

catch cap is harvested, effort in the fishery is restricted. 

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 would specify NEFOP-level observer coverage, Mackerel Alternatives 

2.2 would specify at-sea monitor coverage, Mackerel Alternative 2.3 would specify at-sea 

monitor coverage as well as EM and portside sampling coverage, and Mackerel Alternative 2.4 

would specify EM and portside sampling coverage.   

 

The industry cost responsibility associated with NEFOP-level observer coverage is the most 

expensive ($818 per sea day), followed by at-sea monitor coverage ($717 per sea day), and EM 

($187-$325 per sea day) and portside sampling ($3.84-$5.12 per mt).   

 

The following table describes the potential reduction to RTO associated with paying for 

monitoring coverage across mackerel coverage target alternatives.  Shaded cells in the 

following table indicate when the potential reduction to RTO associated with paying for 

monitoring coverage exceeds 10%.  Additional background and summary information can be 

found in the tables and box plots displayed starting on page 57.
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TABLE 13. POTENTIAL REDUCTION TO RETURN-TO-OWNER FOR MACKEREL COVERAGE 

TARGET ALTERANTIVES 2.1 – 2.4 

 

 Gear Type Paired MWT Single MWT and SMBT (T1) 

Alternative 

Median potential 

reduction to RTO from 

coverage 

≥20k lb > 25 MT  ≥20k lb > 25 MT  

2.1 100% NEFOP-level 5.1% 4.3% 11.9% 6.9% 

2.2 and 2.3 

100% ASM 4.4% 3.7% 10.3% 6.0% 

75% ASM 3.3% 2.8% 7.9% 6.0% 

50% ASM 2.3% 2.0% 5.2% 5.3% 

25% ASM 1.4% 1.4% 3.1% 3.1% 

 Paired MWT Single MWT 

2.3 and 2.4 

EM/Portside Year 11 10.7% 10.1% 22.6% 35.1% 

EM/Portside Year 21 3.8% 3.7% 8.3% 16.4% 

EM/Portside Year 12 9.1% 8.2% 18.3% 25.7% 

EM/Portside Year 22 1.8% 1.6% 3.8% 7.0% 

1 – Initial cost assumptions based on video collected for the duration of a trip, 100% video review, and 
including portside administration costs.  This cost would apply to 100% of trips. 
2 – Revised cost assumptions based on video collected only around haulback, 50% video review, and not 

including portside administration costs.   This cost would apply to 50% of trips. 

 

In general, the negative economic impact on mackerel vessels of paying for monitoring 

coverage (as measures by the potential reduction in the RTO) is greatest with Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4 (Year 2), followed by Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2.  These impacts 

are influenced by the type of information collected and amount of coverage specified.  If vessel 

activity patterns change compared to 2014, relative impacts may change as well.   

 

NEFOP-level observer coverage provides species composition data on both retained and 

discarded catch, while at-sea monitor coverage provides species composition data on discarded 

catch and portside sampling coverage provides species composition information on retained 

catch.  NEFOP-level observers and at-sea monitors can estimate amounts of discards.  EM 

cannot estimate the amount of discards, but EM can verify retention of catch.   

 

Alternatives with NEFOP-level observer coverage and EM and portside sampling coverage have 

an increased likelihood to collect information on the catch of river herring and shad than 

alternatives with only at-sea monitoring coverage.  Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 have 

a greater potential to reduce the variability in river herring and shad catch and may reduce the 

likelihood that catch caps inappropriately limit mackerel harvest than Mackerel Alternative 2.2.   
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Mackerel Alternative 2.1 specifies monitoring coverage at 100% while Mackerel Alternatives 

2.2-2.4 allow monitoring coverage to range between 25% and 100%.  The economic impact on 

mackerel vessels of paying for higher levels of monitoring coverage would be more negative 

than paying for lower levels of monitoring.  Therefore, alternatives that specify higher coverage 

rates may have a more negative direct impact on mackerel vessels paying for monitoring 

coverage than alternatives with lower coverage rates. 

 

Mackerel Alternative 2.4 specifies monitoring coverage at 100% or 50% while Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 allow monitoring coverage to range between 100% and 25%.  The 

economic impact on mackerel vessels of paying for higher levels of monitoring coverage would 

be more negative than paying for lower levels of monitoring.  Therefore, mackerel alternatives 

with overall higher levels of monitoring coverage may have a more negative direct impact on 

mackerel vessels paying for monitoring coverage than mackerel alternatives that have overall 

lower levels of monitoring coverage. 

 

While high levels of monitoring are not always necessary to address a monitoring goal, because 

the MAFMC is interested in increasing monitoring to improve the accuracy of catch estimates, 

in particular the ability to track catch against catch caps, more monitoring could be more 

effective than less monitoring.  Additionally, because the catch of river herring and shad is 

highly variable, both spatially and temporally, increased monitoring for those species would be 

more effective than less monitoring.  To the extent that increased monitoring helps reduce the 

variability of data tracked against catch caps and helps increase the likelihood that vessels can 

harvest mackerel, Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.3, and 2.4 may have more indirect positive 

economic impacts on mackerel vessels than Mackerel Alternative 2.2.     

 

Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 would primarily allocate monitoring coverage by vessel 

permit category (i.e., Category A and B mackerel permits), Mackerel Alternative 2.4 would 

allocate monitoring coverage by fishing fleet (i.e., midwater trawl fleet), and Mackerel 

Alternative 2.3 would allocate monitoring coverage by permit category and fishing fleet.  The 

extent to which coverage is allocated consistent with SBRM fishing fleet will determine how the 

resulting data can be used.  Unless vessel permit category is equivalent to fishing fleet, the 

resulting information from Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2 will have limited utility, when 

compared to Mackerel Alternatives 2.3 and 2.4.  The additional information on catch and 

discard estimates in the mackerel fishery obtained via Mackerel Alternatives 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 

(at-sea monitoring data) can be used for tracking catch against catch caps but it is unlikely that 

those data will be used for stock assessments and estimating total removals.  Additional data 

on catch and bycatch estimates in mackerel fishery obtained via Mackerel Alternatives 2.3 (EM 
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and portside sampling data) and 2.4 could be used for catch cap monitoring as well as stock 

assessments and estimating total removals.  Any indirect economic benefits for mackerel 

vessels related to data utility would be more likely to be realized under Mackerel Alternatives 

2.3 and 2.4 than under Mackerel Alternatives 2.1 and 2.2.     

 

All the mackerel alternatives would allocate monitoring coverage by limited access permit 

category.  The extent to which coverage is allocated consistent with SBRM fishing fleet will 

determine how the resulting data can be used.  Unless vessel permit category is equivalent to 

fishing fleet, the resulting information from alternatives that allocated coverage by permit 

category will have limited utility when compared alternatives that allocate coverage by fishing 

fleet.  Because most vessels using a midwater trawl gear have a mackerel limited access permit, 

the fleet with limited access mackerel permits using midwater trawl gear may be consistent 

with the SBRM midwater trawl fleet.  Catch data collected by permit category can be used catch 

and catch cap monitoring, but it is unlikely that those data will be used for stock assessments 

and estimating total removals.  Catch data collected from the midwater trawl vessels may be 

used for catch and catch cap monitoring, as well as stock assessments and estimating total 

removals.  Any indirect economic benefits for mackerel vessels related to data utility would be 

more likely to be realized when catch data are collected consistent with SBRM, and only the 

midwater trawl options do this. 

 

The realized coverage level in a given year would be determined by the amount of funding 

available to cover NMFS cost responsibilities in that year.  If coverage is not available (either 

due to logistics or a lack of funding) for a specific trip, Mackerel Alternatives 2.1-2.4 specify that 

the vessels would be prohibited from participating in the mackerel fishery on that trip.  The 

selection of Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-Option 1 would enable coverage requirements to be 

waived on a specific trip to allow vessels to continue participating in the mackerel fishery, even 

if monitoring coverage is not available.  Should fishing effort be limited by the availability of 

monitoring coverage, such that mackerel harvest is limited, there is the potential for additional 

negative economic impacts on mackerel vessels.  The selection of Mackerel Alternative 2 - Sub-

Option 1 would enable monitoring coverage requirements to be waived on a specific trip, 

allowing a vessel to continue participating in the mackerel fishery, even if monitoring coverage 

is not available.    

 

In general, the direct economic impacts on mackerel vessels associated with Mackerel 

Alternatives 2.1-2.4 are negative.  The negative impacts result from reductions in RTO related 

to paying for monitoring coverage and possible reductions in fishing effort to match monitoring 

availability, and vary in magnitude by alternative.  Indirect positive economic impacts on 

mackerel vessels result from the increased likelihood that additionally monitoring would make 
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it less likely that mackerel harvest would be inappropriately constrained by catch caps due to 

imprecise data.  However, imprecise data could also allow the fishery to stay open longer than 

would occur with precise data.  

 

The following box plots show of the distribution of monitoring costs and the distribution of 

monitoring costs as a percent of a vessel’s RTO.  Box plots are a useful tool to show how data 

are distributed. The following schematic shows what the various pieces of a box plot show 

regarding the distribution of data. 

 

 
 

When examining the box plots, it is important to note the differences between mean and 

median values by gear type and by alternatives, as well as the differences in the variability of 

values by these criteria.  For example, in the first figure (Mackerel Alternative 2.1) there is a 

wider range of costs for single midwater trawl small mesh bottom trawl vessels than for paired 

midwater trawl vessels, as represented by the length of the rectangle.  Further, the difference 

between alternatives for both vessel categories shows that the mean and median values are 

lower under the 25 mt threshold (Sub-Option 5) but also that the likely range of NEFOP costs 

are much narrower. 
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TABLE 14. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.1 & 2.2 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER VESSEL  
 

 

 

 Paired MWT Single MWT & SMBT (T1) 

 > 20k lb > 25 mt > 20k lb > 25 mt 

Mean RTO $204,514 $213,005 $245,704 $304,352 

Median RTO $195,500 $228,943 $121,026 $152,773 

Mean Sea Days (100%) 13 11 14 13 

Median Sea Days (100%) 15 12 12 13 

Mean Sea Days (75%) 10 8 11 11 

Median Sea Days (75%) 11 9 9 10 

Mean Sea Days (50%) 7 6 9 9 

Median Sea Days (50%) 8 6 6 7 

Mean Sea Days (25%) 5 4 7 7 

Median Sea Days (25%) 5 4 4 6 
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FIGURE 1.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.1 100% NEFOP COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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FIGURE 2.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.2 100% ASM COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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FIGURE 3.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.2 75% ASM COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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FIGURE 4.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.2 50% ASM COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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FIGURE 5.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.2 25% ASM COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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TABLE 15. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.1 AND 2.2 – ANNUAL FLEET LEVEL SUMMARY 

Fleet Level 
Paired 
MWT 

> 20k LB 

Paired 
MWT 

> 25 MT 

Single MWT 
& SMBT 
> 20k LB 

Single MWT 
& SMBT 
> 25 MT 

Number of Vessels 6 5 7 5 

Days at Sea 75 54 97 64 

Total NEFOP Cost at 100% $61,200 $44,064 $78,926 $52,257 

Total ASM Cost at 100% $53,250 $38,340 $68,673 $45,468 

Total Revenue $1.5M $1.3M $2.4M $2.0M 

% Revenue Herring 18.8% 15.4% 28.9% 23.8% 

% Revenue Mackerel 80.9% 84.4% 35.7% 41.4% 

% Revenue Squid - 3.9% 0.2% 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20,000 lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of mackerel 

 

TABLE 16.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.3 & 2.4 – ANNUAL AVERAGE PER VESSEL FOR MWT 

VESSELS ONLY (AT: 100% EM AT $325 PER DAY, 100% PS AT $5.12 PER MT AND AT: 100% 

EM AT $187 PER DAY, 50% PS AT $3.84 PER MT) 

 

 

 Paired MWT Single MWT 

 > 20k lb > 25 mt > 20k lb > 25 mt 

Mean RTO $204,514 $213,005 $282,398 $315,247 

Median RTO $195,500 $228,943 $106,891 $80,070 

Mean EM Days (100%) 13 11 10 9 

Median EM Days (100%) 15 12 7 12 
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FIGURE 6.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVES 2.3 AND 2.4 100% EM AND PORTSIDE COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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FIGURE 7.  MACKEREL ALTERNATIVES 2.3 AND 2.4 50% EM AND PORTSIDE COST AND PERCENT OF RTO 
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TABLE 17. MACKEREL ALTERNATIVE 2.3 & 2.4  – ANNUAL FLEET LEVEL SUMMARY (MWT 

VESSELS ONLY) 

 

Fleet Level 
Paired MWT 

> 20k LB 
Paired MWT 

> 25 MT 
Single MWT 

> 20k LB 
Single MWT 

> 25 MT 

Number of Vessels 6 4 

Days at Sea 75 42 

Total Monitoring Cost 
 (100% EM at $325/day, 100% PS at 

$5.12/mt, year 2) 
$45,812 $36,898 $34,421 $26,122 

Total Monitoring Cost 
 (100% EM at $187/day, 50% PS at 

$3.84/mt, year 2) 
$21,796 17,112 $15,364 $11,340 

Total Revenue $1.4M $1.2M 

% Revenue Herring 18.8% 51.8% 

% Revenue Mackerel 81.0% 48.0% 

% Revenue Squid - - 

Data shown by trips harvesting > 20k lb of mackerel and > 25 mt of mackerel 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: March 30, 2016   

TO: Council 

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: River Herring/Shad (RH/S) & Stock in Fishery Issue 

 

 

Please find below a plan of action for reconsidering the stock in a fishery issue for RH/S.  If a stock is a 

stock in a fishery, this means that it would be directly managed like other Council-managed species such 

as butterfish or summer flounder, with all the requisite requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 

(MSA).  The plan of action addresses the orders of the court (original 1/19/2016 and revised 3/28/2016, 

attached).  The 2013 White Paper is also included at the end of this tab.  Staff notes there will be 

opportunity for public comment at the relevant April, August, and October meetings. 

 

April 2016 – The Council’s RH/S Committee meets jointly with the Council’s RH/S 

Advisory Panel to review the previous (October 2013) RH/S Stocks in Fishery White 

Paper, and establish terms of reference for the October 2016 decision regarding 

reconsidering adding RH/S as Council-managed stocks in a fishery in light of the court’s 

recent orders. 

By August 1, 2016 – Via the August Briefing Book, Council staff presents the completed 

new White Paper and draft decision document to the RH/S Committee. 

August 2016 Council Meeting – Council’s RH/S Committee reviews the completed new 

White Paper and draft decision document, and provides direction to staff as appropriate. 

October 2016 Council Meeting – Full Council reviews decision document and the 

previously-completed new White Paper for Council action.  The Council would make a 

decision to either continue on the current collaborative approach (working with ASMFC, 

the Technical Expert Working Group (TEWG), and other management partners), and/or to 

undertake preparation of an Amendment and EIS to consider adding RH/S as stocks in a 

fishery. 





UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

ANGLERS CONSERVATION 
NETWORK, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

PENNY PRITZKER, et al., 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 14-509 (GK) 

ORDER 

On October 5, 2015, this Court ruled that Defendants had not violated the Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act ("MSA"), when it approved Amendment 14 to the 

Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Fishery Management Plan ("MSB FMP") [Dkt. Nos. 46, 

47]. However, the Court also ruled that Defendants did violate the National Environmental Policy 

Act ("NEPA") and the Administrative Procedure Act ("AP A") when they approved Amendment 14 

because (1) they failed to take a "hard look" at the environmental impacts of its definition of the 

fishery, without analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives; (2) those alternatives failed to include 

at least one alternative that would have immediately added River Herring and Shad to the MSB 

FMP, (3) failed to examine the environmental impacts of not adding River Herring and Shad to the 

FMP, and (4) failed to examine the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of its decision. 

Given the failure of the Government to meet the requirements of NEPA (and the APA), and 

the fact that Amendment 14· had already been passed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 

Council and the National Marine Fishery Service, the Court believed that the situation was so 

muddled that it ordered the Parties to: 

Case 1:14-cv-00509-GK   Document 53   Filed 01/19/16   Page 1 of 4



[P]resent[] their views as to what action taken by the Court would be 
appropriate and realistic at this stage of the proceeding, especially in 
light of the fact that, despite substantial public support, the Council 
suspended further consideration of Amendment 15, and created anew 
working group to study--for three more years--whether river herring 
and shad should be added as stocks in the fishery .. 

Order at 3 (emphasis added). 

As the Plaintiffs correctly noted, "[t]he case is complex procedurally" -- to say the least. 

Both Parties have now submitted their Remedial Briefs [Dkt. Nos. 50 and 52-1]. In issuing 

the following Orders, the Court is attempting to set forth those actions which must be taken in a 

reasonable time in order to complete the important environmental studies that need to be done. 

Taking into account recent regulatory developments, obstacles that could occur, and attempting to 

ensure that this time around, the Defendants will be complying with NEPA and will be taking a 

"hard look" at the environmental impacts ofits definition of fishery, and whether River Herring and 

Shad should be included in the Fishery Management Plan, it is this 19th day of January, 2016, hereby 

ORDERED, that the case shall be remanded to the Agency; and it is further 

ORDERED, that Plaintiffs' request to vacate Amendment 14 is denied; 1 and it is further 

ORDERED, that, given the fact that the Council has voted to finally place the issue of stocks 

in the fishery in its 2016 Implementation Plan, the Government shall ensure that the Council 

addresses the issue of adding River Herring and Shad as stocks in the fishery and makes a final 

decision on that issue no later than December 31, 2016; and it is further 

1 While the Court has carefully considered Plaintiffs' strongly sought vacatur of Amendment 
14, in light of the additional Orders and, in light of the significant disruption of important existing 
conservation measures contained in Amendment 14, the Court is convinced there is more to be 
gained than lost by denying Plaintiffs' request. See Defs.' Memorandum on Remedy [Dkt. No. 50] 
at 6-7. 
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ORDERED, that, given the timeline already prepared by the Council's Executive Director 

for action to be taken in 2016 on the issue of stocks in the fishery, the Government shall ensure that 

the Council reexamines a 2013 "White Paper" prepared by the Council's River Herring and Shad 

Committee, addressing conservation of River Herring and Shad before April 21, 2016; and it is 

further 

ORDERED, that the Government shall ensure that the Council prepares and updates the 

White Paper cited above, to include an environmental analysis of the action that Plaintiffs prefer, 

namely, immediately adding River Herring and Shad to the fishery and managing it by use of proxies 

before April 30, 2016; and it is further 

ORDERED, that the Government shall ensure that the Council prepares a draft decision 

document on the issue of stocks in the fishery, including an analysis of the regulatory course 

Plaintiffs advocate, and that draft decision document shall be completed and presented to the 

Council's River Herring and Shad Committee for discussion, and suggested changes no later than 

August 1, 2016; and it is further 

' 
ORDERED, that the Government shall ensure that the Council, at its October 2016 

meeting of the full Council1 reviews the revised draft of the previously mentioned draft decision 

document, and at that meeting takes a final vote on whether to undertake preparation of a proposed 

Amendment and EIS to consider adding River Herring and Shad as stocks in the fishery; the public 

shall be invited and allowed to participate in these processes; and it is further 

ORDERED, that in developing the EIS and the final draft of the Council's River Herring 

and Shad Committee, the Government shall ensure that there is full consideration, as Plaintiffs have 
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.~ .. 

urged, of the earlier decision by the full Council to not add to Amendment 14 River Herring and 

Shad; and it is further 

ORDERED, that the Government shall ensure that there be full consideration of the impact 

of failing to include River Herring and Shad in the fishery, and that there be full consideration of the 

direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of those decisions; and it is further 

ORDERED, that Defendants shall file a Status Report, containing a time line for completion 

of these Orders, every 45 days starting February 1, 2016; and it is further 

ORDERED, that the Court expects the Remedial Action to be completed within a period 

of 18 months from February 1, 2016. 

Copies via ECF to all counsel of record 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

ANGLERS CONSERVATION 
NETWORK, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. Civil Action No. 14-509 (GK) 

PENNY PRITZKER, et al., 

Defendants. 

MEMORANDUM ORDER 

Defendants have filed a Motion for the Court to Reconsider [Dkt. No. 54] Portions of the 

Remedial Order [Dkt. No. 53] under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b). The Court will address 

each of the following issues presented by Defendants, and the Motion is granted in part and denied 

in part. 

1. Defendants request that the Remedial Order require the Defendants to "recommend 

action," rather than "ensure action," by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council ("Council"). 

Their rationale is that NMFS does not have authority to "ensure" what action the Council takes. The 

Government misinterprets the language in the Remedial Order. NMFS does not have authority to 

order any of the Councils to take a specific action; that much is clear. However, once a Council 

reaches a final decision, it is then NMFS which has the ultimate statutory responsibility for ensuring 

that the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable laws are met.1 See 

Flaherty v. Bryson, 850 F. Supp. 2d 38, 54-56 (D.D.C. 2012). 

1 Defendants "note that it seems likely the Council will meet the Court's expectations." Mot. 
at 6. The Court does not find much comfort or assurance in the word "likely." 
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Consequently, there is no need to reconsider or modify the Court's Remedial Order as to 

paragraphs 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9.2 

2. Defendants request elimination of the requirement to produce a stand-alone White 

Paper. The Court ordered that the White Paper be issued as a completely separate document from 

the decision of the Council. Plaintiffs claim that it is essential to their approach to the Council's 

environmental analysis to have a stand-alone document in order to fully understand not just the data 

that had existed, but also to understand the current scientific and legal analyses contained in the 

White Paper. The Court sees no harm to Defendants to produce a stand alone White Paper and 

concludes that it is affirmatively beneficial for the public to have a separate, accessible document 

in order to obtain complex, vital information relating to the decisions which the Council must make. 

Consequently, there will be no change in the Court's Order regarding that subject. 

3. Defendants request a three month extension of time to complete the White Paper. 

The extension would not affect the ultimate decision-making timetable. 

Consequently, the deadline for completion of the White Paper shall be extended to August 

1, 2016. 

4. Defendants request clarification of Paragraph 7 of the Remedial Order stating that the 

Council take a "final vote on whether to undertake preparation of a proposed Amendment and EIS 

to .consider adding River Herring and Shad as stock in the fishery[.]" Mot. at 8. Defendants claim 

2 The Parties use different methods to number the provisions of the Court's Remedial Order. 
The Court refers to the paragraphs of its Remedial Order ordinarily beginning with the paragraph 
following the word "ORDERED." For example, Paragraph 1 begins, "ORDERED, that the case 
shall be ... [,]" and Paragraph 11 begins, "ORDERED, that the Court expects Remedial Action to 
be completed within .... "Remedial Order at 3-4. 

-2-
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that the distinction between the "final vote" (to be had by October 2016) in Paragraph 7 and "final 

decision" (to be made by December 31, 2016) in Paragraph 3 is unclear. 

Defendants argue that if the Council votes at its October 2016 meeting, as Paragraph 7 

requires, an affirmative vote would lead it to only "undertake preparation of a proposed Amendment 

and EIS." In that event, the standard practice for doing a full analysis would be used (including 

various NEPA-mandated procedures and public participation applicable to an EIS). According to 

Defendants, such an undertaking could not possibly be completed in the 10-12 weeks between the 

October Council meeting and the December 31 deadline ordered in Paragraph 3 of the Remedial 

Order. 

Of course, if the Council votes to not undertake preparation of the Amendment and EIS, then 

Defendants are correct that there would be no need for a December 31 decision point. In short, 

Paragraph 3 is superfluous. 

Consequently, Paragraph 3 of the Remedial Order, and the December 31, 2016 deadline it 

contains, shall be vacated. 

5. Finally, Defendants request clarification of the final Paragraph of the Remedial 

Order, which states "that the Court expects the Remedial Action to be completed within a period of 

18 months from February 1, 2016." Defendants ask what actions are included within the phrase 

"Remedial Action." Obviously, that phrase includes completion of all actions ordered by the Court. 

-3-
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WHEREFORE, it is this 28th day of March, 2016, hereby 

ORDERED, that Defendants' Motion for Reconsideration is granted in part and denied 

in part. 

Copies via ECF to all counsel of record 

-4-
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1.2 NOTES ON STRUCTURE AND WORDING CONVENTIONS 
 
Structure 
 
This document first describes the context of the decision for the Council, some potential routes 
forward, and relevant background information.  Then the question of whether river herrings and 
shads require additional Council management and conservation via a fishery management plan 
(FMP) is considered via the framework described by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) in the National Standard 7 guidelines.  The question is also considered relative to 
National Standard 3. 
 
This document is a Council staff product.  It was reviewed by the Amendment 15 Fishery 
Management Action Team (FMAT) and their edits have been incorporated into the document. 
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Wording Conventions 
 
In this document, "catch" refers to all fish caught in a fishery (whether targeted or not and 
whether retained or discarded).  Targeted fish are those intended to be caught.  Non-target 
species are those caught but not targeted.  Bycatch usually refers to discards but is a term often 
used in fishery management to refer to several different things and so it is not used in this 
document except where unavoidable (for example a statute, report title, program name, etc.).  
Instead, fish caught and then discarded at sea are called "discards."  Landings are fish caught and 
retained.  Fish that are not targeted but are landed are called "incidentally landed catch."   
 
In this document, "river herrings" include blueback herring and alewife. "Shads” include 
American shad and hickory shad. 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act is the primary law governing 
marine fisheries management in United States federal waters. The Act was first enacted in 1976 
and amended in 1996 and in 2006.  In this document, "Magnuson-Stevens Act" refers to the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act as currently amended.   
 
The term "mortality cap" refers to a management system whereby directed fishing for one 
species may be stopped or limited when catch of some other species reaches a pre-set limit.  
Similar terms include bycatch caps or discard caps, but these would only apply to discarded fish, 
while a mortality cap would track all catch (retained or discarded). 
 
List of Acronyms, Abbreviations, etc. 
 
ABC   – Acceptable Biological Catch 
ACL   – Annual Catch Limit 
ACFCMA  – Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act 
AM   – Accountability Measure 
ASMFC  – Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
Commission  – Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
Corps   – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Council  – Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
EA   – Environmental Assessment 
EFH   – Essential Fish Habitat 
FERC   – Federal Energy and Regulatory Commission  
FMP   – Fishery Management Plan 
Lb.   – pounds 
Kg   – kilograms 
MAFMC  – Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
MT   – Metric Ton (~2204.6 pounds) 
Nm   – Nautical Mile 
NEFMC  – New England Fishery Management Council 
NMFS   – National Marine Fisheries Service (also known as NOAA Fisheries) 
NOAA   – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
U.S.   – United States 
U.S.C.   – United States Code 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) is considering whether it is required 
and/or appropriate for river herrings and shads (which are all anadromous) to be species that are 
directly managed by a Council FMP.  From a legal and decisional perspective it makes little 
difference if any river herring and/or shad species would be managed in a separate FMP or 
within the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP, so no distinction is made in this document. 
Consideration of river herring and shad management began several years ago during 
development of Amendment 14 to the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP. This topic was 
removed from Amendment 14 so that it could be considered separately given the variety of 
issues that needed to be addressed per the Magnuson-Stevens Act and per the National Standard 
Guidelines developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  The rest of this section 
will outline several potential routes forward as well as the applicable NMFS's guidelines that 
assist Councils in carrying out their responsibilities under the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
Potential Routes 
 
If there was currently no management of river herrings and shads by any entity the need for 
additional management would be clear.  At the other extreme, if existing management was 
known to be sufficient to conserve river herrings and shads then an FMP would not be required.  
Since the existing management framework for these species consists of A) measures that have 
been in place for quite some time, B) measures that have been recently implemented, and C) 
measures that are likely soon to be implemented, it is difficult to determine if additional 
conservation and management via a Council FMP is required. The following table summarizes 
several potential routes of future management. 
 
Table 1.  Potential Management Routes. 

Management Route
Likely River Herring and Shad Impacts Beyond 

Current Management

Likely Costs 

(resources required)

a.       FMP via MAFMC lead (complementary with the 
Commission and possibly joint with other Councils)

Positive (higher), but to unknown degree because 

there are many stressors, most of which are beyond 

the immediate control of the Council

Highest

b.      FMP via NEFMC/other lead (MAFMC would support)
Positive (higher), but to unknown degree because 

there are many stressors, most of which are beyond 

the immediate control of the Council

Highest, but on 

other Council

c.       Incremental Council involvement as opportunities 
present themselves via ongoing interagency coordination

Positive (higher), but to unknown degree because 

there are many stressors, most of which are beyond 

the immediate control of the Council

Lowest

d.  Council focuses on catch caps and encourages 
Commission to pursue complementary management through 
NMFS (like striped bass) if additional measures are needed 

in federal waters

Positive (higher), but to unknown degree because 

there are many stressors, most of which are beyond 

the immediate control of the Council

Medium (mostly on 

Commission and 

NMFS)

FMP = Fishery Management Plan; MAFMC = Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Plan; NEFMC = New England Fishery Management Plan; 

NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service  
 
The inability to quantitatively predict the benefits of additional Council involvement (as further 
explained below in this paper) makes it difficult to evaluate the question of whether to create an 
FMP(s) for river herrings and shads.  As a result, staff took a qualitative approach to address this 
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question, utilizing quantitative data when possible.  This paper concludes that a reasonable case 
can be made for two scenarios: 1) direct management by the Council now and 2) Council 
consideration in a few years after the results of other recent river herring and shad conservation 
efforts are understood.  
 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act provides for management of fish by the Council.  It states that 
“[e]ach Council shall…for each fishery under its authority that requires conservation and 
management, prepare and submit to the Secretary (A) a fishery management plan” 16 U.S.C. § 
1852(h)(1) (emphasis added).  Recent assessments by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (Commission) clearly demonstrate that river herring and shads are generally in need 
of conservation and management. Many runs that can be assessed appear substantially depleted 
compared to historic data, and landings are a fraction of historic productivity (ASMFC 2007 and 
2012).  However, this paper presumes that to determine if a fishery that is already being managed 
to some degree requires additional conservation and management as a directly managed stock in 
a Council FMP under the Magnuson Stevens Act, an evaluation is necessary of what other 
management may be in place or likely to occur (and the prospects for success) if the Council 
does not include river herring and shads in an FMP, and also what impacts Council management 
would likely have beyond those other management endeavors.   
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act provides a definition of conservation and management in its 
definition section: 
 
(5) The term "conservation and management" refers to all of the rules, regulations, conditions, methods, 
and other measures 
(A) which are required to rebuild, restore, or maintain, and which are useful in rebuilding, restoring, or 
maintaining, any fishery resource and the marine environment; and 
(B) which are designed to assure that— 
(i) a supply of food and other products may be taken, and that recreational benefits may be obtained, on a 
continuing basis; 
(ii) irreversible or long-term adverse effects on fishery resources and the marine environment are avoided; 
and 
(iii) there will be a multiplicity of options available with respect to future uses of these resources. 
 
If there was no management of river herrings and shads currently, it would seem clear that some 
Council action would be required.  If there had been historical management but no recent 
additions or changes to those measures then it would also seem clear that action would be 
required, since river herring and shad stocks have not recovered.  However since there have been 
recent actions and other actions are in the works (detailed below), it is unclear if conservation 
and management with an FMP under the Magnuson-Stevens Act is required.  This paper looks at 
this question to inform a decision by the Council.  
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3.0 National Standard 7 
 
 

National Standard 7 states that "[c]onservation and management measures shall, where 
practicable, minimize costs and avoid unnecessary duplication.” 16 U.S.C.§1851(a)(7).  
Guidelines for National Standard 7 begin by stating that “[t]he principle that not every fishery 
needs regulation is implicit in this standard.”   
 
Striped Bass and Lobster may be examples of fisheries which generally require conservation and 
management but do not need a Council-based FMP since the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (Commission) and state efforts appear able to achieve effective management.   
 
National Standard 7 guidelines provide direction on deciding whether a Council is required to 
engage in direct management of a fishery through a federal FMP.  National Standard 7 (in the 
law) states that "[c]onservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize 
costs and avoid unnecessary duplication.” (16 U.S.C.§1851(a)(7)) but does not directly address 
the question of “Whether to manage or not?”  However, determining an answer to whether 
conservation and management is “required” still needs an evaluation, and the criteria in the 
National Standard 7 guidelines are a reasonable framework for examining the question 
 
The guidelines related to National Standard 7 recommend that the following criteria be 
considered when deciding whether a fishery needs management through an FMP: 
 

(1) The importance of the fishery to the Nation and to the regional economy. 
 
(2) The condition of the stock or stocks of fish and whether an FMP can improve or 
maintain that condition. 
 
(3) The extent to which the fishery could be or is already adequately managed by 
states, by state/Federal programs, by Federal regulations pursuant to FMPs or 
international commissions, or by industry self-regulation, consistent with the policies 
and standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
(4) The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts among user groups and 
whether an FMP can further that resolution. 
 
(5) The economic condition of a fishery and whether an FMP can produce more 
efficient utilization. 
 
(6) The needs of a developing fishery, and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth. 
 
(7) The costs associated with an FMP, balanced against the benefits (see paragraph 
(d) of this section as a guide). (d) Analysis. The supporting analyses for FMPs should 
demonstrate that the benefits of fishery regulation are real and substantial relative to 
the added research, administrative, and enforcement costs, as well as costs to the 
industry of compliance. In determining the benefits and costs of management 
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measures, each management strategy considered and its impacts on different user 
groups in the fishery should be evaluated. This requirement need not produce an 
elaborate, formalistic cost/benefit analysis. Rather, an evaluation of effects and costs, 
especially of differences among workable alternatives, including the status quo, is 
adequate.  If quantitative estimates are not possible, qualitative estimates will suffice. 

 
Each of these criteria is examined below. 

 

3.1 The importance of the fishery to the Nation and to the regional economy. 

 
This section describes several types of value including commercial, recreational, ecological, 
existence, and cultural.  These are not necessarily the only types of value, and this is not an 
exaustive treament of the subject.  The description does establish that these fisheries likely have, 
or at least could have if revived, substantial importance to the nation.   
 
First, while the historical peak commercial river herring and shad catches were likely 
unsustainable, these species have supported substantial commerical fisheries in the past that 
were, and could be important to their regional economies.  Benefits of potential higher future 
harvests would accrue to producers in the form of profits (revenues minus costs) and to 
consumers in the form of higher consumer surplus (the difference between consumers 
willingness to pay and what they actually had to pay).  Because of the lack of information about 
what level of harvest would actually be sustainable (as well as unknown economic factors such a 
production costs), it is not possible to quantify the economic value of these potential landings. 
However, given the available price data in recent river herring and shad Commission plan 
amendments (ASMFC 2009, ASMFC 2010), if total combined sustainable landings of 4,000 mt 
(about 8.6 million pounds) each of river herrings and shads were possible, and if an average ex-
vessel price of $0.27/Lb. and $1.09/Lb. is used for river herring and shad, respectively (these 
values were reported by Commission staff, K. Taylor, for 2012 fisheries), this example would 
result in about $12 million dollars per year in ex-vessel revenues (1 mt equals about 2204.6 
pounds). It is important to note that higher landings may result in lower prices per pound so the 
ex-vessel value of a higher quanity of fish may be lower.  Figures 1-2 below describe historical 
coastwide commercial landing trends for river herrings and American shad, respectively.     
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documents on the general economic value of saltwater recreational fishing in the Mid-Atlantic 
may be accessed at http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st5/RecFishEcon_pubs.html.  An econometric 
analysis is beyond the scope of this document, but based on the large existing body of 
recreational-demand literature, there are often substantial socio-economic benefits related to 
improved recreational fisheries and there is no reason to conclude that this would not be the case 
with river herrings and shads. 
 
Third, there could be indirect ecological value related to recreational activities.  This comes from 
river herrings’ and shads’ role as forage species for higher trophic level predators such as striped 
bass or whales.  Higher forage populations could indirectly help predator populations, which 
support better recreation such as fishing or whale-watching.  From this perspective the ecological 
benefits of healthy populations create recreational benefits, as described above.  There are ways 
to measure these benefits but not within the scope of this paper. 
 
Fourth, there are non-market existence values (i.e., value gained by individuals related to the 
knowledge that these species are being conserved successfully) that can result from successful 
management, especially given these species role as forage.  Public interest in this issue 
demonstrates that a segment of the general public holds a certain value for the knowledge that 
these fisheries are being sustainably managed, and even if each individual's value is small the 
total value may be quite large when many people are involved.  While there are not existing 
studies related to non-use benefits from river herring and shad, there are many non-use studies on 
other environmental issues documenting the occurrence of such values.  
             
Finally there is cultural value, which may be thought of as a separate type of existence value.  
River herring and shad runs are or have been important culturally for many communities (just 
Google “Shad Festival” or “Herring Festival”) and there can also be cultural value beyond food 
value related to subsistence fishing (e.g. Mashpee Wampanoag Indian Tribe on Cape Cod, 
Massachusetts (ASMFC 2011)).  While difficult to quantify, this is another potential benefit 
related to river herring and shad conservation that contributes toward its importance to the 
Nation.  The recent Commission Shad and River Herring Plans also describe that river herring 
and shad festivals can be important sources of regional economic activity.  If the related 
economic activity is lost, replacement activities will mitigate the net loss, but there is still some 
loss of net value and certainly local or regional distributional consequences in terms of jobs. 
 
Benefits Summary: Healthier river herring and shad runs and fisheries would likely constitute 
substantial value to the Nation, but it is beyond the scope of this paper to estimate what that 
value might be. 
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3.2  The condition of the stock or stocks of fish and whether an FMP can improve or maintain 
that condition. 

This criterion really asks two separate questions, and they are addressed separately below. 
 

3.2.a  The condition of the stock or stocks of fish 
 

Coastwide absolute river herring and shad abundance estimates are not available (we only have 
relative indices and trends) so overfished/overfishing determinations are not possible.  With a 
few exceptions, current river-specific absolute river herring and shad abundance estimates are 
also not available.  As described below, these species are generally considered "depleted" due to 
a variety of factors. 
 

In the most recent Commission river herring stock assessment (ASMFC 2012), of the 24 river 
herring stocks for which sufficient data are available to make a conclusion, 23 were depleted 
relative to historic levels and one was increasing. The status of 28 additional stocks could not be 
determined because the time-series of available data was too short.  Estimates of coastwide 
abundance and fishing mortality could not be developed because of the lack of adequate data.  
The “depleted” determination was used instead of “overfished” because of the many factors that 
have contributed to the declining abundance of river herring, which include not just directed and 
incidental fishing, but likely also habitat issues (including dam passage and water quality), 
predation, and climate change.  There are no coastwide reference points. 
 

As part of the listing determination for river herring, NMFS completed an extinction risk 
analysis (http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/candidatespeciesprogram/RiverHerringSOC.htm).  
This analysis investigated trends in river herring relative abundance for each species range-wide 
as well as for each identified stock complex.  This analysis found that "the abundance of alewife 
range-wide significantly increased over time (mid 1970s-2012), but the increase in blueback 
herring abundance was not significant (page 7 and Figures 8 and 9).  These range-wide analyses 
incorporated data from fishery independent surveys with the widest geographic extent, 
specifically the Northeast Fisheries Science Center spring and fall bottom trawl surveys and 
Canada’s Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) Scotian Shelf survey.  Stock-specific 
analyses incorporated run count data and stock-specific fishery-independent surveys.  Stock-
specific analyses indicated that the abundance of the Canadian alewife stock complex was 
significantly increasing, the abundance of the mid-Atlantic blueback herring stock complex was 
significantly decreasing, and all other analyzed stock complexes were not significantly 
increasing or decreasing in abundance.   
 

The most recent American shad stock assessment report (ASMFC 2007) identified that American 
shad stocks are highly depressed from historical levels.  Of the 24 stocks of American shad for 
which sufficient information was available, 11 were depleted relative to historic levels, 2 were 
increasing, and 11 were stable (but still below historic levels).  The status of 8 additional stocks 
could not be determined because the time-series of data was too short or analyses indicated 
conflicting trends.  Taken in total, American shad stocks do not appear to be recovering.  The 
assessment concluded that current restoration actions need to be reviewed and new ones need to 
be identified and applied.  These include fishing rates, dam passage, stocking, and habitat 
restoration.  There are no coastwide reference points for American shad.  There is no stock 
assessment available for hickory shad. 
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3.2.b  Whether a Council fishery management plan can improve river herring and/or shad stocks? 
 
This is probably the most critical question, but unfortunately it is characterized by uncertainty 
regarding the effectiveness of any actions that the Council could/would take with an FMP.  The 
underlying roots of this uncertainty are the difficulty in assessing these species, the lack of 
understanding about what impediments to run productivity (dams, water quality/quantity, 
fishing, predation) are most pressing, and the uncertainty about the Council's ability to impact 
issues other than fishing mortality. Given that we do not know what proportion of the stock is 
removed through incidental catch it is also not possible to quantify the impact of that catch and 
know how much we would need to reduce catch by to have a positive impact on the stock.   
 
Based on how Council management typically operates, there are some factors that suggest that a 
Council FMP could improve river herring and/or shad stocks, and there are some factors which 
suggest that a Council FMP might not have much impact.  The following discussion describes 
these factors. 
 
 
1.  There would be some additional federal support of River Herring and Shad 
coordination and management (assessments, FMP and specifications review, etc.). 
 
Coordination  
 
At present, there is federal involvement by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NMFS Northeast 
Regional Office staff, NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center staff, and Council staff (quasi-
federal) in river herring and shad management.  At these agencies, there are lead staffers for river 
herring and shad issues, though river herring and shad are not their primary responsibility.  There 
are no river herring and shad coordinators at the NMFS Northeast Regional Office or Councils.  
There is a Commission coordinator however, who is involved in substantial river herring and 
shad coordination activities.  The lead staffers at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the NMFS 
Northeast Regional Office and the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center also engage in 
substantial river herring and shad coordination activities through participation in assessments, 
workgroups, etc. 
 
Direct Council management may add staff with river herring and shad responsibilities (in NMFS 
or at the Council).  Perhaps more likely given existing budget constraints, existing staff would 
have additional river herring and shad responsibilities added to their other tasks.  If river herrings 
and/or shads were added as directly managed species, Council and NMFS staff would likely 
become more involved in conservation activities, especially in terms of how fishing interacts 
with the variety of challenges facing these stocks and how various local, state, regional, and 
federal entities interact.  However, NMFS and Council staffers have become much more 
collaborative regarding river herrings and shads in recent years, so it is not clear how much of an 
additional change would be brought about by direct management.  In addition to overall 
coordination through the Commission, the states currently coordinate substantial conservation 
activities with other agencies and entities (e.g. see Bowden 2013).  
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Assessments 
 
If directly managed, the NMFS Northeast Fishery Science Center would probably become more 
involved in river herring and shad assessments.  Adding these stocks into an FMP would not 
guarantee that reference points/stock determination criteria would be available - reference points 
are generally not available for species in the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP due to high 
levels of scientific uncertainty.  The same uncertainty issues would impact river herring and shad 
assessments (absolute abundance estimates may still be unavailable).  Some additional resources 
would likely be expended on assessments, but the same data problems and uncertainties would 
be likely to plague an assessment organized or reviewed through the Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center as with an assessment conducted by the Commission. Assessments coming out of both 
the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center and the Commission undergo peer-review. 
 
If one believed that river herring and shad assessments would be more explanatory if the NMFS 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center had a larger or joint role in river herring and shad 
assessments, then direct Council management might lead to improvements.  If one believes that 
the outcome would be similar to results from the Commission process then this is not the case.  
Since similar data would be used in either case, and would be characterized by similar 
uncertainties, it is not clear if additional NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center involvement 
would substantially improve river herring and/or shad assessments.   
   
Additional NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center involvement could also occur 
independently of direct Council management of river herrings and shads, as occurs with striped 
bass assessments, which go through the review process utilized by the NMFS Northeast Fisheries 
Science Center even though there is no Council management plan for striped bass.  Also, the 
NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center did provide staff support to the recent river herring 
assessment and that participation appears likely to continue.   
 
Given current funding restrictions, additional Northeast Fisheries Science Center efforts around 
river herrings and shads would likely reduce effort on other species.  NMFS, the Commission, 
and the Councils prioritize assessments regularly so a rearrangement of the planned assessment 
schedule would likely occur if additional Northeast Fisheries Science Center resources were to 
be utilized for river herrings and shads.  This prioritization also determines the frequency of 
assessments for Council-managed species.  The Commission has been working to increase the 
frequency of assessments (personal communication Kate Taylor, ASMFC), and it is not clear 
whether additional Council/federal involvement via an FMP would lead to more frequent 
assessments. 
 
Related to assessments, the question has been raised whether additional research funding would 
be available for river herrings and shads if they were in a Council FMP.  While the Council does 
generate some funding through its research set-aside program, money from that program can 
already be used to fund projects involving river herring.  It is not believed that identification of 
river herrings and/or shads as stocks within a Council management plan would generate 
additional research funds, but Council management could indirectly encourage interest in 
research. 
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Bycatch (discard) Reporting and Estimation 
 
Related to non-target catch management (most river herring are retained in high volume 
fisheries), another new annual activity would be integrating river herring and shad considerations 
into discard reporting and observer prioritization.  However, this prioritization focuses only on 
discards.  While NMFS has been diverting resources from other small mesh fisheries to mackerel 
and herring in recent years to get better information on river herring catch, as a stock in the 
fishery NMFS would have to directly describe its plans for river herring and shad discard 
monitoring. Also, the Council would presumably have a stronger case arguing for more 
monitoring and observer coverage for a managed species than it currently can make with river 
herrings and shads addressed as a discard issue in other managed fisheries.  However, it is not 
clear if coverage would be increased regardless due to budget issues, and the issue remains that 
the links between non-target catch and river herring and shad stock statuses are not well 
understood.  Since most river herring are retained in high volume fisheries, and NMFS's bycatch 
(discard) prioritization only looks at discards, this facet of additional federal involvement may 
not be especially fruitful.  While higher observer coverage via regulatory action is likely on hold 
because of ongoing exploration of funding mechanisms, if coverage was mandated, NMFS's 
prioritization might matter even less. 
 
Other Fisheries 
 
Adding river herrings and/or shads as stocks in the fishery would change the nature of 
management actions that are available to the Council.  Currently the Council is limited to 
addressing river herring and shad catch in its managed fisheries.  Amendment 14 analyses 
estimated that about 24% of river herring and shad catch in federal waters was from the small 
mesh bottom trawl fleet (which could be targeting more than just Atlantic mackerel, squid, or 
Atlantic herring).  As managed stocks, the Council could implement restrictions on other 
fisheries that interact with river herring and shad.  As an example, currently the Summer 
Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass plan generally restricts bottom trawling in certain 
areas/times where survey data has shown scup to aggregate.  If river herring and shad were 
managed species, the Council could implement broader area/gear restrictions on fishing activities 
if such measures were demonstrated to be necessary and/or appropriate to conserve river herrings 
and shads. However, as described above, the impact of river herring and shad catch in federal 
waters and/or federally-managed fisheries is not clear.  Amendment 14 also demonstrated that 
area-based management may be problematic for river herring and shad catch avoidance. 
 
2.  Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) would be designated for river herrings and shads. 
 
Designating essential fish habitat (EFH) for river herrings and shads would increase NMFS’s 
authority but not necessarily NMFS's ability to conserve habitats used by these anadromous 
species, especially freshwater habitats used for spawning and as juvenile nursery areas that are 
most affected by a wide range of human activities. 
 
Currently, acting under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, there is a mandatory 
requirement that NMFS must designate essential fish habitat for managed species and issue 
essential fish habitat conservation recommendations to federal agencies for activities proposed, 
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funded, permitted, or undertaken by those agencies.  Designation of essential fish habitat for 
river herrings and shads would expand the geographic boundaries where mandatory 
consultations would be required including most coastal rivers and their watersheds on the 
Atlantic coast.  
 
EFH Consultations (summary from http://www.nero.noaa.gov/hcd/appguide1.html)  
 
Federal agencies which fund, permit, or undertake activities that may adversely affect EFH are 
required to consult with NMFS regarding the potential effects of their actions on EFH, and 
respond in writing to NMFS's recommendations.  Wherever possible, NMFS is utilizing existing 
interagency coordination processes to fulfill EFH consultations with federal agencies. These 
existing coordination procedures include the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. Use of these 
existing processes allows for efficient project review by NMFS and the other federal agencies. 
 
Although the federal action agency is ultimately responsible for complying with the EFH 
Consultation requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the agency may designate a non-
federal representative to conduct an abbreviated consultation or prepare an EFH Assessment. 
Generally this means that a permit applicant or consultant prepares the required EFH 
Assessment. 
 
There are basically two types of consultations, abbreviated and expanded.  The type of 
consultation necessary depends upon the magnitude of the adverse effect on EFH.  Abbreviated 
consultations are used when a proposed project will have a less than substantial adverse impact 
on EFH. Expanded consultations are used when the adverse impact on EFH may be substantial. 
Regardless of consultation type, there are four required components to consultations: 
 
1.  Notification - The federal agency must notify NMFS regarding a proposed action that may 
adversely affect EFH. The notification will typically be in the form of a Public Notice, Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA), or Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 
2.  EFH Assessment - This is a written assessment of the effects of the action on EFH. The EFH 
Assessment will typically be incorporated within the notification document (Public Notice or 
Environmental Assessment) or submitted as a separate document in cases where an expanded 
consultation is required. 
 
An EFH Assessment must contain the following four sections: 
    -A description of the proposed action. 
    -An analysis of the potential adverse effects of the action on EFH, and managed species. 
    -The federal agency's conclusions regarding the effects of the action on EFH, and the managed 
 species. The agency's views will usually determine the type of consultation. Examples of 
 agency determinations are as follows: A) no adverse effect to EFH (no consultation 
 required); B) minimal adverse effect or less than substantial adverse effect to EFH 
 (abbreviated consultation can be conducted); or C) substantial adverse effect to EFH 
 (expanded consultation required). 
    -Proposed mitigation, if applicable.  
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Other information may also be appropriate to include in the assessment such as: the results of an 
on-site inspection to evaluate habitat and site-specific effects of the project; the views of 
recognized experts on the habitat or species that may be affected; a review of pertinent literature 
and relevant information; an analysis of alternatives to the proposed action including those 
alternatives that avoid or minimize the adverse effects on EFH.  The level of detail contained 
within the EFH Assessment should be commensurate with the degree of adverse impact to EFH. 
 
3.  EFH Conservation Recommendations - After receipt of the completed EFH Assessment, 
NMFS will provide EFH Conservation Recommendations to the federal agency detailing 
measures that can be taken by that agency to conserve EFH. 
 
4.  Agency Response - Within 30 days of receiving NMFS' recommendations, the federal agency 
must provide a detailed written response to NMFS. The response must include a description of 
measures proposed by the agency for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the activity 
on EFH. In the case where a response is inconsistent with NMFS' recommendations, the federal 
agency must explain (and only explain) its reasons for not following the recommendations, 
including the scientific justification for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated 
effects of the proposed action and the measures needed to minimize, mitigate or offset such 
effects. 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act also states that Councils "shall comment on and make 
recommendations to the Secretary and any Federal or State agency concerning any such activity 
that, in the view of the Council, is likely to substantially affect the habitat, including essential 
fish habitat, of an anadromous fishery resource under its authority."  While the Council's 
resources would likely preclude comment on every activity, this could be a component of 
Council coordination.  However, other entities have no obligations regarding the Council's 
recommendations unless they prompt NMFS recommendations in the above-described 
consultation process. 
 
To summarize, EFH designations provide NMFS the authority to recommend mitigation 
measures for proposed actions and permitting.  NMFS does make such recommendations with 
other species' EFH and often does secure some level of mitigation.  However, the agency may 
lack the resources to effectively implement the necessary actions related to river herrings and/or 
shads.  Limited resources (staff and funding) already restrict the agency’s ability to effectively 
manage essential fish habitat for Atlantic salmon and there is no reason to believe that this 
situation will be different for river herrings and shads if they became federally-managed species.   
 
It is unclear if substantial and tangible habitat benefits would accrue beyond those already being 
pursued by the states, NMFS, and other federal agencies, especially given current funding 
limitations.  It is unclear exactly what the additional impact on river herring and shad stocks of 
NMFS's essential fish habitat efforts would be since: A) states are already independently acting 
to improve riverine habitats B) NMFS has ongoing consultations with upstream dam 
removal/riverine habitat improvement projects (as well as funding them), and C) NMFS has 
already been successful in mitigating impacts to some habitats (tidal riverine waters) used by 
river herrings and shads because they are forage species for other federally-managed fish species 
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(e.g., bluefish), and are, therefore, considered a component of essential fish habitat for those 
predatory species.  The impacts would likely be positive, but the extent of the impacts cannot be 
determined and may be small compared to ongoing activities, especially given current budget 
limitations. 
 
3.  Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) and Accountability Measures (AMs) (or something very 
similar) would likely be implemented.   
 
Annual Catch Limits are required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act in order to prevent overfishing.  
To accomplish this, these limits must be the same or lower than the Acceptable Biological Catch 
(ABC) for a stock as provided by the Council's Scientific and Statistical Committee.  That 
committee reviews the available information and recommends an acceptable biological catch that 
they certify as being unlikely to cause overfishing to the best of its ability.  Accountability 
Measures are designed to prevent overages from occurring or pay back prior overages.    
Accountability measures could close fisheries at a buffered threshold before an annual catch 
limit is reached or institute measures to avoid future overages.  
 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) 
 
As part of specifications for managed species, the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee 
reviews stock status and makes Acceptable Biological Catch recommendations, which form the 
upper limits on catches for Council-managed species.  However, without estimates of absolute 
abundance and an improved understanding of the relative contribution of the various roadblocks 
to river herring and shad recovery, it is not clear that any limit set by the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee would have a substantial impact on river herring and shad stocks.  Given the depleted 
status of river herring and shads, the high levels of uncertainty, and the Council’s existing risk 
policy, it would seem likely that a low Acceptable Biological Catch recommendation would 
result from any Scientific and Statistical Committee recommendation, which could limit or 
reduce fishing mortality and potentially improve river herring and shad stocks - however, it is not 
measurable or certain.  In addition, the Council would still have limited control over total catch 
since most harvest of river herrings and shads occurs in state waters.  If catch in state waters was 
predicted to be near or above the limit set by the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee, 
there would be little or no catch available to be taken from federal waters (whether as landings or 
discards).  If catch in federal waters is a major cause of depleted river herring and shad stocks 
(this is unknown) then this could improve stocks, but if catch in federal waters is not a primary 
cause of depletion then this would not lead to major improvements in river herring and shad 
stocks but possibly severe restrictions on federal fisheries that catch river herrings and shads as 
non-target species.   
 
Given the strict state measures in place for directed harvest, and that in the near future river 
herring and shad mortality caps for the Atlantic mackerel (being implemented for 2014) and 
Atlantic herring (under Council consideration, possible 2015 implementation) fisheries appear 
likely to be implemented independently of the direct management question1, the additional 

                                                 
1 The caps should control most federal waters catch since over 70% of river herring and shad catch in the 
Amendment 14 analyses was accounted for by the mid-water trawl fleet that targets Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic 
herring 
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benefits to river herring and shad stocks from receiving acceptable biological catch 
recommendations may be negligible, as catch appears generally controlled or controllable.  The 
tools to effectively control catch in federal waters should exist independently of the stock in the 
fishery question, at least if the Council(s) sets mortality caps that are consistent with the best 
available science.  The Council could also request for its Scientific and Statistical Committee to 
review its river herring and shad mortality cap for the mackerel fishery to help ensure that the 
best available science is being used regardless of whether river herrings and shads are managed 
fisheries, and the New England Fishery Management Council could do the same.  Unless the 
recommendations of the Scientific and Statistical Committee were shown to not constitute best 
available science, they would be binding because of National Standard 2 even without being a 
stock in an FMP. 
 
ACLs/AMs Continued 
 
If ACLs/AMs were established there likely would be better accounting of annual river herring 
and shad catch since NMFS will be responsible for monitoring whether all catch exceeds the 
ACL or not.  NMFS could probably produce these catch estimates without including river 
herring and shad as managed fisheries however (but they would not be required to do so).  If 
overfishing limits are identified (none exist now) and then higher quality catch data are used to 
prevent overfishing, this would be a positive impact for any river herring and/or shad species that 
had ACLs/AMs.  The teams working on this question have also repeatedly concluded that port-
side monitoring could be an effective component to monitoring this fishery since catch-sorting is 
difficult.  However, regardless of the ACL/AM question, additional catch reporting, monitoring, 
and control (through mortality caps) provisions are being implemented or developed for river 
herrings and shads through Amendment 5 to the Atlantic herring plan, Amendment 14 to the 
Atlantic mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish plan, and Framework 3 to the Atlantic herring plan  
While NMFS may not approve all of the monitoring provisions initially recommended in these 
amendments, discussions among Council and regional office staff are leading to options that 
could be approvable and serve the intended purposes of the recommended measures. 
 
One question that has surfaced repeatedly is “Could the Council add river herring or shad as 
stocks in the fishery but use the ACL/AM flexibility provisions of the National Standard 1 
guidance to defer to the Commission for primary management?”  The North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council has implemented such a system for salmon and defers salmon management 
to Alaska. This could theoretically allow the designation of Essential Fish Habitat and result in 
greater federal resources without having to deal with ACLs for the currently data-poor river 
herring and shad stocks.  There are several key issues however, which become evident when 
reviewing analysis for updating the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 's salmon plan 
(http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/), where Alaska has primary authority even though it is a 
federally managed species.  First, Alaska has a long history of well-documented 
successful/sustainable management with salmon, with specific escapement-based methodologies 
for determining catch levels. Second, the salmon situation is different in that river herring and 
shad catch appears to not even be nearly as well documented (especially at the species level) as 
salmon catch in Alaska.  Existing or pending Commission moratoriums will likely address most 
of the landings control but not discards in state waters, though pending mortality caps should 
control incidental catch in federal waters.  For these reasons it currently seems unlikely that a 
Council FMP could make the case that turning over management to the Commission will meet 



18 
 

the requirements of the Magnuson Stevens Act.  If this was attempted but rejected then the 
responsibility for annual catch limits would fall back to the Council.  This was the viewpoint of 
the Amendment 14 Fishery Management Action Team and remains the perspective of the 
Amendment 15 Fishery Management Action Team. 
 
The ACL flexibility guidelines also still require consistency with Magnuson (alternatives to 
ACLs/AMs would have to achieve the same basic results).  So even if under an FMP primary 
catch management could be ceded to the Commission, the Council’s suite of management 
measures would still have to function as ACLs/AMs in that an overall Acceptable Biological 
Catch would not be able to be exceeded.  Thus the Council would still have to implement hard 
caps on its other managed species to control overall catch based on a recommendation from its 
Scientific and Statistical Committee absent another authority on the matter.  Thus while there 
might not be ACLs/AMs on paper, the caps on incidental catch in Council-managed fisheries 
would need to have the same function as ACLs/AMs in order to be consistent with the Magnuson 
Act and the National Standard One final rule guidelines.  Catch in non-Council managed 
fisheries would also have to be addressed.   
 
While Commission/Council coordination for river herring and shad issues has been extensive in 
the last 2 years, the ramifications of ACLs would likely lead to additional collaboration. The 
Council would likely engage in complementary management with the Commission and ACLs or 
other catch quotas for federal management would be based on ABCs provided by its Scientific 
and Statistical Committee and would have to account for any state fishing mortality beyond the 
control of the Council.  The Council and Commission would likely negotiate (via a joint 
meeting) how to utilize the ABC provided by the Scientific and Statistical Committee.  While the 
Council and Commission may come to an agreement, the Council would be bound to enact 
measures that keep catch at or below the ABC regardless.  This could mean closing other federal 
directed fisheries quite earlier than would otherwise occur if state-waters catch approached (or 
was expected to approach) the ABC.  The exact accountability measures would be developed 
during implementation if that is the chosen path, but since the states are not bound by the 
Scientific and Statistical Committee's decision, and since substantial catch may occur in state 
waters, and an ABC could be quite low, impacts on federal fisheries like Atlantic herring and 
mackerel that catch river herrings and/or shads could be substantial.  Mortality caps for federal 
fisheries could be part of the accountability measures that are used, but they would have to be set 
low enough such that state waters catch plus any mortality caps were expected to restrain catch at 
or below the ABC.  While the Council could be unable to totally control all mortality because of 
state fisheries and discards in state waters, mortality in federal waters would be limited.  
Mortality caps being developed for the Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic herring fisheries should 
also control river herring and shad mortality in federal waters. 
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3.3 The extent to which the fishery could be or is already adequately managed by states, by 
state/Federal programs, by Federal regulations pursuant to fishery management plans or 
international commissions, or by industry self-regulation, consistent with the policies and 
standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

 
The recent negative Endangered Species Act Determination by NMFS describes the existing 
management measures being taken for river herring and is utilized here (see link at: 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/stories/2013/riverherring.html).  As wide-ranging anadromous 
species, alewife and blueback herring are subject to numerous Federal (U.S. and Canadian), state 
and provincial, Tribal, and inter-jurisdictional laws, regulations, and agency activities. These 
regulatory mechanisms are described in detail in the following section. 
 
International 
 
The Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans manages American shad, alewife, and 
blueback herring fisheries that occur in the rivers of the Canadian Maritimes under the Fisheries 
Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. F-14). The Maritime Provinces Fishery Regulations includes requirements 
when fishing for or catching and retaining river herring in recreational and commercial fisheries 
(Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 2006; http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca). 
 
Commission (ASMFC) and Enabling Legislation 
 
Authorized under the terms of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Compact, as amended (Pub. 
L. 81-721), the purpose of the Commission is to promote the better utilization of the fisheries 
(marine, shell, and anadromous) of the Atlantic seaboard ``by the development of a joint 
program for the promotion and protection of such fisheries, and by the prevention of the physical 
waste of the fisheries from any cause.''     
 
Given management authority in 1993 under the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative 
Management Act (ACFCMA - 16 U.S.C. 5101-5108), the Commission may issue interstate 
FMPs that must be administered by state agencies. If the Commission believes that a state is not 
in compliance with a coastal FMP, it must notify the Secretaries of Commerce and Interior. If the 
Secretaries find the state not in compliance with the management plan, the Secretaries must 
declare a moratorium on the fishery in question. 
 
The Commission manages river herring and shad stocks under the authority of section 803(b) of 
the ACFCMA (16 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.), which states, in the absence of an approved and 
implemented FMP under the Magnuson-Stevens Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) and, after 
consultation with the appropriate Fishery Management Council(s), the Secretary of Commerce 
may implement regulations to govern fishing in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), i.e., from 3 
to 200 nautical mi (nm) offshore. The regulations must be: (1) Compatible with the effective 
implementation of an Interstate FMP (Commission Plan) for American Shad and River Herring 
developed by the Commission; and (2) consistent with the national standards set forth in section 
301 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
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The states, through the Commission and its Interstate FMP for Shad and River Herring, appear to 
have effectively controlled directed harvest of river herrings and shads in state waters.  The 
Commission also has a stock assessment process in place that effectively integrates data from the 
states, though there are a variety of data gaps.  The Commission peer-reviewed stock assessment 
process integrates data from both the states' and federal waters and the stock assessment 
committee has both NMFS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service representatives.   
 
The Magnuson Stevens Act precludes federal regulation of a fishery in state waters unless the 
fishery occurs predominantly in federal waters. 16 U.S.C. § 1856(3)(b).  All river herring and 
American shad state fisheries that have not been designated by the Commission as sustainable 
were closed by January 1, 2013.  The Commission has communicated to the Council (Dec 5, 
2012 letter, attached) that it will take 3-5 years to determine the effect of these measures.  In the 
same letter, the Commission encouraged exploration of the concept of Council management but 
also indicated a preference that the Commission would retain authority to manage in-river state-
water fisheries.  The Council would not have the authority to manage in-river state-water 
fisheries, and the potential consequences of this on annual catch limits and accountability 
measures are described above.    
 
It is not clear that states/the Commission have effectively controlled discards in state waters, but 
they could and would be in a better position to do this given the Council's limited authorities in 
state waters.  State regulations also appear likely to avoid redevelopment of directed ocean 
fisheries for river herrings and shads since outside of approved state-specific sustainable FMPs, 
possession is either banned or only allowed as limited incidental catch related to directed 
landings of other species. 
 
In addition to the state sustainability plan mandate, the Commission makes recommendations to 
states for the conservation, restoration, and protection of habitat.  States are involved in many 
habitat improvement projects.  The Commission also requires states to implement fisheries-
dependent and independent monitoring programs to provide data for use in future stock 
assessments. 
 
Magnuson-Stevens Act 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act is the primary law governing marine fisheries management in 
Federal waters. The Magnuson-Stevens Act was first enacted in 1976 and amended in 1996 and 
2006. Most notably, the Magnuson-Stevens Act aided in the development of the domestic fishing 
industry by phasing out foreign fishing. To manage the fisheries and promote conservation, the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act created eight regional fishery management councils. A 1996 amendment 
focused on rebuilding overfished fisheries, protecting Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), and reducing 
bycatch. A 2006 amendment mandated the use of Annual Catch Limits (ACL) and 
Accountability Measures (AM) to end overfishing, provided for widespread market-based 
fishery management through limited access privilege programs, and called for increased 
international cooperation.  The likely key provisions for river herrings and shads are the ACLs 
and AMs (described above), EFH (described above), bycatch (discard) reduction requirements, 
and discretionary authority to generally reduce non-target interactions.  The discussions above 
address the ACL and AM issues in detail, but additional information on EFH and bycatch is 
provided next. 
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The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that Federal FMPs contain conservation and management 
measures that are consistent with the ten National Standards. National Standard 9 states that 
conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize bycatch 
(discards) and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such 
bycatch. The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines bycatch as fish that are harvested in a fishery, but 
which are not sold or kept for personal use. This includes economic discards and regulatory 
discards. River herring is encountered both as discards and caught and landed in Federal 
fisheries. While there is no directed fishery for river herring in Federal waters, river herring co-
occur with other species that have directed fisheries (Atlantic mackerel, Atlantic herring, 
whiting, squid and butterfish) and are either discarded or retained in those fisheries when caught. 
 
The mortality caps being implemented/developed for the Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic herring 
fisheries respectively appear likely to be able to control total catch (and therefore 
discards/bycatch)  of river herrings and shads in federal waters.  The overall catches will depend 
on the limits the Councils choose.  The precision of the estimates generated by the caps will 
depend on observer coverage, but that will be the case regardless of whether river herrings and 
shads are directly managed species or not. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
 
Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, there is a requirement to describe and identify EFH in each 
Federal FMP. EFH is defined as ``. . . those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.'' The rules promulgated by the NMFS in 1997 and 2002 
further clarify EFH with the following definitions: (1) Waters--aquatic areas and their associated 
physical, chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas 
historically used by fish where appropriate; (2) substrate--sediment, hard bottom, structures 
underlying the waters, and associated biological communities; (3) necessary--the habitat required 
to support a sustainable fishery and the managed species' contribution to a healthy ecosystem; 
and (4) spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity--stages representing a species' full 
life cycle.  EFH has not been designated for alewife or blueback herring, but has been for some 
other relevant species. 
 
River herrings and shads can be found along the Atlantic coast of North America, from the 
Southern Gulf of St. Lawrence, Canada to the southeastern United States and Florida.  They are 
anadromous, so they spawn and do early maturing in freshwater rivers and further mature and 
live as adults in the ocean.  Conservation measures implemented in response to the designation 
of Atlantic salmon EFH likely provide the most conservation benefit to river herrings and shads 
over any other EFH designation.  Atlantic federal coastal waters are generally also designated as 
EFH for other species (e.g. Atlantic herring, Atlantic mackerel, southeast coastal pelagics, 
bluefish, etc.) but EFH impacts and consultations in coastal/pelagic waters are not as likely to be 
critical.  River herrings, shads, and Atlantic salmon utilize the same areas for in-river dependent 
life stages however (where impacts are more likely due to water passage and water quality 
issues), and the in-river geographic range in which river herring may benefit from the 
designation of Atlantic salmon EFH extends from Connecticut to the Maine/Canada border. 
 



22 
 

Table 2.  Magnuson-Stevens Act Required Plan Provisions and How They May be Addressed by Existing 
Authorities. 
 

Provision Current measures using existing authority 
Measures for the conservation and 
management of the fishery to prevent 
overfishing and rebuild overfished 
stocks, and to protect, restore, and 
promote the long-term health and 
stability of the fishery 

 Commission Amendments 2 and 3 to the Commission Plan for Shad 
and River Herring, which requires states to close their waters to 
recreational and commercial river herring harvest unless they have an 
approved sustainable plan in place that will “not diminish the potential 
future stock reproduction and recruitment.”  Currently ME, NH, RI, 
NY, NC and SC have approved plans for river herring; DE River Basin, 
Potomac River Fisheries Commission, NC, SC, GA and FL have plans 
for shad (Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act - 
ACFCMA). 

 Proposed catch caps in the Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic herring 
fisheries will address incidental catch (Magnuson-Stevens Act, through 
existing FMPs). 

Description of the fishery  Amendments 2 and 3 to the Commission Plan for Shad and River 
herring describe commercial/recreational fisheries in state waters 
(ACFCMA). 

 Atlantic herring and MSB actions that relate to river herring and shad, 
most recently Amendments 5 and 14, describe river herring and shad 
catch in federal waters (Magnuson-Stevens Act, through existing 
FMPs). 

Assessment and specification of 
present and probable future condition 
of, and the maximum sustainable 
yield and optimum yield from the 
fishery. 

 Present condition of the fishery is described in recent Commission 
stock assessment. 

 Trend analysis for river herring included in recent Endangered Species 
Act decision. 

Assessment and specification of 
domestic harvesting and processing 
capacities  

●     U.S. fishing vessels are capable of, and expected to, harvest the 
optimum yield from the    river herring and shad fisheries. U.S. processors 
are also expected to process the harvest of U.S. fishing vessels. None of the 
optimum yield from this fishery can be made available to foreign fishing. 

Specification of the pertinent fishery 
data that shall be submitted to NMFS  

 Amendments 2 and 3 to the River Herring and Shad Commission Plan 
specify fishery dependent and fishery independent monitoring 
requirements (ACFCMA). 

 At-sea monitors and port-side samplers collect species composition and 
biological information related to river herring and shad (Magnuson-
Stevens Act, related to existing FMPs). 

Provision of temporary adjustments 
to fishery access because of weather 
or other ocean conditions affecting 
the safe conduct of the fishery 

 Could be provided to states on an as needed basis. 
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Provision Current measures using existing authority 
Description and identification of 
essential fish habitat, and 
minimization to the extent 
practicable adverse effects on such 
habitat caused by fishing 

 Amendments 2 and 3 to the River Herring and Shad Commission Plan 
require states to identify, categorize and prioritize important existing 
and historic shad and river herring and shad habitat within its area of 
jurisdiction, establish periodic monitoring to ensure the long-term 
health and viability of the habitat, and develop plans to restore access to 
rivers (ACFCMA).  

 EFH consultations for currently managed species, including Atlantic 
salmon, Atlantic herring, and Atlantic mackerel could benefit river 
herring and shad where their habitats overlap (Magnuson-Stevens Act). 

 Critical habitat consultations for Atlantic salmon and Atlantic sturgeon 
could benefit river herring and shad where their habitats overlap 
(Endangered Species Act). 

 Consultations related to hydroelectric projects could benefit river 
herring and shad (Federal Power Act). 

 Federal protection of water quality is afforded through the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (also called the “Clean Water Act”).  This 
act has played a role in reducing discharges of pollutants, restricting the 
timing and location of dredge and fill operations, and affecting other 
changes that have improved river herring and shad habitat in many 
rivers and estuaries. 

 Other state and federal habitat restoration activities (as described in this 
document).  

Specification of the nature and extent 
of scientific data which is needed for 
effective implementation of the plan 

 Current research needs were identified in Amendments 2 and 3 to the 
River Herring and Shad Commission Plan, and the most recent 
assessments for river herring and shad (ACFCMA). 

Description of the likely effects of 
management measures on fishery 
participants and fishing communities 

 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses are conducted for 
all federal actions (not just fishery management measures) to evaluate 
the impacts of the federal action on fishery participants and fishing 
communities. 

Specification of objective and 
measurable criteria for identifying 
when the fishery to which the plan 
applies is overfished and 
conservation and management 
measures to prevent overfishing, end 
overfishing, and rebuild the fishery 
as appropriate 

 KEY POTENTIAL BENEFIT of Magnuson-Stevens Act; this would be 
required in a Federal FMP. 

 No definition currently for river herring in Amendment 2 to the Shad 
and River Herring Commission Plan. 

 The most recent stock assessment (ASMFC 2007) concluded that the 
definition of overfishing in Amendment 1 to the Shad and River 
Herring Commission plan that focused only on directed fishing 
mortality (F) was no longer valid for American shad stocks because 
shad are affected by several sources of human-induced mortality, 
including directed fishing (F), fish passage mortality at dams, mortality 
from pollution, and bycatch and discard mortality in indirect fisheries 
activity. 

Assessment of the amount and type 
of bycatch occurring in the fishery 
and minimize bycatch  to the extent 
practicable 

 Adjustments to federal monitoring programs can be made to assess 
river herring and shad bycatch in federal fisheries (Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, through existing FMPs). 

 Proposed catch caps to minimize bycatch in Atlantic herring and 
Atlantic mackerel fisheries (Magnuson-Stevens Act, through existing 
FMPs). 

Assessment of recreational release 
mortality and minimization of such 
mortality to the extent practicable 

 States and jurisdictions must monitor recreational catch and effort 
within certain specified rivers under Amendments 2 and 3 of the Shad 
and River Herring Commission Plan.  Techniques used to gather this 
data may include creel surveys, surveys of license/permit holders, 
Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey (MRFSS) / Marine 
Recreational Information Program (MRIP) and reporting requirements 
for obtaining/maintaining license or permit (ACFCMA). 
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Provision Current measures using existing authority 
 Amendments 2 and 3 to the Commission Plan for Shad and River 

Herring, which requires states to close their waters to recreational and 
commercial river herring harvest unless they have an approved 
sustainable plan in place that will “not diminish the potential future 
stock reproduction and recruitment.”  Currently ME, NH, RI, NY, NC 
and SC have approved plans for river herring; DE River Basin, 
Potomac River Fisheries Commission, NC, SC, GA and FL have plans 
for shad (ACFCMA). 

Allocation of harvest restrictions or 
recovery benefits fairly and equitably 
among the commercial, recreational, 
and charter fishing sectors 

 Could be coordinated through Councils and Commission. 

Establishment annual catch limits, 
and measures to ensure 
accountability. 

 KEY POTENTIAL BENEFIT OF Magnuson-Stevens Act; this would 
be required in a Federal FMP. 

 Catch is limited through Amendments 2 and 3 to the Commission Plan 
for Shad and River Herring, and under the state plans that have already 
been approved 

 Federal bycatch limits proposed in Atlantic herring and Atlantic 
mackerel fisheries; proposed consequence (similar to an accountability 
measure) is closure of directed fisheries for these species once cap is 
attained (Magnuson-Stevens Act, existing FMPs). 

 
 
Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791-828) and Amendments 
 
The Federal Power Act, as amended, provides for protecting, mitigating damages to, and 
enhancing fish and wildlife resources (including anadromous fish) impacted by hydroelectric 
facilities regulated by the Federal Energy and Regulatory Commission (FERC). Applicants must 
consult with state and Federal resource agencies who review proposed hydroelectric projects and 
make recommendations to FERC concerning fish and wildlife and their habitat, e.g., including 
spawning habitat, wetlands, instream flows (timing, quality, quantity), reservoir establishment 
and regulation, project construction and operation, fish entrainment and mortality, and 
recreational access. Section 10(j) of the Federal Power Act provides that licenses issued by 
FERC contain conditions to protect, mitigate damages to, and enhance fish and wildlife based on 
recommendations received from state and Federal agencies during the licensing process. With 
regard to fish passage, Section 18 requires a FERC licensee to construct, maintain, and operate 
fishways prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce. Under the 
Federal Power Act, others may review proposed projects and make timely recommendations to 
FERC to represent additional interests. Interested parties may intervene in the FERC proceeding 
for any project to receive pertinent documentation and to appeal an adverse decision by FERC. 
   
While the construction of hydroelectric dams contributed to historical losses of spawning habitat, 
only a few new dams have been constructed in the range of these species in the last 50 years. In 
some areas, successful fish passage has been created; thus, restoring access to many habitats 
once blocked. Thus, river herring and shad may often benefit from Federal Power Act fishway 
requirements when prescriptions are made to address anadromous fish passage and during the re-
licensing of existing hydroelectric dams when anadromous species are considered. 
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Anadromous Fish Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 757a-757f) as Amended 
 
This law authorizes the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce to enter into cost sharing with 
states and other non-Federal interests for the conservation, development, and enhancement of the 
nation's anadromous fish. Investigations, engineering, biological surveys, and research, as well 
as the construction, maintenance, and operations of hatcheries, are authorized. This Act was last 
authorized in 2002, which provided 5 million dollars for the fiscal years 2005 and 2006 (Pub. L. 
107-372). There was an attempt to reauthorize the Act in 2012; however, this action has not yet 
been authorized. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 U.S.C. 661-666) 
 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act is the primary law providing for consideration of fish 
and wildlife habitat values in conjunction with Federal water development activities. Under this 
law, the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce may investigate and advise on the effects of 
Federal water development projects on fish and wildlife habitat. Such reports and 
recommendations, which require concurrence of the state fish and wildlife agency(ies) involved, 
must accompany the construction agency's request for congressional authorization, although the 
construction agency is not bound by the recommendations. 
 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act applies to water-related activities proposed by non-
Federal entities for which a Federal permit or license is required. The most significant permits or 
licenses required are Section 404 and discharge permits under the Clean Water Act and Section 
10 permits under the Rivers and Harbors Act. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NMFS 
may review the proposed permit action and make recommendations to the permitting agencies to 
avoid or mitigate any potential adverse effects on fish and wildlife habitat. These 
recommendations must be given full consideration by the permitting agency, but are not binding.  
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and amendments (FWPCA) (33 U.S.C. 1251-1376) 
 
Also called the ``Clean Water Act,'' the FWPCA mandates Federal protection of water quality. 
The law also provides for assessment of injury, destruction, or loss of natural resources caused 
by discharge of pollutants. 
 
Of major significance is Section 404 of the FWPCA, which prohibits the discharge of dredged or 
fill material into navigable waters without a permit. Navigable waters are defined under the 
FWPCA to include all waters of the United States, including the territorial seas and wetlands 
adjacent to such waters. The permit program is administered by the Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may approve delegation of Section 404 
permit authority for certain waters (not including traditional navigable waters) to a state agency; 
however, the EPA retains the authority to prohibit or deny a proposed discharge under Section 
404 of the FWPCA. 
 
The FWPCA (Section 401) also authorizes programs to remove or limit the entry of various 
types of pollutants into the nation's waters. A point source permit system was established by the 
EPA and is now being administered at the state level in most states. This system, referred to as 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), sets specific limits on discharge 
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of various types of pollutants from point source outfalls. A non-point source control program 
focuses primarily on the reduction of agricultural siltation and chemical pollution resulting from 
rain runoff into the nation's streams. This effort currently relies on the use of land management 
practices to reduce surface runoff through programs administered primarily by the Department of 
Agriculture. 
 
Like the Fish and Wildlife Coordination and River and Harbors Acts, Sections 401 and 404 of 
the FWPCA have played a role in reducing discharges of pollutants, restricting the timing and 
location of dredge and fill operations, and affecting other changes that have improved river 
herring and shad habitat in many rivers and estuaries over the last several decades. Examples 
include reductions in sewage discharges into the Hudson River (A. Kahnle, New York State, 
Pers. comm. 1998) and nutrient reduction strategies implemented in the Chesapeake Bay. 
 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act requires a permit from the Corps to place structures in 
navigable waters of the United States or modify a navigable stream by excavation or filling 
activities.  The permitting then requires EFH Consultation. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act requires an environmental review process of all Federal 
actions. This includes preparation of an environmental impact statement for major Federal 
actions that may affect the quality of the human environment. Less rigorous environmental 
assessments are reviewed for most other actions, while some actions are categorically excluded 
from formal review. These reviews provide an opportunity for the agency and the public to 
comment on projects that may impact fish and wildlife habitat. 
 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1451-1464) and Estuarine Areas Act 
 
Congress passed policy on values of estuaries and coastal areas through these Acts. 
Comprehensive planning programs, to be carried out at the state level, were established to 
enhance, protect, and utilize coastal resources. Federal activities must comply with the individual 
state programs. Habitat may be protected by planning and regulating development that could 
cause damage to sensitive coastal habitats. 
 
Federal Land Management and Other Protective Designations 
 
Protection and good stewardship of lands and waters managed by Federal agencies, such as the 
Departments of Defense, Energy and Interior (National Parks and National Wildlife Refuges, as 
well as state-protected park, wildlife and other natural areas), contributes to the health of nearby 
aquatic systems that support important river herring and shad spawning and nursery habitats. 
Relevant examples include the Great Bay, Rachel Carson's and Corps Basin National Estuarine 
Research Reserves, Department of Defense properties in the Chesapeake Bay, and many 
National Wildlife Refuges. 
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Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA), Titles I and III and the 
Shore Protection Act of 1988 (SPA) 
 
The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act protects fish habitat through establishment 
and maintenance of marine sanctuaries. The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
and the Shore Protection Act regulate ocean transportation and dumping of dredge materials, 
sewage sludge, and other materials. Criteria that the Corps uses for issuing permits include 
considering the effects dumping has on the marine environment, ecological systems and fisheries 
resources.  NMFS must be consulted per its EFH responsibilities. 
 
State Regulations and Activities 
 
Per Commission requirements, by January 1, 2013 the Atlantic Coast states had all either 
developed sustainable fishing plans that had been approved by the Commission or they had 
closed their waters to harvest of river herrings and shads.  Some states allow an incidental 
landings allowance for federal fisheries while others do not.  The states and their municipalities 
use a variety of management measures given their plans or moratoria.  The states are also 
involved in a variety of habitat improvement projects, including water passage improvements.   
 
Tribal and First Nation Fisheries 
 
We have identified thirteen federally recognized East Coast tribes from Maine to South Carolina 
that have tribal rights to sustenance and ceremonial fishing, and which may harvest river herring 
for sustenance and ceremonial purposes and/or engage in other river herring conservation and 
management activities. The Mashpee Wampanoag tribe is the only East Coast tribe that 
voluntarily reported harvest numbers to the State of Massachusetts that were incorporated into 
the Commission Management Plan as subsistence harvest. The reported harvest for 2006 and 
2008 ranged between 1,200 and 3,500 fish per year, with removals coming from several rivers. 
Aside from the harvest reported by Commission for the Mashpee Wampanoag tribe, information 
as to what tribes may harvest river herring for sustenance and/or ceremonial purposes is not 
available. Letters have been sent to all 13 potentially affected tribes to solicit any input they may 
have on the conservation status of the species and/or health of particular riverine populations, 
tribal conservation and management activities for river herring, biological data for either species, 
and comments and/or concerns regarding the status review process and potential implications for 
tribal trust resources and activities. To date, we have not received any information from any 
tribes. 
 
Industry 
 
Industry has also been self-regulating through cooperative catch-avoidance work with The 
School for Marine Science and Technology (SMAST) at the University of Massachusetts 
Dartmouth (http://www.umassd.edu/smast/smastnewsyoucanuse/bycatchavoidanceprograms/)  
and Cornell's Cooperative Extension Program/The Squid Trawl Network 
(http://www.squidtrawlnetwork.com/).  Since there is no control group to compare performance 
against, it is not possible to determine the success of these networks other than reporting that 
fishermen have been participating in them.  It seems likely that fishermen will use these catch 
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avoidance networks to help the fisheries stay within the mortality caps that are being 
implemented, but again their success is uncertain at present. 
 
Endangered Species Act Determination - River Herring 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/candidatespeciesprogram/RiverHerringSOC.htm   
 
Subsequent to NMFS’s findings that river herring are not endangered, NMFS also announced a 
variety of measures that it will be undertaking to assist river herring conservation.  The agency 
has provided funding to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission and will be working 
with the Commission and other partners to implement a coordinated coastwide effort to continue 
to address data gaps and proactively conserve river herring and their habitat. 
 
NMFS intends to establish a technical working group and to continue to work closely with the 
Commission and others to develop a long-term and dynamic conservation plan for river herring 
throughout both species’ range from Canada to Florida.  This group will attempt to quantify the 
impact of ongoing restoration and conservation efforts and new fisheries management measures 
that are being developed (e.g., mortality caps in two federal fisheries), which should benefit the 
species, review any new information produced from ongoing scientific studies (e.g., genetic 
analyses, ocean migration patterns, climate change impacts) that are completed in the next 3-5 
years, and assess available data to determine whether recent reports of higher river counts in 
many areas along the coast in the last two years represent sustained trends.  During this time, 
NMFS is also committed to working with partners and tribal governments to continue 
implementing important conservation efforts and fund needed research for river herring.  NMFS 
intends to revisit the status of river herring within the next five years.  Council staff will likely be 
involved in these efforts. 
 
Endangered Species Act Listing - Sturgeon 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/stories/2013/riverherringlistingfrnotice.pdf   
 
In 2012, five distinct population segments of Atlantic sturgeon were listed under the Endangered 
Species Act.  The Chesapeake Bay, New York Bight, Carolina, and South Atlantic 
Distinct Population Segments of Atlantic sturgeon are listed as endangered, while the Gulf of 
Maine Distinct Population Segment is listed as threatened.  Measures to improve habitats and 
reduce impacts to Atlantic sturgeon may directly or indirectly benefit river herring.  Atlantic 
sturgeon critical habitat will be specified in the next year.  Like river herrings and shad, Atlantic 
sturgeon are anadromous; adults spawn in freshwater in the spring and early summer and migrate 
into estuarine and marine waters where they spend most of their lives. As with Atlantic salmon, 
many of the habitats that Atlantic sturgeon occupy are also habitats that river herring use for 
spawning, migration and juvenile rearing.  The geographic range in which river herring may 
benefit from Atlantic sturgeon Endangered Species Act protections extends from the 
Maine/Canada border to Florida. Therefore, any protection measures within this range such as 
improved fish passage or a reduction of water withdrawals may also provide a benefit to river 
herring.  River herrings and/or shads travel further upriver than sturgeon to spawn so the overlap 
would not be complete.  Rivers in which sturgeon are found and which are likely to receive 
critical habitat designation may be found at: 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/fish/atlanticsturgeon.htm.   
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Endangered Species Act Listing - Atlantic salmon & Critical Habitat Designation 
 
In 2009, the Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment of Atlantic salmon was listed as 
endangered under the Endangered Species Act (74 FR 29344). The Gulf of Maine Distinct 
Population Segment includes all anadromous Atlantic salmon whose freshwater range occurs in 
the watersheds from the Androscoggin River northward along the Maine coast to the Dennys 
River. Concurrently in 2009, critical habitat was designated for the Atlantic salmon Gulf of 
Maine Distinct Population Segment pursuant to section 4(b)(2) of the Endangered Species Act 
(74 FR 29300; August 10, 2009). The critical habitat designation includes 45 specific areas 
occupied by Atlantic salmon at the time of listing, and includes approximately 12,160 miles 
(19,600 km) of perennial river, stream, and estuary habitat and 308 square miles (495 sq km) of 
lake habitat within the range of the Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment in the State of 
Maine. 
 
Measures to improve habitats and reduce impacts to Atlantic salmon as a result of the 
Endangered Species Act listing may directly or indirectly benefit river herrings and shads. 
Atlantic salmon are anadromous and spend a portion of their life in freshwater and the remaining 
portion in the marine environment. River herring occupy a lot of the same habitats as listed 
Atlantic salmon for spawning, breeding, feeding, growth and maturity. Therefore, protection 
measures such as improved fish passage or reduced discharge permits may benefit river herrings 
and shads. 
 
The critical habitat designation provides additional protections beyond classifying a species as 
endangered by preserving the physical and biological features essential for the conservation of 
the species in designated waters in Maine. One of the biological features identified in the critical 
habitat designation for Atlantic salmon was freshwater and estuary migration sites with 
abundant, diverse native fish communities to serve as a protective buffer against predation. Co-
evolved diadromous fish species are included in this native fish community.  
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA are also engaged in general riverine habitat 
issues with a focus on dam removal and fish passage improvement.  They work in cooperation 
with other agencies and non-governmental agencies. 
 
The efforts described above in this section (that will be ongoing regardless of the Council’s 
decision regarding an FMP for river herring and/or shad) mean that many of the management 
activities that would normally be stimulated by management within an FMP are, or could be 
addressed by existing management programs and authorities.  While there are some gaps that 
might be filled (see Section 3.2 above), this is not a case where there is a complete void of 
existing management.      
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3.4 The need to resolve competing interests and conflicts among user groups and whether 
Council management could further that resolution. 
 
There is conflict between the Atlantic mackerel/herring fisheries and non-governmental 
organizations seeking additional monitoring and restrictions for those fisheries.  The conflict 
involves both catch of non-target species like river herrings and shads as well as the optimal 
amount of directed harvest, but the most immediate issue is whether the at-sea catch of river 
herrings and shads is having a substantial detrimental impact on river herring and shad 
populations.   
 
Since recreational fisheries have largely lost access to river herring harvest through state 
moratoria and shad catches are often very restricted as well if not totally banned, a fairness issue 
has been raised that all parties that catch river herrings and shads should be limited in similar 
fashions.  
 
Establishing Council management of river herrings and shads via an FMP does not seem likely 
to immediately resolve these conflicts, especially because of the lack of absolute abundance 
estimates.  If additional assessment information and additional monitoring was obtained as a 
result of Council management, then the conflict might be partially resolved, but probably not 
solved. 
 
The Council would be an additional forum for this conflict to be addressed, so that all parties' 
concerns are considered - the Council has made allocations between commercial and recreational 
fisheries before, and theoretically an allocation could be made with river herrings and/or shads.  
However, as has been seen with other Council-managed species, just because an allocation exists 
does not mean the conflict is resolved if there are competing interests for a resource. 
 

3.5 a) The economic condition of a fishery and b) whether an FMP can produce more efficient 
utilization. 
 
Most of the fishery operations that used to catch these species either no longer exist or have 
moved on to other species.  Since the only remaining directed fishery occurs in state waters (see 
summary of regulations under Section 3.3), this criterion is unlikely to be a strong factor in terms 
of the efficiency of harvesting operations in state waters.  As a contrast, most Atlantic mackerel 
or Atlantic herring are caught in federal waters.  However, an FMP could examine the relative 
value of river herrings and shads across fishing interests (commercial versus recreational) and 
consider efficiency in that respect.  It is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt to analyze this 
question but potential econometric tools do exist to examine such questions. 
 

3.6 The needs of a developing fishery, and whether an FMP can foster orderly growth. 
 

Since there is not a developing fishery for river herring and/or shad in Federal waters, and since 
harvest primarily occurs in state waters, this criterion is unlikely to be a strong factor.  The 
existing moratoria and requirement to get sustainable fishing plans approved if directed fishing is 
to occur for river herrings and shads also means that re-growth of the fishery should be orderly 
through Commission management. 
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3.7 The costs associated with an FMP, balanced against the benefits 

(see paragraph (d) of this section as a guide).  (d) Analysis. The supporting analyses for FMPs 
should demonstrate that the benefits of fishery regulation are real and substantial relative to 
the added research, administrative, and enforcement costs, as well as costs to the industry of 
compliance. In determining the benefits and costs of management measures, each 
management strategy considered and its impacts on different user groups in the fishery should 
be evaluated. This requirement need not produce an elaborate, formalistic cost/benefit 
analysis. Rather, an evaluation of effects and costs, especially of differences among workable 
alternatives, including the status quo, is adequate.  If quantitative estimates are not possible, 
qualitative estimates will suffice. 
 
Table 1 summarizes several approaches which can further be streamlined into direct management 
under an FMP (a-b), incremental collaboration (c), and caps plus Commission-NMFS 
complementary measures in federal waters.   
 
Under (a-b), direct management, there would be substantial costs associated in developing, 
implementing, and running a federal FMP.  The primary cost would likely be in the form of 
personnel opportunity costs.  Several Council and NMFS staff would likely spend substantial 
amounts of time over the next 2-3 years developing an FMP and all of the required provisions 
(EFH, status determination criteria, ACLs, AMs, etc.).  A larger group of NMFS, State, and 
Commission staff would also likely be needed to ensure adequate coordination.  Staff from other 
Councils would likely be involved as well, especially if a joint plan was developed 
 
Under c, incremental collaboration, the Council and Council staff would search out opportunities 
for collaboration, but not do much more beyond the mortality caps currently in place.  Costs 
would be low. 
 
Under d, focusing on caps plus encouraging and seeking to actively facilitate Commission-
NMFS complementary measures in federal waters, the Council could aggressively work on some 
of the issues of the caps (e.g. possibly slippage, observer coverage, and Scientific and Statistical 
Committee review) as well as investigating what other complementary measures the 
Commission would like to see in Federal waters in the absence of a Council FMP.  This option 
likely has medium costs, and most of those costs may be for other entities. 
 
If one had a reasonable assurance that any of these efforts would substantially contribute to 
recovery of river herring and shad populations, the benefits (see section 3.1) would likely 
outweigh the costs.  The problem that staff continues to have is the unclear connection between 
Council involvement, and the conservation benefits that would result from that specific 
involvement beyond other river herring and shad conservation activities that are ongoing.  As 
described in Sections 3.3 and 3.4, many of the tasks that would take place within a federal FMP 
are or will be taking place in some fashion through actions at other agencies (local, state, 
regional, federal, non-governmental).  Also, some issues (dams, water quality, predation, state 
catch etc.) are largely out of the scope of the Council's power to affect substantial change.  Thus 
the additional impact of the Council's involvement is difficult to quantify, which makes 
evaluating the costs and benefits very difficult.  It seems like the potential exists for a, b, and d to 
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have higher benefits than c, but comparing them to costs is impossible without a direct and 
discernible connection being known between additional Council involvement and river herring 
and shad stocks.  It is true that the effects of other management efforts to date seem insufficient, 
but the effects of recent efforts are not known, and more efforts are underway.  As described 
further in the conclusion, to a large degree either choice (to manage or not via an FMP) will be 
an experiment with unknown outcomes that will have to be monitored to determine if it 
continues to appear to be the best choice. 
   
 

4.0 National Standard 3 
 
 

National Standard 3 requires that "to the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be 
managed as a unit throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit 
or in close coordination."  The "purpose" is "to induce a comprehensive approach to fishery 
management."  The guidelines state that "Where management of a fishery involves multiple 
jurisdictions, coordination among the several entities should be sought in the development of an 
FMP."  The guidelines also state that there should be discussion of "Alternative management 
units and reasons for selecting a particular one."  National Standard 3 guidelines also state that 
"Where state action is necessary to implement measures within state waters to achieve FMP 
objectives, the FMP should identify what state action is necessary, discuss the consequences of 
state inaction or contrary action, and make appropriate recommendations."   
 

Council staff interprets these recommendations as primarily guiding how management should 
occur, not whether management should occur.  Given the purpose is "to induce a comprehensive 
approach to fishery management," it would seem that whatever is established as an individual 
stock should be managed throughout its range.  In other words, if alewife in the Delaware River 
are treated as an individual stock, then they should be managed as a unit throughout their range.  
The multitude of crisscrossing stocks (which mix in federal waters) that could result from a 
river-specific approach probably makes such an approach infeasible.  However, the National 
Standard also states that "interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close 
coordination," and there is genetic analysis (unpublished but evaluated as part of the recent river 
herring Endangered Species Listing determination) that suggests that broader areas, including a 
Mid-Atlantic area, could be treated as being composed of interrelated stocks (NMFS 2012 - 2012 
River Herring Stock Structure Working Group Report).  If the Council decides that direct 
management is appropriate, a range of management units would be considered, such as described 
in the 2012 River Herring Stock Structure Working Group Report.  Since mixing at sea between 
river runs or regions occurs, each management unit likely would need to be managed throughout 
the species range (i.e. overlapping management units for different regional stocks would need to 
exist).  Generating catch limits for each stock and determining how to apportion catch between 
stock areas or how to use the regional information to determine an overall catch limit would be a 
very challenging and complicated, but not necessarily insurmountable, management problem.  
Ongoing genetic work may suggest approaches to this problem and the Council’s Scientific and 
Statistical Committee does have extensive experience in developing catch recommendations in 
data poor situations. 
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National Standard 3 states that "to the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be 
managed as a unit throughout its range."  It may not be practicable to manage an individual stock 
of fish as a unit in this case and still induce comprehensive management.  Rather, to achieve this 
stated purpose of National Standard 3, it may only be feasible to treat multiple, or all stocks as 
one unit.  This would induce a comprehensive approach to management and align with the fact 
that the stocks mix at sea.  This could also facilitate a relatively simple management approach, 
whereby even if status determination criteria cannot be determined at river or regional levels, the 
Scientific and Statistical Committee could still recommend an acceptable biological catch for the 
management unit, which in this case could be the Atlantic Coast (which is still not an easy task 
without coastwide absolute abundance estimates).  Since the various stocks inhabit coastal 
waters together, they are interrelated, so managing them as one management unit would appear 
consistent with National Standard 3 in that respect as well. 
 

Again, this discussion is primarily intended to illustrate the way that management units could be 
evaluated if the Council decided that river herring and shads required additional conservation 
and management by the Council.  National Standard 3 also recommends coordination when 
management extends jurisdictional boundaries.  If the Council decided that Council management 
was required, then one of the first steps would be to engage the Commission, the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, the New England Fishery Management Council, and NMFS to 
determine the optimal way to devise a coordinated approach.  The plan would most likely be 
complementary with the Commission and consider being joint with the South Atlantic and New 
England Fishery Management Councils.  Canadian involvement may also be appropriate. 
 
 

5.0 Council Staff Conclusion 
 
The ability of existing management to sucessfully improve river herring and shad stocks is 
uncertain, and declines in these species (overall landings and many runs) appear to have 
persisted over long time scales, on the order of 50 years or more.  In this respect, since the 
benefits of recovered fisheries are generally substantial and enduring, one could likely justify 
Council management (and the investment of time and resources) on the grounds that even though 
the expected value of Council management is unknown (because of the unknown relative 
restriction of other factors like dams, water quality, predation, etc. that are largely out of the 
Council's control), the potential value of restored river herring and shad fisheries appears quite 
substantial.  
 
However, given A) the ongoing river herring and shad conservation efforts at various levels as 
coordinated by the Commission and NMFS, B) the recently increased control of state landings 
through the Commission, C) the pending mortality caps for river herring and shad in the Atlantic 
mackerel and herring fisheries, D) NMFS's finding that river herrings are not endangered or 
threatened, and E) NMFS's commitement to be engaged in river herring conservation, it is 
possible that river herrings and shads may not require conservation and management by a 
Council FMP at this time.  The existing management authorities may be sufficient to recover 
river herrings and shads from their depleted status. In fact, the Commission has implemented 
actions to sucessfully rebuild anadromous stocks that were in poor condition in the past (i.e. 
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striped bass).  It is also uncertain if Council management through an FMP could substantially 
improve the status of river herrings and shads beyond what would be expected with other 
ongoing efforts. As such, it is difficult to say if the costs of management would be offset by 
increased and additional benefits to the nation given the uncertainty related to the various threats 
facing river herrings and shads, and the unknown impacts of recent actions by the Council and 
other management partners.  The qualitative threats analysis summary from the river herring 
endangered species determination noted the following: 
 

Rangewide, for alewife and blueback herring, no other threats rose to the level of 
dams, but several other stressors ranked near the moderate threat level. The Team 
ranked incidental catch, water quality, and predation as threats likely to have some 

effect on the species now and into the foreseeable future that are widespread 
throughout the species’ range...Overall, the degree of certainty associated with these 
midlevel threats is much lower, primarily due to lack of information on how these 

stressors are affecting both species.  (available at: 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/candidatespeciesprogram/RiverHerringSOC.htm).   

 
If either option appears justifiable, the question of priorities and resources available to the 
Council and its management partners may be important.  It is not immediately evident that 
Council management would or would not produce net benefits to the Nation, especially if other 
conservation efforts are reduced because of the time dedicated to river herrings and/or shads.  
The Council must ask itself if it wants to engage in river herring and shad management now with 
a potentially substantial but highly uncertain pay-off, or would it rather take a wait-and-see 
approach given that there are other recently-begun or soon-to-begin conservation efforts 
regarding river herrings and shads and the results of those efforts are not yet fully evident. It is 
likely that continued evaluation of the effectiveness of a possible FMP or of existing and pending 
management measures would have to be tracked on an ongoing basis to determine if whichever 
path is chosen remains justifiable.  
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: March 31, 2016 

To: Executive Committee 

From: Rich Seagraves 

Subject: MAFMC Risk Policy and ABC Control Rule Framework 

 

The Council voted in late 2015 to include consideration of potential modifications to its existing Risk 
Policy and ABC control rule framework in the 2016 implementation plan. This will be the initial meeting 
to discuss this action which could be accomplished through an Omnibus Amendment or Framework 
action.  

The primary goal of this meeting is to review issues relative to the current risk policy and ABC control 
rule framework and to discuss potential solutions/options to the problems identified. The background 
information provided to initiate this discussion gives an overview of the current ABC control rule 
framework and Council Risk Policy and a description and foundation of the Councils ABC control rule 
developed by the SSC. A report produced for the New England Council by the Fisheries Forum, which 
summarizes risk policies and ABC control rule frameworks adopted by the seven other Councils, can 
be accessed here:  www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016.   

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016
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Description of MAFMC ABC Control Rule 

 

The following is the language included in the Omnibus Framework which 
revised the language describing the ABC Control Rule framework 
contained in the original ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment 

648.20   Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council ABC control rules. 

The SSC shall review the following criteria, and any additional relevant information, to 
assign managed stocks to one of four types of control rules based on the species’ assessment 
and its treatment of uncertainty when developing ABC recommendations. The SSC shall 
review the ABC control rule assignment for stocks each time an ABC is recommended. 
ABCs may be recommended for up to 3 years for all stocks, with the exception of 5 years for 
spiny dogfish. The SSC may deviate from the control rule methods and recommend an ABC 
that differs from the result of the standard ABC control rule application; however, any such 
deviation must include the following: A description of why the deviation is warranted, a 
description of the methods used to derive the ABC, and an explanation of how the deviation 
is consistent with National Standard 2. The four types of ABC control rules are described 
below. 

(a) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is analytically-
derived and accepted by the SSC. (1) The SSC determines that the assessment OFL and the 
assessment’s treatment of uncertainty are acceptable, based on the following: 

(i) All important sources of scientific uncertainty are captured in the stock assessment model; 

(ii) The probability distribution of the OFL is calculated within the stock assessment and 
adequately describes the OFL uncertainty; 

(iii) The stock assessment model structure and treatment of the data prior to use in the model 
includes relevant details of the biology of the stock, fisheries that exploit the stock, and data 
collection methods; 

(iv) The stock assessment provides the following estimates: Fishing mortality rate (F) at 
MSY or an acceptable proxy maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) to define OFL, 
biomass, biological reference points, stock status, OFL, and the respective uncertainties 
associated with each value; and 

(v) No substantial retrospective patterns exist in the stock assessment estimates of fishing 
mortality, biomass, and recruitment. 

(2) An ABC for stocks with an accepted OFL probability distribution that is analytically-
derived will be determined by applying the acceptable probability of overfishing from the 
MAFMC's risk policy found in §648.21(a) through (d) to the probability distribution of the 
OFL. 
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(b) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the 
assessment team and accepted by the SSC. (1) The SSC determines the assessment OFL is 
acceptable and the SSC accepts the assessment team's modifications to the analytically-
derived OFL probability distribution, based on the following: 

(i) Key features of the stock biology, the fisheries that exploit it, and/or the data collection 
methods for stock information are missing from, or poorly estimated in, the stock 
assessment; 

(ii) The stock assessment provides reference points (which may be proxies), stock status, and 
uncertainties associated with each; however, the uncertainty is not fully promulgated through 
the stock assessment model and/or some important sources of uncertainty may be lacking; 

(iii) The stock assessment provides estimates of the precision of biomass, fishing mortality, 
and reference points; and 

(iv) The accuracy of the minimum fishing mortality threshold and projected future biomass is 
estimated in the stock assessment using ad hoc methods. 

(v) The modified OFL probability distribution provided by the assessment team acceptably 
addresses the uncertainty of the assessment. 

(2) An ABC for stocks with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the 
assessment team and accepted by the SSC will be determined by applying the acceptable 
probability of overfishing from the MAFMC's risk policy found in §648.21(a) through (d) to 
the probability distribution of the OFL as modified by the assessment team. 

(c) ABC control rule for a stock with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the 
SSC. (1) The SSC determines the assessment OFL is acceptable but the SSC derives the 
appropriate uncertainty for OFL based on meta-analysis and other considerations.  This 
requires the SSC to determine that the stock assessment does not contain an estimated 
probability distribution of OFL or the OFL probability distribution in the stock assessment is 
judged by the SSC to not adequately reflect uncertainty in the OFL estimate. 

(2) An ABC for stocks with an OFL probability distribution that is modified by the SSC will 
be determined by either (i) applying the acceptable probability of overfishing from the 
MAFMC's risk policy found in §648.21(a) through (d) to the SSC-adjusted OFL probability 
distribution. The SSC will use default assignments of uncertainty in the adjusted OFL 
probability distribution based on literature review and evaluation of control rule 
performance; or, 

(ii) If the SSC cannot develop an OFL probability distribution, a default control rule of 75 
percent of the FMSY value will be applied to derive ABC. 

(d) ABC control rule for when an OFL cannot be specified. (1) The SSC determines that the 
OFL cannot be specified given the available information. 
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(2) An ABC for stocks with an OFL that cannot be specified will be determined by using 
control rules based on biomass and catch history and application of the MAFMC's risk policy 
found in §648.21(a) through (d). 

Description of MAFMC Risk Policy 
 
The following was excerpted from the Council's ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment 
approved in 2011. The complete amendment can be found at 
(http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nero/regs/frdoc/11/11OmnibusAmendme
ntEA&CommentsFinal.pdf) 
 
5.2.2 Risk Policy Alternatives 
 
The Council risk policy alternatives given below would be applied all to the managed resources 
under MAFMC management jurisdiction. Under any of the action risk alternatives selected 
below, which excludes alternative RISK-A, the following would also apply. 
 
For managed resources that are under rebuilding plans, the upper limit on the probability of 
exceeding FREBUILD would be 50 percent unless modified to a lesser value (i.e., higher 
probability of not exceeding FREBUILD) through a rebuilding plan amendment. For example, the 
Council may conclude through a rebuilding plan Amendment that setting catch limits at the 
25th percentile of catch associated with FREBUILD would rebuild the stock more quickly (i.e., 
provide for 75 percent probability of not exceeding FREBUILD). In instances where the SSC 
derives a more restrictive ABC recommendation, based on the application of the ABC control 
rule methods framework and risk policy, than the ABC derived from the use of FREBUILD at the 
MAFMC-specified overfishing risk level, the SSC shall recommend to the MAFMC the lower 
of the ABC values. 
 
In addition, if no OFL is available (i.e., No FMSY or FMSY proxy provided through the stock 
assessment to identify it) and no OFL proxy is provided by the SSC at the time of ABC 
recommendations, then an upper limit (cap) on allowable increases in ABC will be established. 
ABC may not be increased until an OFL has been identified. This policy is designed to prevent 
catch limits from being increased when there are no criteria available to determine if 
overfishing will be occurring for the upcoming fishing year. To reduce the risk of overfishing, 
the Council policy would be to not increase ABC in the absence of an OFL. 
 
It should be noted in the alternatives below that if the ratio of biomass (B) to biomass at 
maximum sustainable yield (BMSY) is less than 1.0, then the current stock biomass is less than 
BMSY; if the ratio of B to BMSY is greater than or equal to B, then the current stock biomass is 
BMSY or greater. 
 
Alternative Risk-G (Council-Preferred): Stock Status/Life History, Inflection at B/BMSY 
= 1.0 
 
Under this alternative, a stock replenishment threshold defined as the ratio of B/BMSY = 0.10, 
will be utilized to ensure the stock does not reach low levels from which it cannot recover. The 
probability of overfishing will be 0 percent if the ratio of B/BMSY is less than or equal to 0.10. 
Probability of overfishing increases linearly for stock defined as typical as the ratio of B/BMSY 
increases, until the inflection point of B/BMSY = 1.0 is reached and a 40 percent probability of 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nero/regs/frdoc/11/11OmnibusAmendmentEA&CommentsFinal.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/nero/regs/frdoc/11/11OmnibusAmendmentEA&CommentsFinal.pdf
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overfishing is utilized for ratios equal to or greater than 1.0. Probability of overfishing 
increases linearly for stock defined as atypical as the ratio of B/BMSY increases, until the 
inflection point of B/BMSY = 1.0 is reached and a 35 percent probability of overfishing is 
utilized for ratios equal to or greater than 1.0. The SSC will determine whether a stock is typical 
or atypical each time an ABC is recommended. Generally speaking, an atypical stock has a 
life history strategy that results in greater vulnerability to exploitation, and whose life history 
has not been fully addressed through the stock assessment and biological reference point 
development process. 
 
In addition, under this alternative for managed resources that are under rebuilding plans, the 
upper limit on the probability of exceeding FREBUILD would be 50 percent unless modified to a 
lesser value (i.e., higher probability of not exceeding FREBUILD) through a rebuilding plan 
amendment. In instances where the SSC derives a more restrictive ABC recommendation, 
based on the application of the ABC control rule methods framework and risk policy, than the 
ABC derived from the use of FREBUILD at the MAFMC-specified overfishing risk level, the SSC 
shall recommend to the MAFMC the lower of the ABC values. 
 
In addition, if no OFL is available (i.e., No FMSY or FMSY proxy provided through the stock 
assessment to identify it) and no OFL proxy is provided by the SSC at the time of ABC 
recommendations, then an upper limit (cap) on allowable increases in ABC will be established. 
ABC may not be increased until an OFL has been identified. 

 
Figure 1. Risk Policy G. 
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Description and Foundation of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s Acceptable Biological 

Catch Control Rule 

 

September 11, 2015 

 

Scientific and Statistical Committee 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

  



 

Purpose of this Document 

How the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) determines catch limits has changed 

substantially in recent years.  The modifications were primarily adopted because of changes in the 2006 

reauthorization of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and 

subsequent changes to the National Standard 1 guidance.  This document describes the approach that 

has been adopted by the MAFMC and its Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) to determine 

Acceptable Biological Catches (ABCs) to avoid overfishing as of 2014 and provides the rationale for 

several important aspects of the MAFMC’s ABC control rule (i.e., approach to setting ABCs that buffer 

for scientific uncertainty so as to avoid overfishing per the requirements of the MSA).  Additionally, 

information describing the ABC control rule for the MAFMC is currently in several locations, some of 

which are unpublished.  Thus, this document provides much of the information about ABC 

determination in one location. 

Introduction 

The reauthorization of the MSA brought several important changes to U.S. federal fisheries 

management.  One of the primary changes was a requirement for Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) which 

should avoid overfishing and not exceed the recommendations from the Council’s SSC or peer review 

process: 

Each Council shall… develop annual catch limits for each of its managed fisheries that 

may not exceed the fishing level recommendations of its scientific and statistical 

committee or the peer review process established under subsection (g); (MSA 301.109-

479.6, 2006) 

The MSA also added a 15th required fishery management plan (FMP) provision to avoid overfishing, that 

FMPs shall: 

(15) establish a mechanism for specifying annual catch limits in the plan (including a 
multiyear plan), implementing regulations, or annual specifications, at a level such that 
overfishing does not occur in the fishery, including measures to ensure accountability. 

(MSA 301.109-479.15 2006) 

The MSA also clarified the role of the SSCs in the process:  

Each scientific and statistical committee shall provide its Council ongoing scientific 

advice for fishery management decisions, including recommendations for acceptable 

biological catch, preventing overfishing, maximum sustainable yield, and achieving 

rebuilding targets, and reports on stock status and health, bycatch, habitat status, social 

and economic impacts of management measures, and sustainability of fishing practices. 

(MSA 302.101-627, 109-479.g.1.B, 2006) 

 



 

NOAA revised its National Standard 1 guidance in response to changes in the MSA by providing 

definitions of ACL and ABC and clarifying the roles of the SSC and the Council in the process of setting 

catch limits.  In particular, it specified that ACL ≤ ABC ≤ OFL (overfishing limit), that the SSC determines 

the ABC, and that the Council determines the ACL with the constraint that the ACL must be less than or 

equal to the SSC’s ABC recommendation.  Thus, the SSCs recommendation for an ABC sets an upper limit 

on the ACL in order to avoid overfishing.  National Standard 1 further defines ABC as 

Acceptable biological catch (ABC) is a level of a stock or stock complex’s annual catch 
that accounts for the scientific uncertainty in the estimate of OFL and any other scientific 
uncertainty (see paragraph (f)(3) of this section), and should be specified based on the 
ABC control rule. (National Standard 1, 2009) 

 
This National Standard 1 guidance indicates that a control rule should be used to determine an ABC that 
is lower than the OFL and that scientific uncertainty should be considered when determining ABCs.  
While control rules were commonly used to set catch limits or targets in federally managed U.S. fisheries 
prior to the 2006 reauthorization, they did not commonly include accounting for scientific uncertainty.  
In the response to comments, National Standard 1 further elaborates the roles of the Council and SSC in 
determining the ABC control rule 
 

NMFS believes that determining the level of scientific uncertainty is not a matter of 
policy and is a technical matter best determined by stock assessment scientists as 
reviewed by peer review processes and SSCs. Determining the acceptable level of risk of 
overfishing that results from scientific uncertainty is the policy issue. The SSC must 
recommend an ABC to the Council after the Council advises the SSC what would be the 
acceptable probability that a catch equal to the ABC would result in overfishing. 
(National Standard 1, 2009) 

 
Thus, according to National Standard 1, the Council has the responsibility of determining an acceptable 
probability of overfishing and communicating that decision to the SSC.  Furthermore, the SSC has the 
responsibility of using estimates of scientific uncertainty, combined with the Council’s acceptable 
probability of overfishing, to develop ABC recommendations.  Therefore, the approach to determining 
ABCs should have four elements: 1) it should follow a control rule, 2) the control rule should use the OFL 
as an upper threshold on ABC, 3) the difference between ABC and OFL should incorporate scientific 
uncertainty, and 4) the control rule should use the acceptable probability of overfishing from the 
Council.  
 
  



 

MAFMC ABC Control Rule 

The MAFMC and its SSC jointly developed a control rule to determine ABCs for MAFMC-managed stocks 

that considers both how uncertainty is handled in assessments and the biological characteristics of the 

stock in question.  In conjunction with the Council’s risk policy, the control rule uses a probabilistic 

approach to specify ABCs for stocks with stock assessments in three categories and ad hoc approaches 

for Catch-based ABC assessments.  Stock assessments are categorized among four levels based primarily 

on 1) whether an estimate of the OLF is available and accepted by the SSC and 2) how uncertainty in the 

OFL is characterized in the assessment.  

Furthermore, the MAFMC-adopted control 

rule uses the Council’s risk policy to 

determine an acceptable probability of 

overfishing (P*) as a function of the stock 

biomass and life history of the species (Fig. 

1).  Lower stock size and/or life history 

characteristics that increase susceptibility to 

overfishing (and are not incorporated into 

assessments) require greater confidence 

that overfishing will be avoided (via larger 

buffers).  The probabilistic approach was 

adopted for three of the levels because it 

explicitly incorporates uncertainty and the 

MAFMC’s acceptable probability of 

overfishing in determining ABCs.  It was also 

recognized that uncertainty would be very 

difficult (or impossible) to fully and 

quantitatively characterize in some 

situations.  The Catch-based ABC portion of 

the control rule was designed to 

accommodate these cases.  The probabilistic 

approach adopted by the MAFMC and its 

SSC is based on Prager and Shertzer (2010). 

 

Analytically-based ABC: Assignment of a stock to this level implies that all important sources of 

uncertainty are fully and formally captured in the stock assessment model and the probability 

distribution of the OFL calculated within the assessment provides an adequate description of 

uncertainty of OFL. Accordingly, the OFL distribution will be estimated directly from the stock 

assessment.   
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Fig. 1. Acceptable probability of overfishing (P*) as a 

function of stock size adopted by the MAFMC in an 

Omnibus Amendment (July 2011).  The threshold 

acceptable probability of overfishing is 0.4 for species with 

a typical life history and 0.35 for those with an atypical life 

history.  The acceptable probability of overfishing is zero if 

relative biomass (projected biomass divided by the 

expected biomass if the stock was fished at the maximum 

fishing mortality rate threshold) is less than 0.1.  The 

acceptable probability of overfishing increases to its 

threshold as relative biomass approaches 1.  Whether a 

species is deemed typical or atypical depends on the 

degree to which its life history has been incorporated in 

the development of fishing mortality reference points.  



 

For a stock assessment to fit into the Analytically-based ABC category, the SSC must determine that the 

OFL probability distribution represents best available science.  Examples of attributes of a stock 

assessment that would lead to its inclusion in Level 1 are: 

 Assessment model structure and any treatment of the data prior to inclusion in the 
model includes appropriate and necessary details of the biology of the stock, the 
fisheries that exploit the stock, and the data collection methods; 

 Estimation of stock status and reference points integrated in the same framework such 
that the OFL calculations promulgate all uncertainties (stock status and reference 
points) throughout estimation and forecasting; 

 Assessment estimates relevant quantities including FMSY
1, OFL, biomass reference points, 

stock status, and their respective uncertainties; and 

 No substantial retrospective patterns in the estimates of fishing mortality (F), biomass 
(B), and recruitment (R) are present in the stock assessment estimates. 

The important part of the Analytically-based ABC category is that the precision estimated using a purely 

statistical routine will define the OFL probability distribution.  Thus, all of the important sources of 

uncertainty are formally captured in the stock assessment model. When a Level 1 assessment is 

achieved, the assessment results are likely unbiased and fully consider uncertainty in the precision of 

estimates. Under Analytically-based ABC, the ABC will be determined solely on the basis of an 

acceptable probability of overfishing (P*), determined by the Council’s risk policy, and the probability 

distribution of the OFL.   

Expert-based ABC: Inclusion in this category indicates that the estimation of the probability distribution 

of the OFL directly from the stock assessment model fails to include some important sources of 

uncertainty, necessitating expert judgment during the preparation of the stock assessment, and the final 

OFL probability distribution developed during the assessment is deemed best available science by the 

SSC.   

Possible attributes of a stock assessment that results in an Expert-based ABC include: 

 Key features of the biology of the stock, the fisheries that exploit it, or the data 
collection methods are missing from the stock assessment; 

 Assessment estimates relevant quantities, including reference points (which may be 
proxies) and stock status, together with their respective uncertainties, but the 
uncertainty is not fully promulgated through the model or some important sources may 
be lacking; 

 Estimates of the precision of biomass, fishing mortality rates, and their respective 
reference points are provided in the stock assessment; and 

 Accuracy of the MFMT and future biomass is estimated in the stock assessment by using 
ad hoc methods. 

                                                           
1 With justification, FMSY may be replaced with an alternative (i.e., proxy) maximum fishing mortality threshold to 

define the OFL.  Proxies, such as F35% and F40%, are commonly used in place of FMSY because FMSY can be very 

difficult to estimate. 



 

For Expert-based ABC assessments, ABCs will be determined by using the Council’s risk policy (similar to 

a Level 1 assessment), but with the OFL probability distribution based on the specified distribution 

developed in the stock assessment process and as accepted by the SSC. 

Empirically-based ABC: Assessments in this level are judged to over- or under-estimate the accuracy of 

the OFL. Attributes of a stock assessment that would lead to inclusion in this category are the same as 

those that lead to an Expert-based ABC, except that the assessment does not contain estimates of the 

probability distribution of the OFL or the probability distribution provided does not, in the opinion of the 

SSC, adequately reflect uncertainty in the OFL estimate. 

For Empirically-based ABC assessments, the SSC adjusts the distribution of the OFL and develops an ABC 

recommendation by applying the Council’s risk policy to the modified OFL probability distribution. The 

SSC evaluates a set of default or other amounts of uncertainty in the OFL probability distribution based 

on literature review and an evaluation of ABC control rules. A control rule of 75 percent of FMSY may be 

applied as a default if an OFL distribution cannot be developed. 

Catch-based ABC: Stock assessments that result in a Catch-based ABC are deemed to have reliable 

estimates of trends in abundance and catch, but absolute abundance, fishing mortality rates, and 

reference points are suspect or absent.  Additionally, there are limited circumstances that may not fit 

the standard approaches to specification of reference points and management measures set forth in 

these guidelines (i.e., ABC determination). In these circumstances, the SSC may propose alternative 

approaches for satisfying the NS1 requirements of the MSA than those set forth in the NS1 guidelines.  

In particular, stocks in this level do not have point estimates of the OFL or probability distributions of the 

OFL that are considered best available science.  In most cases, stock assessments that fail peer review or 

are deemed highly uncertain by the SSC will be assigned to this level.   

Examples of potential attributes for inclusion in this category are: 

 Assessment approach is missing essential features of the biology of the stock, 
characteristics of data collection, and the fisheries that exploit it; 

 Stock status and reference points are estimated, but are not considered reliable; 

 Assessment may estimate some relevant quantities including biomass, fishing mortality 
or relative abundance, but only trends are deemed reliable; 

 Large retrospective patterns usually present; and 

 Uncertainty may or may not be considered, but estimates of uncertainty are probably 
substantially underestimated. 
 

For a Catch-based ABC the SSC uses all available information to set ABCs on a case by case basis, and 

generally may not increase ABCs unless the following two circumstances are met:  

1. Biomass-based reference points suggest that the stock is greater than BMSY, and the stock 
biomass is stable or increasing. If biomass-based reference points are not available, best 
available science indicates that stock biomass is stable or increasing, and, 

2. The SSC must provide a determination that, based on best available science, the proposed 
increase to the ABC is not expected to result in overfishing of the stock.  The SSC must provide a 



 

description of why the increase is warranted, describe the method used to derive the increased 
ABC, and provide a certification that the increase in ABC is not likely to result in overfishing on 
the stock. 
 

  



 

Uncertainty in the OFL 

A central part the first three categories of ABC specification of the MAFMC ABC control rule is the 

determination of the uncertainty of the OFL.  The MAFMC probabilistic approach begins with an 

estimate of the distribution of catch that can be taken when the population is fished at the fishing 

mortality threshold (FMT) given expected biomass when the catch limit will be implemented (OFL).  The 

ABC is then determined by choosing the catch associated with a percentile (P*) of the distribution, such 

that the ABC achieves a pre-specified probability of overfishing.  The P* represents the acceptable 

probability of overfishing, and the catch associated with a given percentile has a P* probability of 

overfishing.  In principle, this approach requires an accurate description of the OFL distribution.  If the 

distribution of OFL is not accurate, the meaning of the P* parameter is no longer the acceptable 

probability of overfishing – instead it simply is an ad hoc method for providing a buffer between ABC 

and OFL.  There are two primary sources of uncertainty that affect uncertainty in the OFL: uncertainty in 

biomass and uncertainty in the FMT.  Estimation of both of these quantities is subject to substantial 

uncertainty, but the true uncertainty (instead of precision) is very difficult to estimate.  Therefore, the 

MAFMC’s SSC has adopted a default probability distribution to describe OFL for level 3 assessments.   

The default distribution adopted by the SSC for Empirically-based ABC stock assessments is a lognormal 

distribution with a coefficient of variation (CV) of 100%.  This distribution was chosen because the 

distribution of estimated biomass and other quantities in assessment models can often be described by 

a distribution similar to a lognormal (with a long right hand tail).  The value of the CV was developed 

from an analysis of several simulation studies that evaluated the accuracy of estimates from statistical 

catch-at-age (SCA) stock assessment models.  In one sense, simulation studies are ideal for considering 

the performance of estimation of OFL because the true values of stock size and fishing mortality are 

known and, therefore, the true accuracy of estimates can be determined.  The downside of using 

simulation studies is that they often use simplified examples and the models used to simulate data do 

not include many of the real world complexities that are present in actual stock assessment situations.  

Thus, most simulation studies of assessment model performance include a caveat that the estimates of 

accuracy are likely optimistic because more assumptions will usually be violated in the real world. 

We conducted a review of several simulation studies of performance of SCAs for estimating biomass in 

the last year of the time series and FMT (Table 1).  We used reported coefficients of variation (CVs) of 

estimated biomass in the last year of an assessment.  Yin and Sampson (2004) reported CVs of biomass 

in the last year in their paper.  Bence et al. (1993) reported the proportion of assessment models where 

the estimate was within 20% of the true value, and we converted this value to a CV by assuming that the 

results were lognormally distributed.  For Wilberg and Bence (2006, 2008), we used the original results 

(not reported in the papers) to calculate the CVs.  Relative errors and the range of the 80% interval were 

presented in Punt et al. (2002).  Results from three studies, Labelle (2005), Magnusson and Hilborn 

(2007), and Linton and Bence (2009) were primarily presented graphically, and CVs of estimates were 

not provided.  However, their estimates in terms of magnitude in errors and skewed distribution of 

errors were consistent with the studies that presented results tabularly.  Results from Conn et al. (2010) 

were used to estimate the uncertainty associated with FMSY (results not reported in the paper). 



 

Table 1.  Simulation studies evaluated in the analysis of uncertainty of stock assessment estimates. 

Study Description 

Bence et al. 1993 Determine effects of survey characteristics on SCA 
estimates 

Ianelli 2002 Determine robustness of productivity estimation 

Punt et al. 2002 Determine likely performance of several assessment 
techniques under a range of data generating scenarios for 
southern Australia fisheries 

Yin and Sampson 2004 Determine effects of data, fishery, and stock 
characteristics on SCA estimates 

Radomski et al. 2005 Compare performance of SCAs and forward VPAs 

Labelle 2005 Determine performance of MULTIFAN-CL in several cases 

Wilberg and Bence 2006 Compare alternative methods for estimating time-varying 
catchability in SCAs 

Magnusson and Hilborn 2007 Determine characteristics that make fisheries data 
informative in SCAs 

Wilberg and Bence 2008 Determine performances of deviance information 
criterion for selecting among SCAs that differ in their 
random effects 

Conn et al. 2010 Determine when productivity can be estimated in SCAs. 

   

Many factors influence the accuracy of stock assessment estimates.  Biomass was more accurately 

estimated when fishing mortality was higher, with good indices of abundance, with more years of data, 

and with higher sample sizes for age distributions of the catch.  Factors that affected the reliability of 

estimates were the survey selectivity pattern, the CV of survey measurement error, time-varying 

catchability of indices of abundance, and effective sample size of age composition of the catch. The CV 

of estimates of biomass in the last year varied among the alternative studies and among scenarios 

considered within each study (Table 2).  In general, low fishing mortality rates, high survey CVs, and not 

having a good index of abundance for older age classes led to higher CVs in estimates of biomass in the 

last year.  The overall mean CV in estimated biomass in the last year among the studies was 47%. When 

the assessment model was substantially different from the data generating model, assessment results 

could become quite biased (Punt et al. 2002; Wilberg and Bence 2006).  However, levels of bias and the 

variability of the assessment model results depended on the conditions simulated for each species. 

Few studies evaluated the accuracy of a fishing mortality reference point.  Later analysis of results not 

shown in Conn et al. (2010), found that the CV of FMSY was about 0.45 (approximately 0.3 and 0.6) for 



 

the two species examined (using the inverse prediction method) and that estimates of biomass and FMSY 

had a positive correlation of about 0.6 on average (unpublished results).  In contrast, Yin and Sampson 

(2004) found that spawning-potential-based (SPR) fishing mortality rate reference points were 

accurately estimated with CVs of approximately 5%, but because their simulation models contained little 

error in the inputs to the SPR model this is likely an underestimate of the amount of uncertainty that 

would be achieved in practice.   

Table 2.  Mean, minimum, and maximum coefficient of variation (CV) of biomass in the last year of the 
assessment for studies where the estimation model was similar to or the same as the data generating 
model.  

Study Mean CV (%) Minimum CV (%) Maximum CV (%) 

Bence et al. (1993) 60 14 183 

Yin and Sampson (2004) 35   9   94 

Radomski et al. (2004) 19 0  77 

Wilberg and Bence (2006) 65 17 407 

Wilberg and Bence (2008) 31 14   48 

 

A Default Level of Uncertainty for the OFL 

The MAFMC’s SSC has adopted a default lognormal distribution with a 100% CV for the OFL.  While a CV 

of 100% is greater than that used by the Pacific Fishery Management Council2, several lines of evidence 

suggest that the MAFMCs estimate of uncertainty in the OFL is a reasonable value.  Uncertainty in stock 

assessment models has two components: precision and bias.  Precision describes the degree to which 

repeated applications of the assessment model (to data collected under the same conditions) show the 

same results. Bias refers to a systematic difference between the mean estimate from the stock 

assessment model and the true value.  Bias is caused by assumptions of the stock assessment model 

being violated.  The major cause of uncertainty in stock assessment models is often bias (Mohn 1996), 

but we usually only have estimates of the precision.  The simulation evaluations of the accuracy of age-

structured stock assessment models indicate that in situations where the assumptions of the models are 

violated that the uncertainty can be extremely high.  Because the OFL can be thought of as the product 

of estimated biomass and the estimated MFMT, the uncertainty in both of these quantities will factor 

into the uncertainty in OFL.  Additionally, we need to know the covariance between the estimates of 

                                                           
2 The Pacific Fishery Management Council uses a CV of 36% based on an analysis of the change in estimates of 
biomass among stock assessments that have been conducted over about the last two decades (Ralston et al. 
2011).  However, the approach used to develop that estimate of the CV of the OFL has several important 
assumptions: 1) the models used to assess Pacific stocks have been unbiased on average, and 2) that there is no 
uncertainty in the fishing mortality reference point.  Both of these assumptions are likely to be violated, which, if it 
is the case, would mean that 36% is a minimum estimate of the CV of the OFL and that the true uncertainty is likely 
much higher.  



 

biomass and MFMT.  The mean estimate of uncertainty in biomass from the simulation studies was 47% 

(Table 2), the mean estimate of uncertainty in FMSY was 45% (Conn et al. 2010), and the correlation 

between these values was 0.6 (from the one study that estimated them, Conn et al. 2010).  Combining 

all of these values together provides an estimate of the CV of the OFL of approximately 100%, the 

default value adopted by the MAFMC’s SSC. 
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Glossary 

Acceptable biological catch (ABC) is a level of a stock or stock complex’s annual catch that 

accounts for the scientific uncertainty in the estimate of OFL and any other scientific uncertainty 

(see paragraph (f)(3) of this section), and should be specified based on the ABC control rule. 

(From NS1) 

 

ABC control rule means a specified approach to setting the ABC for a stock or stock complex as 

a function of the scientific uncertainty in the estimate of OFL and any other scientific uncertainty 

(see paragraph (f)(4) of this section). (From NS1) 

 

Annual catch limit (ACL) is the level of annual catch of a stock or stock complex that serves as 

the basis for invoking AMs. ACL cannot exceed the ABC, but may be divided into sector-ACLs 

(see paragraph (f)(5) of this section).  (From NS1) 

 

Catch is the total quantity of fish, measured in weight or numbers of fish, taken in commercial, 

recreational, subsistence, tribal, and other fisheries. Catch includes fish that are retained for any 

purpose, as well as mortality of fish that are discarded. (From NS1) 
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INTRODUCTION	  
	  
The 2006 reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSRA) 
instructs the eight regional fishery management councils (councils) to prevent overfishing while 
achieving optimum yield (OY) from U.S. fisheries. To achieve this mandate, the MSRA requires 
councils to establish annual catch limits (ACLs) for all managed fisheries and ensure adherence to 
those limits through the use of accountability measures (AMs). Through the significant effort of 
councils, council staff, Science and Statistical Committees (SSCs), NOAA Fisheries scientists and 
managers, and other management partners, ACLs were first implemented for all federally managed 
fisheries by the 2011 deadline. The achievement of this ambitious mandate was supported by 
considerable developments on both scientific and management fronts. Diverse policies, processes, 
and tools are used to set reference points, account for scientific and management uncertainty, 
establish ACLs and provide accountability. Reflecting on their experience during the first few 
years of utilizing ACLs and AMs, councils are revisiting their approach to risk policy and refining 
their policies and processes for setting catch levels. 

This report was developed as a resource for fishery managers, and to provide a platform for sharing 
progress and lessons learned across council regions. The body of the report consists of eight 
regional profiles, which provide a high-level overview of the different approaches adopted by each 
of the eight regional councils and their SSCs to manage risk and account for uncertainty in their 
specification processes. These regional profiles build on the original “Risk Policy and Managing 
for Uncertainty Report” published by the Fisheries Leadership & Sustainability Forum in 2010. 
Each regional profile has been informed through direct communication and phone interviews with 
council members, council staff, SSC members, NOAA Fisheries staff, and other experts during the 
summer and fall of 2012 (See Resources for a list of interviewees). As each council’s risk policy 
and specification processes are complex and continually evolving, these profiles are not intended to 
be comprehensive. Each profile reflects regional differences and includes the information and 
insight interviewees found most relevant to share for the purposes of this report, current as of late 
2012.  

The regional profiles are prefaced by background information and a discussion section. Included in 
the background section are a review of National Standard 1 guidelines for establishing ACLs, and a 
general overview of the approaches councils have taken to comply with the ACL mandate and 
account for scientific and management uncertainty. The discussion section captures some of the 
high-level themes across regional risk policies. This report is not intended to compare the 
effectiveness of risk policy approaches across council regions; rather it aims to highlight 
innovations and continuing challenges to addressing risk and uncertainty. This report is also meant 
to support discussions at the New England Fishery Management Council workshop on risk policy 
in March 2013.  
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ACRONYMS	  
 

AM     Accountability Measure  
ABC     Acceptable Biological Catch  
ACL     Annual Catch Limit  
ACT     Annual Catch Target  
AFSC                                                  Alaska Fisheries Science Center 
ASMFC                                              Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
BMSY     Biomass associated with MSY 
BSAI                                                   Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands 
CFMC     Caribbean Fishery Management Council 
CNMI     Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 
CPS     Coastal Pelagic Species 
CV                                                      Coefficient of Variation 
DB-SRA    Depletion-Based Stock Reduction Analysis 
DCAC     Depletion-Corrected Average Catch 
EEZ                                                     Exclusive Economic Zone 
F                                                          Fishing Mortality 
FABC      Fishing Mortality level/rate associated with ABC 
FMSY     Fishing Mortality level/rate associated with MSY  
FEP     Fishery Ecosystem Plan 
FMP     Fishery Management Plan 
GHL     Guideline Harvest Level 
GMFMC    Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
HMS     Highly Migratory Species 
IATTC     Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
ITQ                                                      Individual Transferable Quota 
M     Natural Mortality Rate 
MAFMC Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
MPS                                                    Migratory Pelagic Species 
MRIP                                                  Marine Recreational Information Program 
MSE                                                    Management Strategy Evaluation 
MSRA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 

Act (reauthorized) 
MSST     Minimum Stock Size Threshold 
MSY      Maximum Sustainable Yield  
NEFMC    New England Fishery Management Council 
NEFSC                                                Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
NERO     Northeast Regional Office 
NGO     Non-Governmental Organization 
NMFS                                                 National Marine Fisheries Service 
NPFMC    North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
NWFSC                                              Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
NS1     National Standard 1 Guidelines 
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OFL     Overfishing Limit  
ORCS     Only Reliable Catch Stocks 
OY     Optimum Yield  
P*     Probability of Overfishing  
PDF                                                     Probability Distribution Function 
PDT     Plan Development Team 
PFMC     Pacific Fishery Management Council 
PIFSC                                                  Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center 
PIRO                                                   Pacific Islands Regional Office 
PRIA                                                   Pacific Remote Island Areas 
PSA     Productivity-Susceptibility Analysis 
SAFMC    South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
SEDAR                                               Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review 
SEEM     Social, Economic, Ecological and Management (Analysis) 
SEFSC                                                Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
SRA     Stock Reduction Analysis 
SSC     Scientific and Statistical Committee 
SWFSC    Southwest Fisheries Science Center 
TAC     Total Allowable Catch  
TAL                                                    Total Allowable Landings 
USVI                                                   United States Virgin Islands 
WCPFC    Western Central Pacific Fishery Commission 
WPFMC    Western Pacific Fishery Management Council 
 
 
 

	  

	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



	  
	  

	   6	  

BACKGROUND	  
	  
The 2009 revised National Standard 1 (NS1) Guidelines to the 2006 reauthorized Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSRA) outline the process for regional 
fishery management councils (councils) and Scientific and Statistical Committees (SSCs) to follow 
when specifying annual catch limits (ACLs.) Each region’s SSC is instructed to set overfishing 
limits (OFLs) for all managed stocks in a fishery. The OFL represents the upper limit of catch that 
can be harvested from current biomass and is calculated by applying a limit to the fishing mortality 
rate (F) that is typically set by maximum sustainable yield (MSY) or its proxy (Shertzer et al 2010). 
Following the establishment of OFL values, SSCs develop acceptable biological catch (ABC) 
recommendations for each stock. The ABC is a catch limit that is calculated downward from the 
OFL based upon the councils’ ABC control rules to account for scientific uncertainty: the greater 
the degree of scientific uncertainty, the greater the difference between the OFL and ABC (See 
Figure I).  

Based upon SSCs’ ABC recommendation, councils establish ABC levels and adopt annual catch 
limits (ACLs), which are required under MSRA as a tool to prevent the OFL from being exceeded. 
ACLs must be set less than or equal to ABCs and represent the level of annual catch that can be 
harvested from a stock or stock complex. ACLs also serve as the basis for invoking accountability 
measures (AMs) in a fishery. AMs are management controls that prevent ACLs from being 
exceeded and include measures such as annual catch targets (ACTs), time/area closures, and 
payback mechanisms in response to ACL overages. 

Figure I. Relationship of OFL >/= ABC >/= ACL >/= ACT.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Federal Register. “Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Annual Catch Limits; National Standard 
Guidelines”. 16 January 2009. pg. 3180. “Relationship between OFL, ABC, ACL, and ACT.” 
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Scientific Uncertainty and ABCs 

Scientific uncertainty is the first critical factor SSCs and councils consider when setting catch 
limits. Scientific uncertainty reflects uncertainty around the determination of stock status and 
projections of how a stock will respond to different harvest strategies in the future. This uncertainty 
stems from imperfect understanding of biological and ecological information such as assessment 
parameter estimates, abundance, productivity, vulnerability, trophic interactions, bycatch in other 
fisheries, changing states of nature, and other factors.  

SSCs account for scientific uncertainty in the specification of ABCs through the application of 
ABC control rules. ABC control rules are procedures set by councils with input from their SSCs, 
which guide SSCs in characterizing scientific uncertainty and incorporating appropriate buffers 
from the OFL when recommending ABC levels to the councils. While control rules account for 
varying levels of scientific uncertainty, they are also a function of councils’ risk tolerance. 
Resource needs, data availability, stock assessment frequency, management history and capacity, 
and SSC guidance all inform a council’s control rule selections. Typically, more scientific 
uncertainty regarding a stock corresponds with a more risk averse ABC control rule and thus a 
larger buffer from OFL to ABC. Ultimately, control rules reflect policy decisions made by councils 
and express their preferred level of risk tolerance for overfishing a stock.  

The ABC control rules currently in place are diverse and vary across council regions; they reflect 
different interpretations of the MSRA statute and NS1 guidelines, a range of information 
availability, and the unique ecological and management context of each region’s managed 
fisheries. Many councils use a tiered ABC control rule, in which stocks are categorized into tiers 
depending on the availability and quality of scientific data. For each tier, the control rule outlines 
the different processes and parameters for specifying ABCs. While the use of tiered ABC control 
rules provides SSCs and managers with valuable guidance, the first few years of ACL 
implementation have provided councils with additional applied experience. Some councils have 
expressed concern that the ABC resulting from the approach specified by a certain tier is overly 
precautionary or not precautionary enough, and in some cases have been reluctant to utilize a 
particular tier. Many councils lack the data to apply their upper level tiers; thus some tiers are only 
minimally utilized if at all. Managers have also expressed that the tiered systems may be too rigid 
in practice, and that councils would benefit from additional flexibility to respond on a case-by-case 
basis. 

The National Standard 1 guidelines specify that ABCs must be set at a level such that there is no 
more than a 50% probability that overfishing will occur. The majority of councils specify an 
acceptable probability of overfishing (p*) when establishing ABCs for at least one stock in their 
region. While p* can be articulated for any stock, p* can only be applied to stocks with enough 
information to determine a probability distribution around the OFL. Several councils apply p* 
within their tiered control rules, where the selection of p* is informed and/or bounded by data 
availability and scientific uncertainty. While specifying acceptable probabilities of overfishing is a 
way for councils to communicate their risk tolerance, this approach focuses more on the probability 
than on the consequences of overfishing a stock.  
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Councils use a number of approaches to incorporate estimates of scientific uncertainty when 
establishing ABCs. Some councils incorporate variables during the specifications process to 
represent estimates of scientific uncertainty. These variables can be used to structure control rules 
in several ways, such as informing reductions in the maximum allowable p*, adjusting the OFL 
downward before a p* is applied, or informing a percentage reduction applied to the OFL to arrive 
at an ABC. For stocks without enough information to produce OFL estimates, direct reductions or 
scalars can be applied to other reference points such as FMSY or a proxy. A number of methods have 
been developed to estimate uncertainty and inform ABC specification of data poor stocks. For the 
most data poor stocks, where proxies cannot be established, ABCs are commonly determined by 
applying straight percentage reductions to estimates of historic catch. 

Management Uncertainty, ACLs, ACTs and AMs 

In addition to accounting for scientific uncertainty, managers must also account for management 
uncertainty when establishing ACLs and AMs. Management uncertainty describes the accuracy 
and precision with which management measures limit catch to allowable levels and is largely a 
function of the existing monitoring, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms in place for a fishery. 
Monitoring programs including surveys, trip reporting, dealer reporting, and observer coverage 
play an important role in reducing sources of management uncertainty by helping managers 
compare estimated and actual catch relative to ACLs. These data collection programs can also 
provide data such as fishing mortality, bycatch estimates, size-at-age data, and other information 
that can help capture scientific uncertainty and improve stock assessments.  

Management uncertainty arises from difficulty in accurately accounting for total catch, common in 
fisheries with a large recreational and/or subsistence component, and in multispecies fisheries 
where not all catch is landed. Councils employ a number of measures to account for management 
uncertainty and help to avoid exceeding an ACL. Many councils buffer against management 
uncertainty by establishing ACTs below the ACL. ACTs act as “target” reference points in a 
fishery, and can reduce the possibility that the “limit” reference point, the ACL, is exceeded. These 
reductions can be incorporated on an ad hoc basis or informed by an ACT control rule. In addition 
to ACTs, managers employ a number of other AMs to prevent and/or mitigate ACL overages such 
as in-season area closures, reductions in trip or bag limits, and reductions to a subsequent year’s 
ACL. Several councils rely on the input from various committees or advisory groups to help 
characterize management uncertainty and determine appropriate mechanisms to ensure ACLs are 
not exceeded. 
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DISCUSSION	  
	  
Following the 2006 MSRA, councils and their management partners responded rapidly to comply 
with the ACL mandate by drafting FMP amendments, developing methods to characterize and 
account for scientific and management uncertainty, and establishing specifications processes to 
meet the implementation deadline. Now, with ACLs established for all managed fisheries subject 
to the ACL mandate, federal fishery managers are transitioning to a new phase in thinking about 
risk policy. Councils are learning from their own experience and the experiences of other regions, 
and evaluating what approaches are most effective for integrating and communicating their risk 
preferences. Looking ahead, councils are exploring opportunities to advance and refine their 
decisions about risk. 

In this second phase of risk policy development, the discussion between councils and their 
management partners is evolving to encompass a more strategic, long-term perspective on risk. 
Councils are finding that they can use their risk policies and control rules as a pathway to explore 
broader management objectives, including the consideration of social, economic, ecological and 
biological factors as well as the achievement of optimum yield. The specification of catch limits 
through the application of control rules provides a platform for structuring and communicating 
these tradeoff decisions. Moreover, the development and application of control rules can help make 
tradeoffs more systematic and transparent. The initial applications of, and subsequent revisions to 
control rules, demonstrate that risk policies are not static and will continue to evolve over time. 
Rather than a product to be finalized, risk policies are a pathway for ongoing conversations 
between the council, SSC, and their management partners. 

Balancing Structure and Flexibility 

The control rules employed across council regions all impart some structure to the specification of 
ABCs and ACLs, reflecting the value that councils place on consistency, transparency and 
administrative record-building. However, even within the more structured tiered approaches, 
councils often preserve some flexibility, recognizing that stocks with similar data availability may 
warrant different levels of precaution. For example, tiers 1 and 2 of the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s (SAFMC’s) ABC control rule examine four factors (vulnerability, stock 
status, uncertainty and data availability) to determine the maximum allowable p* for each stock in 
these categories.  

In some cases, councils have developed control rules with tiers that are rarely or never used. While 
these tiers can provide a frame of reference, the limited application of data rich tiers poses the 
question of whether tiered structures guide or constrain councils in managing for risk and 
uncertainty. One perspective is that unused tiers demonstrate the need to better align a risk policy 
with information availability. Another perspective suggests that the articulation of tiered 
classifications can communicate the council’s thinking about what constitutes a higher or lower 
risk scenario and their respective risk tolerances. A tiered approach, with or without unused 
categories can also provide a frame of reference for improving information availability and 
prioritizing stocks for assessment. This is evident from the language used to describe some tiers; 
for example, the Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) uses the terms “ideal”, 
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“preferred”, “acceptable” and “unreliable” to characterize the quality of assessments and batch 
stocks into one of four tiers. 

As councils move into this second phase of risk policy, there is momentum for risk policies to be 
more inclusive of the different social, economic, ecological and biological dimensions of risk and 
optimum yield considerations. The flexibility currently built into structured control rules is often 
used to adjust catch levels to account for these factors. For example, parrotfish play an important 
ecological role as coral reef grazers, and also have an important social and economic role in parts 
of the U.S. Caribbean. The Caribbean Fishery Management Council’s (CFMC’s) specification of 
ACLs for parrotfish incorporated a buffer that acknowledges this species’ vital ecological role and 
susceptibility to overfishing, while also recognizing the region’s social and economic dependence 
on this stock.  

Managing Risk 

While identifying, quantifying and clearly communicating about risk is an ongoing challenge, 
councils have taken steps to recognize specific types of risks. Several councils incorporate 
measures of biological risk when specifying catch limits by evaluating characteristics such as the 
vulnerability, susceptibility and life history characteristics of a stock. These metrics can guide the 
council’s risk policy and directly inform management measures, particularly where there is some 
flexibility within a tiered control rule. For example, MAFMC groups stocks into ‘typical’ and 
‘atypical’ categories based upon their life history characteristics; ‘atypical’ stocks are subject to an 
increased level of precaution. To prevent stocks from becoming overfished and maintain stock 
biomass near levels that support MSY, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) employs 
harvest control rules for stocks managed under the Groundfish FMP. The harvest control rules 
recommend progressive reductions to ACLs relative to the ABC as biomass drops below BMSY 
toward the minimum stock size threshold (MMST). 

Recognizing and managing risk is an evolving process built on the collective experience of 
managers and scientists across regions. While scientific information can help inform risk 
determinations, complex marine ecosystems are difficult to predict and managers are challenged to 
account for ecosystem-level risks that are not yet well understood. In some cases, managers have 
taken an early precautionary approach by developing FMPs for as-yet undeveloped fisheries. For 
example, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) developed an Arctic FMP to 
establish management authority over fisheries that could develop in the future as Arctic ice 
recedes. Managers and scientists have been paying particular attention to rebuilding groundfish 
stocks and the role of forage fish in the Pacific, Mid-Atlantic and New England regions. Integrating 
biological and ecological considerations, balancing rebuilding requirements with social and 
economic considerations, preserving predator-prey relationships, and anticipating the risks posed 
by habitat changes and regime shifts are likely to be central components of ecological risk 
discussion moving forward. 

Accommodating Data Limitations 

The process for specifying ACLs outlined in the NS1 guidelines is extremely data intensive. 
Councils have made significant progress specifying ACLs for data-poor stocks, despite data 
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limitations and high levels of uncertainty. Control rules and tiered approaches account for the 
quality of assessments, availability of information, and the level of scientific uncertainty, and 
recommend corresponding levels of precaution. Scientists and managers have made considerable 
advances in the development and application of data-poor methods. Ongoing work to enhance 
management of stocks for which only catch data are available (“Only Reliable Catch Stocks”, 
ORCS) continue to advance our ability to manage data-poor stocks. Managers have also formalized 
processes to utilize local knowledge, and incorporate the expert judgment of fishers, scientists, and 
managers. 

The management of data-poor stocks can be particularly challenging when an entire fishery or 
stock complex is constrained by high uncertainty around one or more individual stocks. 
Particularly for multispecies fisheries and reef complexes, bycatch of data-poor stocks can result in 
management to the “lowest common denominator,” in which precautionary catch limits for data 
poor stocks constrain utilization of other stocks. Councils are taking steps to avoid unnecessarily 
constraining target fisheries. For example, in the Caribbean and Western Pacific, area based 
management is used to address the differences in catch composition and localized stock status 
across a region. Several councils have grouped stocks into family complexes and set complex-level 
ACLs to avoid managing and accounting for a multitude of small, individual ACLs in reef fish 
complexes. Others, including the Caribbean and South Atlantic regions, have removed non-target 
or rarely caught stocks from management units and reclassified them as ecosystem component 
species, or in some cases delegated management responsibility to state agencies, to focus their 
efforts on stocks for which there are active federal fisheries. 

Given the limited resources for stock assessments and the large number of managed stocks in the 
U.S., data availability and scientific uncertainty will always be a challenge. While managers and 
scientists continue to develop and refine data-poor methods, progress in managing data-poor stocks 
is also the product of leveraging existing information and clarifying tradeoffs in the face of high 
uncertainty.  

Characterizing and Responding to Management Uncertainty 

The requirement to adhere to ACLs and utilize accountability measures has elevated the role of 
management uncertainty as metric for management success. Improving management certainty, like 
improving scientific certainty, takes considerable time and resources and is a stepwise, longer-term 
goal. Councils have made significant progress in recognizing and accounting for management 
uncertainty within their specifications processes. Strategies include the use of ACTs, buffers to 
account for bycatch and differences between observed and reported landings, adjustments to bag 
limits and seasons in recreational fisheries, and payback mechanisms to subtract ACL overages 
from the subsequent fishing year.  

Councils have also drawn on the expertise of their management partners to help characterize and 
respond to management uncertainty. For example the MAFMC relies on the expertise of their 
Species Monitoring Committees to develop ACT control rules and provide recommendations to the 
Council on ACTs and other management measures to ensure adherence to catch limits. Likewise, 
the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (GMFMC) employs their Socioeconomic 
Committee to help set ACT buffers and provide analysis on the social and economic impacts of 
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potential ACT buffers. The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council (WPFMC) established a 
Social, Economic, Ecological, and Management (SEEM) Working Group, which scores a series of 
factors including management uncertainty and recommends percentage reductions from the ABC 
ad ACL during their specifications process. 

Building on Relationships, Processes and Tools 

Risk policy discussions to date have tended to focus on specifying acceptable probabilities of 
overfishing without explicit consideration of the social, economic, ecological and biological 
tradeoffs surrounding those decisions. As councils embrace this second phase in risk policy and 
move toward a broader perspective on risk, managers can learn from the innovative ways councils 
have already begun to structure, consider and communicate about risk.  

Councils have developed a number of tools to evaluate tradeoffs, structure decisions and 
communicate about the consequences of risk. For example, the NEFMC employs an innovative 
approach to manage their scallop fishery. The Council’s SSC and Scallop Plan Development Team 
present managers with a decision table that illustrates the potential tradeoffs in yield that 
correspond to different p* choices. This approach allows the Council to incorporate precaution in 
response to uncertainty while also optimizing yield in this high value fishery. Similarly, the 
NPFMC’s SSC and Crab Plan Team examined the economic tradeoffs in forgone yield associated 
with setting ABCs for crab, evaluating how small changes in the p* applied during the 
specifications process could potentially have significant impacts on revenue. While the scallop and 
crab fisheries are high value, data rich fisheries, councils have also developed tools to support the 
specification of catch limits for stocks in their most data limited tier. The SAFMC and their SSC 
employ a decision tree, consisting of a set of questions regarding the characteristics and trends for a 
particular stock, which guides the case-by-case evaluation of OFL and ABC recommendations for 
their data poor stocks.  

In addition to developing tools, councils have adopted processes to guide risk considerations and 
catch level recommendations in a systematic way. The WPFMC established a Social, Economic, 
Ecological, and Management (SEEM) Working Group of social scientists, economists, Council 
staff, and fishers to evaluate region-specific considerations to inform the Council’s selection of 
management buffers when specifying ACTs. The GMFMC relies on the guidance from their ABC 
Control Rule Working Group to support the application and refinement of their ABC control rules. 
Consisting of a Council member, SSC members and NMFS staff, the Working Group supports the 
Council and SSC in the evolution of their control rule. 

Central to the tools and processes described above are the relationships that support them. Councils 
rely on the input and expertise of their management partners and advisors at almost every step in 
the management process. Leveraging these relationships to explore tradeoffs and evaluate the 
implications of different risk approaches will continue to be an important part of this collaborative 
and ongoing process. 
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NORTH	  PACIFIC	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) oversees six fishery management plans 
including: Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Groundfish, Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, BSAI 
Crabs, Sea Scallops, Alaska Salmon, and the Arctic. The NPFMC uses a tiered system to set ABCs 
that incorporates either a probabilistic (p*) approach or a fixed buffer below the OFL for both 
groundfish plans and the crab plan, and a fixed buffer approach for scallops. At present, the BSAI 
Crab, Alaska Salmon, and Sea Scallop FMPs defer authority to set precautionary Guideline 
Harvest Levels (GHLs) or Total Allowable Catches (TACs) to the State of Alaska, but the Council 
ensures that they are within ACLs and OFLs. Alaskan salmon and Pacific halibut are exempt from 
specifications because they are managed by the State of Alaska and the Pacific Salmon Treaty and 
the Pacific Halibut Commission, respectively. The operating framework for setting crab and 
scallop ABCs and groundfish TACs is applied on an annual basis as described below:  

Overfishing Limit (OFL) > Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC)  

 ABC  = Annual Catch Limit (ACL)  
 ACL  > Annual Catch Target (ACT) 

 > Total Allowable Catch (TAC) or Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) 
The NPFMC uses TACs for both groundfish FMPs as catch targets, like ACTs. ABC levels are 
specified by the SSC based on Plan Team review and other input prior to being adopted by the 
Council. TACs are set equal to ACLs or adjusted downward by the Council for conservation, 
bycatch, social, economic, and other considerations.  

Scientific Uncertainty 
The SSC examines multiple sources of scientific uncertainty in the ABC specification process 
including observation error and other “within” assessment uncertainty sources, errors in proxy 
definition, parameterization errors in models, choices of methodology for assessments, and choices 
of which assessment data to include or omit. The North Pacific SSC acknowledges that estimates 
of “within” model uncertainty do not fully capture the true extent of scientific uncertainty 
associated with stock status. As a result, they incorporate considerations of additional uncertainties 
such as errors in estimating FMSY or BMSY or their proxies, parameterization estimation errors for 
such things as the catchability quotient (q), and choice of appropriate assessment methodologies. 
Sigma (σ), a random variable used as a proxy to represent scientific uncertainty, accounts for all of 
these sources of scientific uncertainty under the p* approach used for crab stock specifications in 
the North Pacific. The SSC and Plan Teams continue to assess methods for characterizing scientific 
uncertainty in OFL calculations.  

Specifications in the North Pacific region are supported by expertise from the Alaska Fisheries 
Science Center (AFSC). The frequency of stock assessments and the extensive review process adds 
scientific rigor to advice provided for fisheries management in the North Pacific region. Further, 
this enhances the ability of the SSC to account for scientific uncertainty within the stock 
assessment models and trends in recruitment or other population parameters in a timely manner. 
The Council has also been proactive in establishing ABCs for non-target species, such as sharks, 
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skates, and octopus to ensure that potential fisheries development occurs based on sound 
information and data collection programs.  

Six-Tiered Approach 
The North Pacific Council employs a six-tiered approach to setting ABCs for the groundfish 
fisheries; each tier corresponds to the level of information available for a particular stock. ACLs 
are set equal to ABCs in the North Pacific region. The SSC establishes BMSY or a proxy for current 
biomass and calculates a Fishing Mortality rate (F) associated with the ABC (FABC) based on 
assessment information, and sets a buffer to capture scientific uncertainty from their proxy 
modeling. These calculations are capped by overfishing proxies based on biomass levels and stock 
status. For a stock to be categorized in a tier, there must be specific information available to inform 
its stock status, as summarized below:  

Tier 1: Require reliable point estimates of B, BMSY, and PDF of MSY; 
 1a) FABC < the harmonic mean of the Probability Distribution Function (PDF) 
 1b) FABC < the harmonic mean of the PDF x stock biomass estimate 
 1c) FABC = 0 
 
Tier 2: Require reliable point estimates of B, BMSY, FMSY, F35%, and F40%; 
 2a) FABC < FMSY x estimated fishing mortality  
 2b) FABC < FMSY x estimated fishing mortality x stock biomass estimate 
 2c) FABC = 0 
 
Tier 3: Require reliable point estimates of B, B40%, F35%, and F40%;  
 3a) FABC < F40% 
 3b) FABC < F40% x stock biomass estimate 
 3c) FABC = 0 
 
Tier 4: Require reliable point estimates of B, F35%, and F40%; FABC = < F40% 
 
Tier 5: Require reliable point estimates of B and M; FABC = 0.75 x M 
 
Tier 6: Require reliable catch history from 1978 to 1995; ABC = 0.75 x OFL 

The maximum ABC derived from the formula in the tier system can be further adjusted downward 
by the SSC to account for additional unquantifiable uncertainty; the guidelines above represented 
maxima in each tier. Operationally, the Groundfish Plan Team provides input on OFLs and ABCs 
on a species by species basis, which the SSC then reviews. The SSC reviews these 
recommendations to create Council options for additional buffers from OFLs to ABCs.  

TAC Specification Tradeoffs 
In contrast to the six-tiered approach used for groundfish specification, crab stocks in tiers 1-3 
utilize a p* approach that is adjusted on an ad hoc basis for individual stocks. Operationally, use of 
the p* approach results in setting ABCs equal to OFLs for most stocks, or provides a larger buffer 
as desired by the Council. Sigma is a variable used in the p* approach to account for sources of 
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scientific uncertainty; through informing p* values, sigma adjusts the ABC downwards from the 
OFL. In 2011, the North Pacific SSC and Crab Plan Team spent considerable effort examining the 
tradeoffs of foregone yield in terms of discounted revenues and net present values inherent in 
setting annual ABCs for crab (Punt et al. 2012). The NPFMC was provided a full decision analysis 
of the crab fishery centered on both components of risk: probability and potential consequences of 
overfishing. While many Councils utilize a p* approach to quantify the probability of overfishing, 
the analysts looked at how small changes in p* values could potentially have large consequences 
for fishery revenue by leaving harvestable crab in the ocean.  

Punt and his colleagues discovered that the economic benefits of managing for stability in long-
term catches are not fully offset by the short-term costs of reductions in p* values (and thus, 
revenue) due to discounting for Alaskan crab (Punt et al. 2011). This academic study highlights a 
method to incorporate and quantify potential dollar losses to a fishery due to a particular p* choice 
during the ACL/TAC specification process that can be employed for many fisheries.  

Management Uncertainty and Accountability Measures 
Given the high level of management certainty in North Pacific Fisheries, NPFMC does include 
additional buffers below the established TACs. TACs are used by NMFS in-season managers as 
catch limits and also serve as real-time accountability measures, which are only rarely exceeded 
(and in most cases when exceeded, catches remain below the ABCs and well below OFL). 
Comprehensive at-sea observer coverage, near real-time electronic catch monitoring systems, 
partial and total fishery closures, and other in-season measures all contribute to the region’s 
management certainty. For example, crab stocks are managed with a federal catch-shares program 
and fishery closures are utilized if catch nears the TAC in a fishing season, without regard for 
individual carryovers. The scallop fishery, on the other hand, operates as a voluntary catch-shares 
program. This fishery in the North Pacific is for weathervane scallops only, and the State of Alaska 
oversees implementation of the 100% voluntary observer coverage, catch reporting, and shutdown 
of subareas when catch is projected to reach the GHL in a fishing season. As a result, the scallop 
ABC is set at 90% of the OFL; the Council does not anticipate establishing an additional buffer 
between the ABC and the OFL for these stocks. The use of state-set GHLs and AMs also provides 
support for a 10% carryover provision currently in place for the sablefish and halibut fisheries.  

Continuing Challenges 
Scientists involved in North Pacific fisheries management are working on evaluating the current 
groundfish ABC specification process through Management Strategy Evaluations (MSEs). MSEs 
are an effective way to develop robust practices that prevent overfishing while achieving optimum 
yield. Additional aspects of the MSEs that are underway in the region include evaluating the 
impact of bycatch species and the probability of exceeding a set ACL.  
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PACIFIC	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) administers four FMPs: Coastal Pelagic Species 
(CPS), Highly Migratory Species (HMS), Groundfish, and Salmon. Stocks within the Groundfish 
and CPS FMPs use a P* approach for determining ABCs during the ACL specification process. 
HMS stocks are exempted from ACL specification because they are managed by international 
fisheries management organizations, such as the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
(IATTC). Management of salmon in the Pacific is complex; salmon have unique life histories and 
are also subject to management under international and tribal treaties. As a result, salmon runs in 
the Pacific region are co-managed among the Council, states of Washington, Oregon, and 
California, Pacific Northwest Tribes, and the Pacific Salmon Commission. While most salmon runs 
are exempt from ACL specification, the Council still determines catch limits for these stocks. 
Given the challenges associated with managing such diverse stocks, the PFMC utilizes different 
approaches for specifying catch limits and quotas across their FMPs. The PFMC and SSC have 
made significant advances in identifying, quantifying, and incorporating scientific uncertainty into 
the establishment of ACLs for non-exempted stocks under their jurisdiction, especially for stocks 
within the Groundfish FMP.  

Scientific Uncertainty 
The SSC incorporates scientific uncertainty buffers between the OFL and the ABC according the 
tiered-classification system for species in the Groundfish FMP as described in the next section. The 
variable sigma (σ) is used to characterize estimates of scientific uncertainty, and is applied along 
with p* to an OFL distribution to determine a buffer from OFL to ABC. The SSC’s selection of 
sigma adjusts the OFL downward to account for scientific uncertainty: the greater the uncertainty, 
the larger the buffer from OFL to ABC. The default sigma for data rich stocks has been set using a 
meta-analytical approach that looks at variability in biomass estimates across assessments, 
assessment model uncertainty such as data limitation, model uncertainty, parameterization error, 
assessor bias, and others (Ralston et al. 2011). For data poor stocks, scientific uncertainty is 
difficult to characterize and OFLs are set by applying limits of fishing mortality estimates (F) to 
proxies of MSY based on “catch-only” methods described in MacCall 2010, Dick and MacCall 
2011, and Cope 2012. In practice, the SSC sets a sigma value for stocks in Tier 1, and uses a two 
and four-fold increase to assign sigma values to stocks in Tier 2 and Tier 3, respectively.  

The Northwest and Southwest Fisheries Science Centers and state fisheries management agencies 
provide stock assessments to the Pacific Council that help inform specification of catch limits. New 
and updated stock assessments can provide additional data on stock status and biomass reference 
points to support management. However, they do not necessarily improve the certainty around 
those estimates: measures of scientific uncertainty may actually increase in response to new 
assessments.  
 
Three-Tiered Approach 
The Pacific Council employs a three-tiered approach for the Groundfish FMP harvest 
specifications process based on the level and type of information available. Stocks in Tier 1 are 
considered data-rich, while stocks in Tier 2 and 3 are increasingly data poor. Groundfish stocks 
that are most commonly targeted tend to fall into Tiers 1 and 2; the remaining stocks, representing 
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the majority of the ninety-plus managed Groundfish species, fall into Tier 3. In addition to 
application of the sigma variable described above, stocks are assigned either a P* value or straight 
reduction from the OFL. A summary of the Pacific Council’s ABC control rules under the three-
tiered approach is provided below: 
 

Tier 1 - data-rich stocks; Council specifies a P* based on SSC input, maximum p* is 0.45 
 
Tier 2 - less data reliability; Council chooses P* or straight reduction from OFL 

 
Tier 3 - data-poor stocks; Council chooses P* or straight reduction from OFL 

Prior to the passage of Amendment 23 for the Groundfish FMP in 2012, ABCs were set based upon 
straight reductions of 25%, 50% and 75% from the OFL for the above three tiers, respectively. The 
inclusion of the sigma variable accounts for differences in scientific uncertainty across tiers 
(previously characterized by the different percentage reductions above), and the Council selects P* 
values based on their preferred level of risk tolerance. With a few exceptions, the Council has the 
flexibility to choose a P* on a stock-by-stock basis within each tier, but is exploring applying a 
single P* value for each tier. The default maximum P* is set at 0.45 currently, though the Council 
can adopt more conservative values. For example, at the June 2012 PFMC meeting, the Council 
adopted precautionary P* values of 0.4 for sablefish to improve chances that sablefish abundance 
would increase over the short-term, and 0.3 for spiny dogfish because the FMSY proxy for dogfish 
was flagged as being inappropriate for the species’ life history. 

Sigma and P* values are applied during the Council’s biennial harvest specifications process. With 
the establishment of the P*-based ABC control rule, the SSC recommends default sigma values of 
0.36 for Tier 1, 0.72 for Tier 2, and 1.44 for Tier 3. The default sigma can be overridden by 
species-specific sigma estimates if they exceed the default value. For example, a sigma value of 
0.41 instead of 0.36 was used for Widow rockfish for the 2013-2014 ABC specification. The 
Council decided under their preferred ABCs for 2011-14 to use the P* approach for stocks in Tiers 
1-3. To assist the Council in choosing the appropriate buffer for all tiers, the SSC provided a table 
that maps potential P* values to corresponding buffer fractions from OFL to ABC. The Council 
can then determine its preferred level of risk and use the table to select the appropriate buffer and 
calculate the ABC for the stock.  

40:10 / 25:5 Harvest Control Rules 
The Pacific Council employs two harvest control rules for the explicit purpose of quickly 
rebuilding stocks managed under the Groundfish FMP to biomass levels that support MSY. The 
40:10 and 25:5 ABC harvest control rules are applied independently of OFL to ABC buffers so that 
scientific uncertainty is separated. These strategies are typically used when a stock’s biomass is 
below the proxy BMSY value but above the minimum stock size threshold (MSST) set by the 
Council. The 40:10 rule applies to all groundfish stocks in the FMP except flatfish, which are 
instead managed with the 25:5 control rule. The “40” and “25” refer to their respective proxy BMSY 
values of B40% and B25%, or 40% and 25% of unfished biomass, respectively. Prior to 2011, all 
groundfish were managed to B40%. The flatfish proxy BMSY was revised in response to the 2009 
petrale sole assessment and further consideration of flatfish life history characteristics. The 40:10 
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and 25:5 control rules reduce the ACL relative to the ABC if a groundfish stock’s biomass drops 
below the BMSY levels, with the purpose of returning the stock to BMSY more quickly. The reduction 
becomes progressively larger as biomass drops towards the MSST.  

Management Uncertainty and Accountability Measures 
Conservation concerns and management uncertainty considerations are currently blended together 
on a flexible, ad hoc basis during the ACL specification process. The Council employs a suite of 
measures to ensure ACLs are not exceeded including additional buffers below the ACL, reductions 
in bag limits for the recreational sector, depth closures, monthly fishing opportunity allocations, 
and other time or area closures. There is significant management certainty in the region’s 
groundfish fishery as a result of reporting requirements and 100% observer coverage required 
under the groundfish ITQ program. While AMs are triggered if an ACL is overshot more than once 
in four years, the Council is proactive in avoiding ACL overages and responds to overages even 
within a single year. AMs in place currently for PFMC fisheries include seasonal, gear, and fishery 
closures, increased monitoring, and ACL-overage reductions from future ACLs, among others.  

Continuing Challenges 
The PFMC continues to struggle with the difficult task of setting ACLs for stock complexes that 
include species of varying life histories, as well as updating assessments for the ninety-plus stocks 
within their Groundfish FMP. The Council and SSC continue to investigate the challenges of 
managing multispecies fisheries and hope that revisions to the NS1 Guidelines will provide 
guidance. The PFMC is also currently seeking approval from NMFS for a 10% carryover provision 
for their sablefish fishery to provide additional flexibility and management certainty. The Council 
and SSC are still in discussion over whether or not the sigma and P* values provide the appropriate 
amount of precaution; some feel they are too precautionary while others feel they are not 
precautionary enough. Without a clear process for reconsideration of these buffers, the Council is 
interested in exploring a more coherent risk framework that incorporates more specific examination 
of consequences. Finally, the Pacific Council is working on how to deal with the challenging 
consequences of rebuilding long-lived rockfish stocks as mandated under the MSRA; the Council 
would benefit from additional guidance on how to weigh social and economic factors with the 
directive to rebuild as quickly as possible.  
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WESTERN	  PACIFIC	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council (WPFMC) administers four area-based Fishery 
Ecosystem Plans (FEPs): Hawaii, Marianas (which includes Guam and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands [CNMI]), American Samoa, and the Pacific Remote Island Areas 
(PRIAs). The WPFMC utilizes an area-specific approach to management with ecosystem 
boundaries defined by the Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) of the island areas under their 
jurisdiction. This arrangement is intended to reflect the biological isolation of the island regions 
and the social, cultural, and biological differences of each region. The Council also manages 
pelagic fisheries through the Pelagics FEP; this FEP is not archipelago specific and covers the 
entire Western Pacific Region. The four archipelagic FEPs encompass multiple types of species 
including precious corals, bottomfish, groundfish, reef fish and crustaceans, while the Pelagics FEP 
includes tunas, billfish, and other open ocean species. 

The Council uses a qualitative, risk-based approach to establishing the OFL, ABC, ACL and ACT 
values for managed stocks. The WPFMC establishes ACLs for all stocks, except those managed 
under the Pelagics FEP that are exempt from the ACL requirement because they are subject to 
international management or have an annual life cycle. The Western and Central Pacific Fishery 
Commission (WCPFC) and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) are 
responsible for managing pelagic stocks with ACL exemptions.  

Scientific Uncertainty 
With a large number of data-poor and unassessed stocks, there is significant scientific uncertainty 
associated with WPFMC-managed fisheries. The region currently has a biennial bottomfish stock 
assessment cycle that alternates assessments between Hawaii and the other islands; currently, only 
two or three stocks are assessed in each cycle. For unassessed stocks, WPFMC often relies on catch 
data to establish ACLs. Where catch data are not comprehensive, catch estimates are based on 
raising small survey sample sizes to account for the entire fishery and thus introduce error around 
point estimates of total catch. The Council has adopted conservative risk policies to deal with 
significant scientific and management uncertainties. For example, the Council recommended and 
NMFS imposed a total moratorium on the harvest of gold coral given high uncertainty associated 
with its age and growth.  

Five-Tiered Strategy 
The Western Pacific SSC adopted a five-tiered system as an overarching approach to derive OFLs 
and ABCs based on the South Atlantic Council’s model. As the tier increases, the level of 
information available for ABC determinations decreases, and the buffer between OFL and ABC 
increases as a result. The five-tiered specifications approach follows. 

Tiers 1 and 2: ABC = p* percentile of the probability distribution of OFL x OFL 
 
Tier 3: ABCs are determined based upon catch only methods such as Depletion-Corrected 
Average Catch (DCAC), Stock Reduction Analysis (SRA) or biomass-based surplus 
production models that incorporate estimates of stock resilience  
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Tier 4: ABC = 0.70 x FMSY 
 
Tier 5: Three potential scenarios to choose from based on stock status:  

ABC = 1.0 x median catch if biomass is > BMSY  
ABC = 0.67 x median catch if biomass is < BMSY but > MSST (Minimum Stock Size 
Threshold) 
ABC = 0.33 x median catch if biomass is < MSST (considered overfished) 

For Tiers 1, 2 and 3 that have the data and associated biological reference points such as MSY 
estimates or proxies to support such determinations, the Council seeks SSC advice on risk levels 
and scientific uncertainty to be incorporated into ABC calculations. The p* approach can only be 
applied to stocks in Tiers 1 and 2, and the SSC qualitatively (and quantitatively, where possible) 
evaluates assessment quality, scientific uncertainty, stock status, and vulnerability/susceptibility 
analysis for stocks to present a range of potential p* values for the Council’s consideration. The 
stocks in Hawaii’s “Deep Seven” bottomfish complex fall into Tiers 1 2 and currently utilize the p* 
approach. The “Deep Seven” species complex is very culturally important in Hawaii, and has 
significantly more data available than other fish stocks. The p* approach was applied to bottomfish 
stock complexes in American Samoa, Guam and CNMI based on a new assessment completed in 
2012. 

Tier 4 applies to stocks for which MSY has been calculated but there are no active fisheries. For 
these stocks, such as unharvested crustaceans and precious corals, ABC is set at 0.70 FMSY. Tier 5 
stocks are the most data-poor, and rely on long-term catch data, where available, to make harvest 
determinations. 

For reef fish stocks throughout the region, the SSC relies on catch data and applies the Tier 5 
control rule to inform ABC decisions. Due to the high number of reef fish species in the region, 
ACLs are set for family groupings rather than on a species by species basis. This offers a practical 
solution for the Western Pacific region as approximately twenty reef fish families account for 99% 
of total finfish catch in each island area.  

Management Uncertainty: 
The Western Pacific region has a high degree of management uncertainty. Hawaii’s “Deep Seven” 
bottom complex is the only fishery with a well-developed, reliable catch reporting system in place. 
The Council proposed mandatory catch accounting and reporting requirements for all fisheries in 
2010, however the resources to support this proposal are lacking.  
The Council and SSC rely on three options for translating the ABC determinations into ACLs. 
These options incorporate buffers for management uncertainty and can also take additional factors 
into account through Social, Economic, Ecological, and Management (SEEM) Analysis (described 
below). 
 1. ACL = ABC as reduced by SEEM Analysis 
 2. ACL = ABC as reduced by a percentage buffer based on management uncertainty only 
 3. ACL = ABC as reduced by SEEM Analysis; ACT established below ACL  
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Hawaii’s “Deep Seven” complex is the only fishery with sufficient information to support SEEM 
analysis, using Option 3. For all other stocks, the Council reviews the SSC’s ABC choice for each 
stock, then recommends an ACL while taking into account management uncertainty as described in 
Option 2 above.  

SEEM Analysis 
During the 2011 specifications process the Council established a framework to explicitly consider 
social and economic input during ACL specification for the “Deep Seven” complex. They 
established a Social, Economic, Ecological, and Management (SEEM) Working Group, comprised 
of social scientists, economists, Council staff, and fishers to evaluate region-specific considerations 
of specifying ACTs lower than ACLs. During SEEM Analysis, a dozen Working Group members 
individually scored specific factors of each consideration such as symbolic/cultural importance of a 
stock, financial security of and number of fishers engaged in a fishery, etc. on a scale of -2 to 2. 
The averaged results of the SEEM Analysis were vetted through the SSC, and then presented to the 
Council. After finding positive scores for social, economic, and ecological considerations, but a 
negative score for the management uncertainty component, the Working Group recommended and 
the Council adopted a precautionary 6% reduction of the ACL to an ACT for the “Deep Seven” 
stock complex during their 2012-2013 specification cycle. 

Accountability Measures 
The Hawaiian “Deep Seven” complex is the only fishery with sufficient information to support in-
season AMs. Other fisheries rely on post-season AMs. Specifically, if a fishery exceeds its ACL in 
a fishing year, the Council must correct the operational issue that caused the ACL overage. This 
may include a recommendation that NMFS implement a downward adjustment to the ACL in the 
subsequent fishing year, or other measures, as appropriate.  

Continuing Challenges 
The WPFMC and the SSC share significant trust and cooperation, which is partly due to the long 
tenure of many of the Council staff and Council members and the collaborative effort of 
establishing the region’s first catch limits. The majority of fishing in the region occurs for 
subsistence purposes and is conducted by small-scale “lifestyle” fishers. Fish stocks in the Western 
Pacific historically have not been managed based on enforceable catch limits (with the notable 
exception of spiny lobster and precious corals); it remains to be seen how fishers will react to the 
Council’s new catch limits in place for the first time for many stocks. The Council is still 
examining, with their SSC and Working Groups, the appropriateness of only allowing downward 
adjustments of ACLs to ACTs despite the significant social and economic importance of the “Deep 
Seven” fishery.  

Setting catch limits for data-poor stocks is an ongoing challenge, given the large number of 
managed stocks and limited stock assessment resources. The five FEPs were established to take an 
ecosystem approach to management and thus include hundreds of species, some of which are not 
presently harvested. The Council, with the support and advice of the SSC, has the option of 
removing species from the FEPs that are not currently “in the fishery”, or reclassifying them as 
“ecosystem component” stocks within the FEP (for which an ACL is not required under MS 
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GULF	  OF	  MEXICO	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (GMFMC) currently administers seven FMPs: 
Aquaculture, Spiny Lobster, Reef Fish, Shrimp, Migratory Pelagics, Corals and Red Drum. The 
GMFMC has taken a proactive step in establishing its Aquaculture FMP prior to any aquaculture 
development in the region’s EEZ. The Gulf and South Atlantic Councils cooperate to manage joint 
FMPs for Corals, Migratory Pelagics, and Spiny Lobster. Recently, several GMFMC FMPs have 
been updated to remove management of certain stocks to provide for better coordination of co-
managed FMPs, allow for state management of certain species, and enable the Council to focus 
more fully on its active fisheries. The GMFMC currently applies a flexible tiered-approach control 
rule based on the amount of data available. 

Scientific Uncertainty 
The GMFMC explicitly addresses scientific uncertainty through setting the ABC below the OFL as 
usually determined by an ABC control rule. Stocks in Tier 1 of the current ABC control rule rely 
on SSC expert judgment and use of a spreadsheet for stock categorization to address scientific 
uncertainty as described in the three-tiered approach section. For the remaining tiers, the Council 
largely relies on SSC expert opinion, subject to Council approval, to capture varying degrees of 
risk and scientific uncertainty. The Council recognizes that their current approach is not inclusive 
of both probability and potential impacts of overfishing, and is in the process of revising their ABC 
control rule. An ABC Control Rule Working Group seeks to address the issue of explicitly dealing 
with risk and uncertainty through a straightforward and transparent process supported by Council 
members, the SSC, Council staff, and stakeholders alike. 

Process for Developing and Revising ABC Control Rule 
In 2009 the GMFMC formed an ABC Control Rule Working Group, which consists of a Council 
member, SSC members, and NMFS staff, to develop a decision-making framework that would 
assess scientific uncertainty and appropriate p* levels for their specifications process. The current 
ABC control rule resulting from that process was adopted in 2012. The Working Group makes 
recommendations to the SSC on the appropriate approaches to use. Informed by the Working 
Group’s recommendation and SSC expert judgment, the SSC makes recommendations to the 
Council on specific revisions to the ABC control rule. Given that the Council has not explicitly 
articulated their risk preference, the Working Group, SSC and the Council continue to re-visit 
appropriate p* values for specifying ABCs and revising methods for setting ABCs for data-poor 
stocks where a p* approach cannot be applied. The Control Rule Working Group is in the process 
of discussing and developing species-specific risk levels that incorporate the costs (foregone yield, 
overfishing a stock, e.g.) of different management approaches on an ad hoc basis; there is no 
standardized procedure in place for these considerations yet.  

Three-Tiered Approach 
The ABC Control Rule Working Group looked at frameworks from other regions and decided, like 
the Western Pacific Council, to model its specifications approach after that of the South Atlantic 
Council. They adopted a framework that employs a series of dimensions and tiers based on the 
level of information available to quantify scientific uncertainty and establish appropriate buffers 
between OFLs and ABCs. For Tier 1, which is the most data-rich tier, the Council has delegated 
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the setting of the p* value to the SSC within a range of 0.30 to 0.50. The remaining tiers have 
default risk levels, but the Council may choose to adopt a higher or lower level of risk on a case-
by-case basis. The current default ABC control rules are provided below. 

Tier 1 – ABC = yield at p*; 0.30 </= p* </= 0.50; p* is determined by a spreadsheet that is used 
by the SSC to evaluate elements of uncertainty within stock assessments. 

 
Tier 2 – ABC = yield at p* of 0.30 as a default. Council may choose to substitute a p* of 0.40 
or 0.50 based on available information. Assessments do not provide an estimate of MSY or its 
proxy, but instead provide a measure of OFL based on alternative methodology.  
 
Tier 3a –ABC = mean landings + 1 Standard Deviation as default. Council may choose to 
substitute the mean of recent landings, or 0.5 or 1.5 standard deviations above mean landings 
based on time series of data. This Tier is used when landings data, but no assessment, is 
available, and if the expert opinion of the SSC suggests the stock is unlikely to undergo 
overfishing. 
 
Tier 3b –ABC = 75% of OFL as default, where OFL = mean landings; based on expert 
judgment of landings data. Council may choose to substitute multipliers of 65%, 85%, or 100% 
of OFL. This Tier is used when landings data but no assessment is available, and if the expert 
opinion of the SSC suggests recent landings may be unsustainable.  

For data-rich species in Tier 1, the control rule considers the type of assessment (biomass, proxies, 
etc.), within-model uncertainty, past performance of models, and bias of previous assessors. These 
considerations are used to determine a specific p* that falls within the specified range of 0.30 – 
0.50. For stocks in Tier 2, the framework incorporates reliability of catch history, and data poor 
methods such as scalar and natural mortality approaches, depletion-corrected average catch 
(DCAC), depletion-based stock reduction analysis (DB-SRA), and others into the specification of 
OFLs and recommendation of ABCs as described in Berkson et al. 2011. For stocks in Tier 3, the 
specification of OFL and recommendation of ABC is based on mean recent landings multiplied by 
a scalar. The decision whether to use a less risk-averse approach (Tier 3a) or a more risk-averse 
approach (Tier 3b) relies heavily on the expertise and judgment of the SSC. 

Within this control rule framework, the Gulf Council is making some adjustments to address the 
complexity and implementation challenges posed by the original approach. (For example, Tier 2 
has been judged unsatisfactory in its current form by the SSC and Council and remains unused to 
date.) The Council recently adopted a motion to replace the methods for determining p* in Tiers 1 
and 2 with an approach that assigns stocks to “bins” that are assigned fixed p* values based on the 
status of the stock, presence of a rebuilding plan, productivity and resilience, and desirability of the 
stock to fishers. 

Management Uncertainty 
Management uncertainty in the Gulf of Mexico stems largely from difficulties in monitoring the 
large number of vessels that participate in the commercial fishery, and accounting for the 
significant recreational catch and effort that occurs over a large geographic region. To account for 
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management uncertainty in their specifications process, the Gulf Council employs an ACL/ACT 
control rule for data-adequate stocks, and also relies on input from the long-standing 
Socioeconomic Committee to help set ACT buffers. This Committee is tasked with providing 
analysis on economic and social impacts of potential ACT decisions at the back end of the 
specifications process. At the Fourth National SSC Workshop in Williamsburg, VA participants 
expressed interest in incorporating such expertise earlier in the ACL/ACT specification process. 

In 2012 the Gulf Council adopted a decision table-based ACL/ACT control rule as an optional tool 
to aid the Council during the specifications process. The control rule’s spreadsheet format provides 
guidance to the Council when addressing management uncertainty and determining appropriate 
reductions in ACLs to yield ACTs. When an ACT is used, the ACL is typically set equal to ABC. 
When an ACT is not used, the control rules can also guide the Council in determining appropriate 
reductions in ABCs to yield ACLs. The ACL/ACT control rule relies on objective measures of 
management success including the history of exceeding catch limits, the precision of the landings 
data, whether the ACL applies to a single stock or a complex, and the status of the stock. Buffers 
resulting from the application of the control rule are typically 15-20% for non-ITQ managed 
fisheries. ITQ fisheries have stricter monitoring and reporting requirements, resulting in less 
management uncertainty, and thus are typically assigned buffers between 0-5%.  

When the ACL or ACT is divided into commercial and recreational sector allocations, the control 
rule is applied to each sector individually. For example, in 2012, the commercial greater amberjack 
ACT was set 15% below the ACL, while the recreational greater amberjack ACT was set 13% 
below the ACL. Both sectors had experienced harvest overages in recent years, but the magnitude 
of the overages in the different sectors warranted the use of different buffers.  

Continuing Challenges 
The Gulf Council still struggles with the frequency with which their stocks are assessed by the 
Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) team, especially for the majority of their sixty-
plus reef fish stocks that are classified as data-poor. Compounding this struggle is the fact that the 
Gulf, Caribbean and South Atlantic Councils all rely on the region’s limited resources to conduct 
requested stock assessments. Adhering to ACLs and applying AMs continues to be a challenge 
given the high management uncertainty in the Gulf’s large recreational fisheries.  

The Council is still grappling with clearly incorporating risk and uncertainty into their 
specifications process, and rectifying how these considerations affect the competing NS1 
objectives of achieving OY while preventing overfishing. In particular, the Gulf Council is 
working toward explicitly noting tradeoffs associated with adopting specific p* values or other 
measures of acceptable risk for some fisheries. The ongoing discussions between the Council, SSC, 
and ABC Control Rule Working Group are valuable to helping the Gulf region address these 
challenges and refine their risk policy. 
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CARIBBEAN	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The Caribbean Fishery Management Council (CFMC) administers FMPs for Shallow Water Reef 
Fish, Spiny Lobster, Coral, and Queen Conch. The region is uniquely challenged given the lack of 
quantitative stock assessments, basic life history data and information regarding stock status for the 
majority of managed species. Given these challenges, the Caribbean region uses a qualitative 
approach to dealing with uncertainty and managing risk.  

Scientific and Management Uncertainty 
Lack of scientific information, catch accounting, and diffuse effort across the islands produces 
significant scientific and management uncertainty in the U.S. Caribbean. The region is also 
comprised of distinct island regions: the fishing cultures, management realities and levels of 
information availability vary greatly between the four U.S. Caribbean islands. In recognition of 
these differences and to avoid managing to the lowest common denominator of data availability 
and stock status when specifying ACLs, the Council sub-divided the US Caribbean EEZ into 
island-based components (St. Croix, St. Thomas/St. John and Puerto Rico) and specifies ACLs 
separately based on that island’s historical fishing activity. 

Without sufficient information about recreational and commercial effort or landings to set scientific 
and management uncertainty buffers separately, a constant blended buffer approach is applied 
during the ACL specifications process. The SSC sets OFLs equal to an MSY proxy, which 
generally reflect average annual catch by species and island group. Then, the Council and SSC 
utilize expert judgment to reduce the OFL/ABC to an ACL based on an estimate of combined 
scientific and management uncertainty. Since managers do not have complete estimates of 
recreational or commercial catch, using recent catch as a proxy for reference points comes at the 
cost of high levels of uncertainty. The United States Virgin Islands (USVI), for example, lacks any 
estimates of recreational catch. Differences in the scale (family groups versus species), 
consistency, completeness and reliability of catch reporting across the USVI (St. Croix, St. John, 
St. Thomas) and Puerto Rico add additional uncertainty surrounding the accuracy and validity of 
the existing data used to inform ABCs.  

In Puerto Rico, expansion factors are applied to landings data to account for underreporting and 
non-reporting of catch. The expanded landings data provide estimates of annual catch, which serve 
as MSY proxies. To support the Council’s 2011 ACL amendment, Only Reliable Catch Stocks 
(ORCS) methods were applied to scale these MSY proxies and determine OFL values (Berkson et 
al. 2011). The resulting scalar was 1.0 for all stocks; thus, the OFL was set equal to the MSY proxy 
for Puerto Rico’s fisheries. This was the first time that ORCS methods have been used by CFMC; 
based on their experience, the Council will modify these methods for future application. In the 
USVI, reported landings are used to determine MSY proxies directly. The Council sets ABCs equal 
to OFL for most stocks and accounts for the uncertainty associated with the use of landings data 
when specifying ACLs as described below. While scientific and management uncertainty is high 
for many fisheries in the region, reductions from recent catch levels are likely to remain modest 
given the important social and economic role fisheries play in the survival of Caribbean 
communities.  
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Eight-Scenario Model 
The SSC relies on the national eight-scenario model that corresponds to the availability of data for 
any stock or stock complex to set OFLs. Each scenario specifies whether the calculation of an OFL 
is possible and includes management advice corresponding with information availability. In the 
Caribbean, all stocks currently fall into scenarios 7 and 8, the most data-poor of the scenarios. As a 
result, the SSC does not calculate OFLs, ABCs, or ACLs directly for these stocks; rather MSY 
proxies are used to determine appropriate OFLs. For example, the SSC set OFLs for parrotfish and 
queen conch based on expert judgment, and utilized average landings to set OFLs for the snapper-
grouper complex. Similarly, for stocks not judged to be undergoing overfishing, average landings 
over time are used as proxies of MSY to set OFL levels. Recently, ORCS methods have been 
utilized to establish proxies of recent catch to inform ABCs. The Council established a Risk 
Assessment Team to help implement and incorporate these data-poor methods into the 
specifications process. 

ACL Specification 
In general, ABCs are set equal to OFLs; where ABCs are not specified, the Council bases its 
specification of ACLs on the OFL. During the ACL specifications process, the CFMC applies a 
straight percentage reduction of OFLs or ABCs to set ACLs for stocks based on expert judgment 
from the Council, SSC, Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) and local experts. This buffer 
accounts for a blend of scientific and management uncertainty, conservation, and optimum yield 
(OY) considerations. The Council selects one of three buffers to set ACLs: 

• ACL = OFL/ABC reduced 10% for stocks not undergoing overfishing 
• ACL = OFL/ABC reduced 15% for stocks undergoing overfishing  
• ACL = OFL/ABC reduced 25% for ecologically important stocks including surgeonfish  

The Council and SSC determined the size of the buffer in each category with significant input from 
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), NMFS, fishers, and politicians representing the U.S. 
Caribbean public. There are exceptions to the three buffer categories to address stock-specific 
concerns and differences in catch limits across island regions, and respond to new information as 
new or updated assessments become available. For example, a 15% buffer was applied to the 
parrotfish ABCs for all three island regions, and an additional reduction of about 5% was applied 
to the St. Croix stock to account for ecological concerns. To address differences in stock status 
across the islands, the Council and SSC specified catch limits for queen conch in federal waters off 
St. Croix while prohibiting harvest of queen conch in the federal waters of St. Thomas, St. John 
and Puerto Rico. 

Continuing Challenges 
Other continuing areas of research include setting scientifically based buffers between OFLs and 
ACLs for stocks that are not currently undergoing overfishing. With a large number of species and 
limited time and resources to obtain basic life history and other baseline information, prioritizing 
and conducting assessments is an ongoing challenge. Absent more reliable data and an improved 
data collection and monitoring program, the CFMC has little flexibility in implementing alternative 
specification processes or AMs for their fisheries. Despite these struggles, NMFS is putting 
significant effort into building relationships and trust with fishers to tap their local knowledge and 
to help reduce scientific and management uncertainty.  
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Though Caribbean fisheries have relatively low market value, they are extremely important to 
island communities and reef ecosystems. To address potential foregone yield of parrotfish and 
other reef species the Council is discussing moving toward an island-based management scheme, 
akin to the Western Pacific’s five Fishery Ecosystem Plans. This spatial management approach 
could help address the issues associated with managing very different fisheries, cultures, and 
practices on the four main islands that make up the U.S. Caribbean region. This strategy may 
provide the Council more flexibility to allow fishing for under-utilized stocks in some areas, while 
preventing overfishing in others.  
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SOUTH	  ATLANTIC	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) manages over seventy stocks through 
eight FMPs: Coastal Pelagics, Coral, Dolphin/Wahoo, Golden Crab, Shrimp, Snapper-Grouper, 
Spiny Lobster, and Pelagic Sargassum Habitat. The Pelagic Sargassum Habitat FMP is unique and 
was established to protect habitat for young commercially important and federally protected 
migratory species including tunas, sea turtles, and marine mammals. The Coral, Spiny Lobster, and 
Coastal Pelagics FMPs are managed jointly with the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
Most of the fisheries in the South Atlantic region are characterized as data-poor, and a large 
proportion of catch is landed by the large recreational sector. As a result, the Council utilizes a 
broad tiered-approach that employs p* and a decision tree that allow the SSC and Council to decide 
on scalar reductions to set buffers from OFLs to ABCs. 

Scientific Uncertainty 
To date, assessments have only been performed on a fraction of South Atlantic stocks; a few of 
those utilize the p* approach to create buffers that account for scientific uncertainty. To gauge the 
reliability of assessment estimates, measures of parameter estimation uncertainty, process 
uncertainty and explicit recruitment uncertainty are incorporated when characterizing scientific 
uncertainty. The SSC also considers sources of uncertainty that do not show up in assessments, 
such as different assumptions about current states of nature, different runs of the same model, etc. 
The Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) process, which includes input from 
fishers, biologists, and Council members and Council staff, typically chooses a single assessment 
model that they think most accurately represents the stock, thus the Probability Density Function 
(PDF) of the OFL is representative of only a single model run in an assessment. The SSC has noted 
that model-averaging tools could help with this issue. 

 The SSC is in the process of evaluating the applicability of the relatively new Only Reliable Catch 
Stocks (ORCS) methods to establish OFL and ABC values for data poor stocks. At this point, both 
the ORCS methods and a “decision tree” approach (described below) are acknowledged in the 
control rule. The process for setting catch limits for data poor stocks continues to evolve as new 
methods and updated assessment information becomes available.  

Four-Tiered Approach 
The Council and SSC employ the following four-tiered approach to specify ABCs based on the 
information available for each stock, from data rich (Tier 1) to data poor (Tier 4). 

Tier 1 – p* used to account for scientific uncertainty where possible; based on quantitative 
assessment of available data 
 
Tier 2 – Depletion-Based Stock Reduction Analysis (DB-SRA) methods and p* utilized to 
determine ABC 
 
Tier 3 – Depletion-Corrected Average Catch (DCAC) methods used, does not provide OFL, 
only ABC; the analysis does not provide necessary details to inform a p* choice 
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Tier 4 – ABC and OFL derived on a case-by-case basis  
ABC specification for Tiers 1 and 2 are informed by four assessment dimensions, which reflect the 
critical characteristics of a stock: data and assessment information availability, characterization of 
uncertainty, stock status, and Productivity Susceptibility Analysis (PSA). (PSA is an approach used 
to measure the relative risk or vulnerability of a stock to fishing activity). Each dimension/risk 
factor is scored and weighted equally, though this can change with new information. Scientific 
uncertainty and PSA attributes are addressed and scored in a high, medium, or low qualitative 
fashion based upon expert judgment of the SSC. The sum of all of these four dimensions, called 
adjustment factors, yields a “critical probability” value, which informs a downward reduction in 
the maximum p* value from 0.50. The council then selects its preferred p*, which can be set equal 
to or below the revised maximum p* value. The resulting p* value does not necessarily correspond 
to a specific percentage reduction from the OFL to ABC; the actual reduction from OFL to ABC is 
based on applying p* to the PDF, which will yield different percentage reductions depending on 
the shape of the PDF curve.  

Tier 3 stocks rely on the four-tiered DCAC methods described in MacCall’s 2009 paper on 
methods for deriving reference points for data-poor stocks. These methods do not provide an OFL, 
only an ABC.  

For Tier 4 stocks, which comprise a large portion of the Council’s managed stocks, the SSC uses a 
decision tree to guide the case-by-case evaluations for initial OFL and ABC recommendations. 
Decision trees are stepwise decision-making tools that can be used to examine characteristics and 
trends of a stock and guide the implementation of harvest control rules. The SAFMC Tier 4 
decision tree was formalized in April 2012 and includes a set of questions and considerations to 
guide the establishments of ABCs for Tier 4. The process of employing the decision tree also helps 
to build an administrative record to support their decision.  
The decision tree for Tier 4 directs the SSC to consider the following when setting catch levels for 
data poor stocks: 

• Will current catches impact the stock? 
• Will increased catch lead to decline or other stock concerns? 
• Is the stock part of a directed fishery? 
If the stock is mostly caught as bycatch, the decision tree also guides the SSC to consider 
trends in the fishery including landings and effort. 

The SSC is currently considering additional changes in Tier 4 to address recommendations from 
the ORCS report (Berkson et al 2011). Many data-poor stocks in the South Atlantic are not targeted 
and/or are rarely caught, and lack the fishery-dependent data used to apply Tier 4 methods. As a 
result, the SSC is also considering revising the above tiers or adding an additional tier to 
incorporate methods for setting OFL and ABC values for stocks without reliable catch histories. 

Management Uncertainty & Accountability Measures  
Management uncertainty in the South Atlantic is incorporated through the use of ACTs and 
accountability measures. ACTs are used largely in the recreational sector to address the precision 
of catch estimates, and function as proactive AMs. Reactive AMs are in place for many fisheries, 
and include fishery closures, and payback mechanisms to account for ACL overages. Catches of 
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many stocks in the South Atlantic region fluctuate widely from one year to the next. Given this 
variability, responsive monitoring is often used as a soft AM to investigate if a sudden spike or 
drop in landings is related to overfishing, natural variability or shift in targeted effort. For 
commercial fisheries in the South Atlantic, the SSC has discussed the potential of a depletion 
threshold whereby targeted fishing ceases if stock biomass drops below 10% of its unfished 
(virgin) biomass.  

Continuing Challenges 
The South Atlantic Council continues to work on obtaining necessary life history information and 
assessments for their unassessed stocks and leveraging data poor methods to inform specification 
of ABCs. The Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic Councils all rely on the limited 
resources and capacity of the Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) and SEDAR to conduct 
assessments on a prioritized and tight schedule. The South Atlantic Council cooperates with the 
Gulf of Mexico to manage several FMPs and stocks jointly, but this increases complexity, 
management uncertainty, and incentive to adopt less precautionary p* choices when two Councils 
are presented with two conflicting p* choices by their respective SSCs.  

Most of the focus in the South Atlantic region to date has been on dealing with scientific 
uncertainty, while efforts to quantify or integrate management uncertainty into the ACL/ACT 
process have not been prioritized. There has been some discussion on the topic but it remains a 
challenging issue given the high level of diffuse recreational effort, lack of historical binding catch 
limits, and sensitivities surrounding equity of inter-sector allocation. The South Atlantic Council 
also struggles with explicitly managing risk during their specification processes. Even for assessed 
stocks, the Council is unsure how to incorporate the potential consequences of overfishing or 
foregoing yield into their decision-making frameworks. Like other Councils, the SAFMC faces the 
challenge of managing stock complexes to the “lowest common denominator,” a situation in which 
conservative ACLs for data poor and/or overfished stocks can constrain harvest of other stocks in 
the complex. Alternatives to the ORCS methods for incorporating risk into the specifications 
process for data-poor stocks are also currently being explored. Conversations between the Council 
and SSC about a comprehensive risk policy that clearly distinguishes the concepts of risk and 
uncertainty are ongoing and remain a priority. 
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MID-‐ATLANTIC	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
	  
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) administers seven FMPs: Atlantic 
Mackerel/Squid/Butterfish, Bluefish, Spiny Dogfish, Summer Flounder/Scup/Black Sea Bass, 
Surfclam/Ocean Quahog, Tilefish, and Monkfish. The Spiny Dogfish and Monkfish FMPs are 
managed in cooperation with the New England Council. In addition to the omnibus amendment 
addressing the ACL and AM requirements of MSRA, the Council voted to accept a formalized risk 
policy to apply to all managed stocks. The SSC uses a complementary ABC control rule that 
incorporates scientific uncertainty into catch level recommendations.  

Scientific Uncertainty 
Both the MAFMC and the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) rely on the 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) to conduct stock assessments. “Benchmark” 
assessments, where every aspect of the assessment process including the model employed is 
carefully examined, are conducted about every three years, while updated assessments may occur 
on an annual basis. The SSC looks at several facets of “within” assessment uncertainty stemming 
from differences in life history, natural mortality estimates, modeling projections, calibration 
coefficients, and other factors to help specify OFLs and ABCs. The four-level approach described 
below utilizes a probability of overfishing (p*) and an OFL distribution with a coefficient of 
variation (CV) or expert judgment approach to inform ABC recommendations. The CVs are a 
product of stock assessments, but can be modified by the SSC based on specific stock status 
information and expert judgment. The SSC incorporates scientific uncertainty from data collection, 
modeling and observation error, and variance of FMSY and BMSY estimates or proxies to determine 
appropriate CV values.  

Four-Level Strategy 
Prior to the 2006 reauthorization of the Magnuson Act, the Council’s Species Monitoring 
Committees specified catch and landings limits. The SSC, now explicitly tasked with setting OFLs 
and ABCs, relies upon an ABC control rule that employs a four level approach to characterize 
stocks based on assessment quality and scientific uncertainty.  
 

Level 1: “ideal assessment”: ABC is based on the distribution of the OFL as provided from the 
assessment model; p* is based on the Council risk policy 

 
Level 2: “preferred assessment”: uses an OFL distribution proxy provided from the assessment 
workgroup; p* is based on the Council risk policy 

 
Level 3: “acceptable assessment”: does not reliably incorporate scientific uncertainty; uses an 
OFL distribution proxy (with a proxy CV) or a default value of 75% of FMSY to set ABC 
 
Level 4: “unreliable assessment”: lacks data on absolute abundance and fishing mortality rates; 
no reliable OFL proxy available; ABC set based on ad hoc, alternative approaches (e.g., 
adjustment to long-term catch history or survey index values) 
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Currently, all managed stocks in the Mid-Atlantic region fall under Levels 3 or 4; Levels 1 and 2 of 
the control rule have not been applied to date. Level 3 stocks currently use a CV of 100% for the 
OFL distribution, however the SSC could choose another value based on more information. For 
stocks in Level 4, an ad hoc approach is used to set an ABC based on the expert judgment of the 
SSC. This multi-level approach to specification allows the Council flexibility to adapt to specific 
fishery conditions instead of relying on a blanket buffer for all stocks within a level. In practice, the 
buffers for stocks with “typical” life histories that are at or above BMSY provided by the 100% CV 
are equivalent to setting ABCs equal to about 81% of the OFLs for those stocks. For stocks with 
“atypical” life histories that use a 100% CV and are at or above BMSY, the buffer is about 73% of 
the OFL. In general, as CV values increase, the buffer between ABC and OFL increases too. When 
there is not enough information to determine OFL distribution proxies for Level 3 stocks, the SSC 
may utilize a default control rule of ABC = 75% of FMSY (GMFMC 2012).  

Risk Policy Alternatives  
The MAFMC utilizes a risk policy to specify the Council’s tolerance for overfishing a stock for all 
the Council's managed resources. The Council explicitly applies the control rule to stocks that fall 
into Levels 1 through 3. The Council considered multiple approaches before developing its risk 
policy, ranging from a constant p* to more elaborate matrices that include multiple risk factors and 
are based on scientific information and SSC judgment. Ultimately the Council selected a single 
policy that applies to all the managed resources.  

The MAFMC’s risk policy is based on a linear reduction in catch as a stock declines in abundance 
per the methods laid out in Restrepo et al. 1998. The risk policy relies on a linear function that 
plots the current biomass to biomass associated with MSY (B/BMSY) ratio on the x-axis and the p* 
options on the y-axis. Use of the function yields a linear reduction in probability of overfishing, 
which practically translates into a reduction in fishing mortality (F). The Council employs a default 
maximum p* value of 0.40 for “typical” stocks with a B/BMSY ratio of 1.0 or greater. A more 
precautionary maximum p* value of 0.35 is used for “atypical” stocks because those are judged by 
the SSC to be more vulnerable to overfishing. For stocks without an FMSY estimate or proxy, catch 
levels cannot be increased without SSC recommendation. The NS1 Guidelines state that the 
probability of overfishing may not exceed 50% (p*=0.50) and should be something lower. 

Coordination with other Bodies 
The MAFMC shares responsibility with the NEFMC for two FMPs: Monkfish and Spiny Dogfish. 
Both Councils must come to agreement and adopt the same specification of ACLs for shared 
stocks, which can be challenging and time-consuming. MAFMC collaborates with the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) on the Spiny Dogfish, Bluefish, and Summer 
Flounder/Scup/Black Sea Bass FMPs to reduce management uncertainty stemming from large 
recreational fisheries in the region. The ASMFC is a regional fisheries body and forum that sets 
state harvest guidelines for specific interstate fisheries along the Atlantic coast. This cooperative 
management approach requires coordination between the Council and Commission to set 
consistent state and federal catch and landings limits, and other fishing regulations. Representatives 
of the MAFMC and ASMFC meet twice a year under “joint rules” to cooperatively decide identical 
harvest specifications for the Summer Flounder/Scup/Black Sea Bass FMP. These meetings 
facilitate consensus building and consistency of management measures between the two groups. 



	  
	  

	   33	  

Management Uncertainty 
Given the high level of inter and intra-annual variability in the sources of management uncertainty, 
practical considerations, and the need for flexibility, the Mid-Atlantic Council delegates authority 
to the individual Species Monitoring Committees to develop ACT control rules for stocks and 
provide recommendations on implementing ACTs and regulations such as minimum fish sizes, 
seasons, and gear restrictions. These Committees pre-date the MSRA and the expertise of the 
members contribute the greatest knowledge of each fishery and the variable circumstances that 
could give rise to different levels of management uncertainty from one year to the next, particularly 
at the state level. The various Monitoring Committees are typically comprised of representatives 
from the Council staff, Commission staff, NMFS staff, the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, and 
a representative of each state’s fisheries agency. ACLs are set equal to ABCs for most stocks, and 
the various Species Monitoring Committees are tasked with providing buffers to account for 
management uncertainty by reducing the ACL down to a TAC or a TAL that act as an ACT or 
other “soft target”. For sources of management uncertainty that remain unquantifiable such as 
unreported landings, unknown mortality sources, and illegal fishing, a default buffer may be 
selected for some stocks.  

Accountability Measures 
There are currently AMs and ACTs in place for most managed stocks in the Mid-Atlantic region to 
account for management uncertainty. The MAFMC utilizes two types of AMs: proactive and 
reactive. Proactive AMs include establishment of TACs and TALs as described above, adjustment 
of possession limits, in-season closures of directed fisheries, and modification of management 
measures to slow landing rates and prevent the ACL from being exceeded. Reactive AMs, on the 
other hand, are implemented in response to ACL overages and include modification of a 
subsequent year’s regulations, such as trip or possession limits, or reductions in subsequent year 
catch or landing levels. Given variability in the availability of fish, fishing effort, and fishers’ 
behaviors, it is difficult to set long-term AMs. Most AMs are established and evaluated on an 
annual basis, however AMs for some stocks may be set for multiple years in advance and only 
modified if needed.  

Continuing Challenges 
Data limitations and the absence of robust methods for estimating, quantifying, and capturing 
management uncertainty in the specifications process are ongoing struggles for the MAFMC. For 
fisheries where data and methods afford explicit consideration of uncertainty, the Monitoring 
Committees and the SSC remain unclear as to which buffers should account for which specific 
considerations in the ABC and ACT specification processes. For example, accounting for discards 
is both a scientific and management uncertainty issue, and thus bleeds through both the ABC and 
ACL-ACT specification processes. The Council and the SSC also plan to address how to 
effectively characterize uncertainty so that stocks can be moved out of Levels 3 and 4 and into 
Levels 1 and 2 in the future. In addition, the SSC will continue to evaluate whether or not the 100% 
CV applied to tier 3 stocks accurately reflects scientific uncertainty while not being overly 
precautionary when specifying ABCs. In an effort to build trust and engage stakeholders in a more 
proactive and forward-looking management approach, the Mid-Atlantic Council has undertaken a 
visioning and strategic planning project.  
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NEW	  ENGLAND	  FISHERY	  MANAGEMENT	  COUNCIL	  
 

The New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) administers nine FMPs: Multispecies 
Groundfish, Scallops, Small Mesh Multispecies Groundfish, Herring, Deep Sea Red Crab, 
Northeast Skate Complex, Atlantic Salmon, Monkfish and Spiny Dogfish. The Spiny Dogfish and 
Monkfish fisheries are jointly managed by Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) 
and NEFMC; MAFMC takes the lead on Spiny Dogfish while NEFMC takes the lead on managing 
Monkfish. The Atlantic Salmon FMP protects the federally endangered salmon from bycatch or 
“take” in any non-target fisheries. Of the stocks for which NEFMC established catch limits, only 
the deep-sea red crab fishery does not have an OFL in place due to lack of data. The New England 
Council utilizes different ABC control rules for each FMP, and an ad hoc approach for setting 
ACLs that allows the Council and SSC flexibility in managing diverse stocks and stock complexes.  

Scientific Uncertainty 
During their ABC specifications process, New England’s SSC focuses its efforts on capturing 
scientific uncertainty around estimations of projected catch. The Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center (NEFSC) conducts stock assessments every two or three years for most stocks in a 
prioritized and staggered fashion. The New England region has struggled with obtaining consistent 
stock assessments from one assessment cycle to the next, which introduces considerable scientific 
and management uncertainty and anxiety among fishers. Since 2010, there has been considerable 
attention paid to retrospective patterns in recent stock assessments, whereby older assessments are 
shown to be overly optimistic in their estimates of biomass. Despite overall increasing trends, the 
patterns across stock assessments show that biomass for most stocks is not as high as was estimated 
just a few years ago, and as a result many stocks are not rebuilding as quickly as initially projected. 

Of the stocks managed by the NEFMC, only sea scallops and some of the multispecies groundfish 
species could be classified as data-rich, while the rest fit with varying degrees into the data-poor 
classification. In the case of the multispecies groundfish, a diverse fishery composed of twenty 
stocks, the SSC concluded that the uncertainty in catch projections is essentially unknown. This 
projection uncertainty, coupled with the possibility of a general productivity shift due to ecosystem 
and habitat changes, make it difficult for the SSC to fully capture scientific uncertainty.  

ABC Control Rules 
Unlike tiered approaches adopted by many councils, the ad hoc ABC specification strategy of 
NEFMC is not constrained in a systematic way by the amount or quality of information available 
for a stock. Methods for determining ABCs for New England stocks are different for each FMP, 
and range from a probabilistic approach for stocks with highly reliable stock assessments to data-
poor approaches that rely on long-term average catch-based methods. While the NEFMC mostly 
accepts levels of uncertainty included in the SSC’s ABC recommendations, they have not provided 
the SSC with guidance regarding acceptable levels of risk for each stock.  

In the case of data-poor fisheries such as deep-sea red crab and other fisheries such as monkfish, 
the SSC lacked confidence in the available stock assessments and opted to base the ABC on long-
term average landings or other exploitation metrics with a buffer for scientific uncertainty. Small-
mesh multispecies groundfish ABCs are set based on percentiles of the OFL distribution. The SSC 
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sets ABCs for the skate complex in response to BMSY proxies derived from survey data and median 
catch/biomass exploitation indices. The ABC for scallops, the most data-rich of NEFMC managed 
fisheries, is based upon a p* approach as described in the next section. 

The Northeast Multispecies Groundfish complex includes fifteen species of groundfish, many of 
which are in rebuilding plans. To address ABC specification of healthy and rebuilding stocks, a 
multifaceted ABC control rule is applied. For healthy stocks, ABC determined as 75% of the yield 
from applying the fishing mortality rate (F) associated with MSY to current biomass (75% of 
FMSY); this is consistent with the Council’s existing policy that OY is set equal to 75% of FMSY for 
species in the groundfish complex. For rebuilding stocks, the default 75% FMSY can be reduced to a 
fishing mortality level that meets rebuilding requirements (FRebuild). Stocks which cannot rebuild 
within the specified rebuilding period even when directed fishing has ceased, the ABC is based on 
limited incidental bycatch. For stocks with unknown status, the SSC recommends interim ABCs on 
a case-by-case basis. 

Use of p* to set ABC for Scallops  
The New England Council employs a p* approach for setting ABCs for the Scallop FMP based on 
recommendations from the SSC and Scallop Plan Development Team (PDT). This approach is 
supported by the high quality of stock assessments and robust management measures in place in 
the fishery. Significant scientific and management certainty are conferred through a limited entry 
program, closed area rotations, observer coverage, strict reporting measures and annual surveys 
performed by federal scientists as well as academic institutions working with the scallop industry.  

During the specifications process, the Scallop PDT and SSC present the Council with a full 
decision analysis in table format to show results of Monte Carlo simulation, a computer modeling 
exercise that illustrates potential tradeoffs of yield that correspond to differing p* choices (Hart 
2009 and Hart 2013). The flexibility of this simulation allows experts to run analyses with different 
management uncertainty percentage buffers from ACLs to TACs to provide the Council with 
several management alternatives. As a result of these measures and the data-rich nature of the 
fishery, the SSC endorses a risk-based approach that utilizes the lower value of either the harvest 
rate associated with a maximum p* of 0.25 or up to a 1% loss of yield (Hart 2009 in Appendix II of 
Amendment 15 to the Scallop FMP). This approach is both precautionary in the face of uncertainty 
and aims to optimize yield due to the high value of this fishery. The scallop fishery is the most 
valuable U.S. fishery by ex-vessel value, worth over $500 million dollars annually. 

Management Uncertainty and ACLs 
Management uncertainty varies greatly from one fishery to another in New England, and thus the 
Council uses a number of approaches for specifying ACLs and ACTs. For each FMP, an Oversight 
Committee, consisting of Council members and a representative from the NMFS Northeast 
Regional Office (NERO), develops management alternatives for establishing ACLs and accounting 
for management uncertainty, which are forwarded to the full Council for approval before formal 
consideration. (In addition to the specification of ACLs and ACTs, the Oversight Committees plays 
in integral role in all Council actions within each respective FMP.) The Council also relies on their 
PDTs to provide input on ACL recommendations, as well as guidance on allocation issues, closed 
areas, selectivity patterns, management areas, and assessment evaluations.  
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The Council utilizes a range of ACL and ACT specification options for its FMPs:  

• Herring: ACL = 95% of ABC 
• Monkfish - Southern Management Area: ACL = ABC, ACT = 93% of ACL  
• Monkfish - Northern Management Area: ACL= ABC, ACT = 86.5% of ACL 
• Small-Mesh Multispecies: ACL = 95% of ABC, TAL = ACL – discards – state landings 
• Multispecies Groundfish: ACL = ABC, TACs include a 5 - 7% buffer included for 

management uncertainty 
• Northeast Skate Complex: ACL = ABC, ACT = 75% of ACL; TAL = 45% of ACT to 

account for catch in state waters and significant discards in non-target fisheries 
• Sea Scallops: ACL = ABC 

For most stocks, ACLs are set equal to ABCs. Fisheries thought to have low levels of management 
uncertainty do not require additional buffers in the form of ACLs or TAC/TALs.  

Other New England FMPs have incorporated explicit buffers into their ACL-ACT specifications 
process for management uncertainty considerations, such as bycatch in the Multispecies 
Groundfish and Northeast skate complex fisheries. Total Allowable Landings (TALs) for the data-
poor Northeast Skate Complex FMP are particularly precautionary due to high levels of bycatch in 
the groundfish fisheries and are based on estimates of stock biomass and median historical 
exploitation rate. The “sector” management program for the Multispecies Groundfish FMP is in its 
infancy, and issues of equity and management complexity complicate implementation of the 
program. Observers cover about a quarter of the vessel trips in the fishery, and a documented 
“observer effect” tends to skew reported catch data.  

Continuing Challenges 
The New England SSC struggles with incorporating sources of uncertainty that cannot be captured 
“within” stock assessments such as strong retrospective patterns across multiple assessments, 
environmental shifts, unknown sources of mortality for a stock, and variance among FMSY 
estimates or proxies. Retrospective patterns in stock assessments continue to complicate scientific 
uncertainty as well. Management uncertainty is unknown in the multispecies groundfish fishery 
due to a relatively new catch-share program and low observer coverage.  

The tradeoff analysis performed during the specifications process for New England Scallops is 
innovative. The SSC is interested in working with the Council in expanding this kind of thinking to 
be more explicit about potential implications of different levels of risk and more consistent across 
ABC control rules. It remains a priority in the region to explore the possibility of a more 
comprehensive approach that articulates a clear and transparent risk policy. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) has been considering mechanisms to 
introduce ecosystem considerations into the fishery management process since the late-1990s 
(MAFMC 2006).  In the fall of 2011, the Council hosted the fourth National Scientific and 
Statistical Committee Workshop, which was convened to provide an opportunity for the eight 
Council SSCs to discuss incorporation of ecosystem considerations in federal fisheries 
management (Seagraves and Collins 2012). After a review of the various approaches to 
incorporating ecosystem considerations into fishery management around the US, the Council 
adopted the transitional approach being taken by the Pacific Fishery Management Council to 
introduce ecosystem considerations into Council management actions in a step-wise, 
evolutionary fashion - herein referred to as an ecosystem approach to fisheries management or 
EAFM (as opposed to EBFM - see Box 1).   

 
This strategy addresses several key elements necessary for the successful implementation of an 
ecosystem approach to fisheries management. The first is the need to carefully develop a 
transition strategy to move from the current single-species focused management system to more 
of a multi-species/ecosystem based one. This transitional approach will allow the Council to 
meet its current single-species based MSA requirements with respect to the prevention of 
overfishing and attainment of OY while moving towards a definition of OY which truly takes 
into account interactions at multiple dimensions of the environment/ecosystem, of which humans 
are inextricably a major component. Importantly, the approach allows for the growth and 
development of EAFM policy at a rate commensurate with the availability of the science 
necessary to support it.  The Council recognizes that stakeholder involvement is imperative to 
success and that EAFM will require engagement of a much broader range of stakeholder interests 
compared to traditional fisheries management.  
 
This document articulates Council policy with respect to the incorporation of ecosystem 
considerations into its current management programs through the development of a series of 
policy statements and other recommendations related to important ecosystem considerations 
identified by stakeholders.  Based on this guidance, initial implementation of Council 
management actions with respect to ecosystem considerations will occur in a consistent, 
coordinated fashion, but within the context of the current FMP structure. The document was 

Box 1. Definitions - ultimately we are attempting to manage fisheries within a broader 
ecosystem context compared to traditional single species approaches (see Link 2010 for 
more in-depth discussion).   
 
Ecosystem based fisheries management or EBFM attempts to manage the ecosystem as an 
entity to account for species/interactions of interest. 
 
Ecosystem approach to fisheries management or EAFM attempts to manage species while 
considering the broader interactions within the ecosystem.  
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developed as a "how-to" guide to allow the Council to transition to EAFM, but it could 
ultimately be expanded and converted into a regulatory document in the future (i.e., a stand-
alone Fishery Ecosystem Plan or FEP).  
 

2. Purpose and Need 
 
The Council recently embarked on a Visioning Project to plot the future course of marine 
fisheries management in the Mid-Atlantic based on extensive stakeholder engagement. This 
effort culminated in the development of the Council's Strategic Plan 
(http://www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan), with the overarching objective to maintain sustainable 
fisheries, ecosystems, and habitats in the Mid-Atlantic through the development of management 
approaches that minimize adverse ecosystem impacts.  This EAFM Guidance Document was 
developed to specifically address objective 15 of the strategic plan - Advance ecosystem 
approaches to fisheries management in the Mid-Atlantic (i.e., through development of EAFM 
Guidance Document). This will be accomplished by moving beyond single species assessment 
and management to the development and implementation of assessments and management 
frameworks that incorporate, 1) environmental drivers, 2) habitat and climate change, 3) species 
interactions, and 4) fleet interactions, into fisheries management (the major sources of 
ecosystem-related uncertainties identified by stakeholders).   
 
This EAFM Guidance document is intended to enhance the Council’s species-specific 
management programs with more ecosystem science, broader ecosystem considerations and 
management policies that coordinate Council management across its existing Fishery 
Management Plans (FMPs) and the relevant ecosystems. The document provides a framework in 
the form of guidelines for considering methods to evaluate policy choices and trade-offs as they 
affect FMP species and the broader ecosystems. Most importantly, the intent of this document 
provides the Council with a practical “how-to” guide for taking ecosystem considerations into 
account which will allow the Council to transition to an ecosystem approach to management 
building on its current management programs and past single species management successes.   
  
The needs for an ecosystem guidance document within the Council process are:  
 
1. Improve management decisions and the administrative process by incorporating biophysical 
and socio-economic information on ecosystem climate conditions, climate change, habitat 
conditions and ecosystem interactions into the assessment and management process.  
2. Maintain an adequate forage base in the Mid-Atlantic and to consider, to a greater extent, the 
dynamics of ecosystems and the marine food web in fishery management decisions.  
3. Develop new and inform existing fishery management measures that take into account the 
ecosystem effects of those measures on ecosystem species, habitat, and fishing communities.  
4. Coordinate information across FMPs for decision-making within the Council process and for 
consultations with other regional, national, or international entities on actions affecting 
ecosystems or FMP species.  
5. Identify and prioritize research needs and provide recommendations to address gaps in 
ecosystem knowledge, particularly with respect to the cumulative effects of fisheries 
management on marine ecosystems and fishing communities.  
 

http://www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan
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3. EAFM Definition 
 

An ecosystem approach to fishery management recognizes the biological, economic, social, 
and physical interactions among the components of ecosystems and attempts to manage 
fisheries to achieve optimum yield taking those interactions into account. 

 
4. EAFM Goal 

 
To manage for ecologically sustainable1 utilization of living marine resources while maintaining 
ecosystem productivity, structure, and function. 
 
1 Sustainable utilization is defined as utilization that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (adapted from the 
Bruntland Commission, FAO 1987) 
 

5. Ecosystem Considerations of Highest Priority for Development of EAFM Guidelines 
 

Based on Council and SSC discussions and stakeholder input from the Councils Visioning 
project, the Council concluded that the EAFM document should focus on the following major 
ecosystem-related issues: 
 
1. Forage/low trophic level species considerations 
2. Incorporation of ecosystem level habitat conservation and management objectives in the 
current management process. 
3. Effects of systematic changes in oceanographic conditions on abundance and distribution of 
fish stocks and ramifications for existing management approaches/programs 
4. Species interactions (predation, competition) and their effects on sustainable harvest policy 
5. Incorporation of social and economic considerations in OY 
 
In response to the issues identified by stakeholders, the Council organized a series of four 
workshops which brought together scientists, managers and stakeholders to discuss each issue 
and best management practices to address them (social and economic considerations were 
integrated into each workshop). After completion of the workshops, the Council developed white 
papers (http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/) which provide detailed information and in-depth 
discussion on issues related to forage fish management, climate change and climate variability, 
and interactions (synthesizing the incorporation of species, fleet, habitat, and climate interactions 
into fisheries management in the final white paper). This guidance document builds off of that 
foundation for establishing an EAFM in the Mid-Atlantic Region.  
 

6. Description of the Northeast Large Marine Ecosystem 
 

A description of the Northeast Large Marine Ecosystem (NELME) provided by the Northeast 
Fisheries Science Center is given in Appendix i. While the jurisdictional boundaries of the Mid-
Atlantic Council extend from New York to the North Carolina -Virginia border, the management 
units specified in Council fishery management plans extend throughout the range of the species 
under management (the case for all managed species). For example, the management unit for the 

http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/
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bluefish fishery management plan extends from the East Coast of Florida to the US Canadian 
border.  Thus, bluefish transcend the boundaries of ecosystems north and south of Cape Hatteras, 
the southern boundary of the NELME described in appendix i. Additional information describing 
the ecosystem's along the entire Atlantic Coast of the United States was given in the Climate 
White paper and is not repeated here. From an operational standpoint, the ecosystem approach 
guidance provided in this document shall apply to the species under consideration throughout its 
management unit (which, in many cases, extends well north and south of the boundaries of the 
NELME).  

 
 7. Operational Transition to EAFM  

 
Policy guidelines and recommendations which address incorporation of ecosystem 

considerations into Council assessment and management programs 
 

7.1 Guidelines for the management of forage species 
 
Background 
 
The Counci l  and i t s  cons t i tuent  stakeholder groups have expressed strong interest in the 
development of a policy/approach for managing forage fishes (MAFMC 2012).  The role of 
forage species in Mid-Atlantic ecosystems and potential considerations for their management 
were evaluated in-depth in the Councils' Forage Fish White Paper 
(http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/). The debate about best practices for management of forage stocks 
has continued since the Council held its forage workshop. Essington et al (2015a) present a 
strong argument that special safeguards protecting heavily exploited forage stocks should be in 
place due to the important role they play in the transfer of energy in marine food webs. They 
note that forage fish collapses share a common and unique set of circumstances: high fishing 
pressure for several years before collapse, a sharp drop in natural population productivity, and a 
lagged response to reduced fishing pressure. The authors demonstrate that the magnitude and 
frequency of collapses of forage species are greater than expected from natural productivity 
characteristics (which can likely be attributed to fishing). The authors conclude that a risk-
management approach that reduces fishing pressure when populations become scarce should be 
in place to protect forage stocks and their predators.  
 
Szuwalski and Hilborn (2015) argue that the productivity of forage fish stocks is driven primarily 
by environmental factors through the regulation of recruitment processes and that fishing plays 
little, if any role in the collapse of forage stocks. The authors conclude that management should 
respond to collapses in recruitment by preventing fishing mortality from increasing as biomass 
declines, rather than waiting for biomass to decline and then reacting. In rebuttal, Essington et al 
2015b emphasized that fishing pressure tends to amplify natural troughs in production of forage 
stocks which can lead to further depletion and have negative consequences for obligate predators 
within the ecosystem. They argue that fishing strategies need to avoid, to the extent possible, 
depleting forage fish stocks below critical ecological thresholds. Both papers agree that 
management should respond to declines in recruitment as an early indicator of decreased 
productivity. Anticipating recruitment failures through monitoring of these stocks is critical and 
remains one of the primary challenges in the assessment and management of forage fish stocks.   

http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/
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Hence, a consensus is emerging that forage and/or low trophic level species should be managed 
more conservatively than the MSY based conservation and management MSA standard because 
of the important role they play within the ecosystem. To that end, the staff recommend that the 
Council adopt the following: 
 
It shall be the policy of the Council to maintain an adequate forage base in the Mid-
Atlantic to ensure ecosystem productivity, structure and function. 
 
7.1.1 Modifications to Biological Reference Points 
 
Special management of forage species can be accomplished through modification to the Councils 
risk policy and ABC control rule framework in several ways. First, the Council could adopt 
biological reference points (overfishing levels or OFL) for forage stocks that are more 
conservative than the required MSA standard of FMSY. Here, we would expect the stock in 
question to be maintained at biomass levels that exceed Bmsy.  Candidate reference points in this 
regard include fishing mortality rates that do not exceed the natural mortality rate (i.e., F<M) or 
are specified as some fraction of the natural mortality rate (m), among others (Box 2). 
 
 
Box 2. Potential precautionary biological reference points for forage fish fisheries.  Empirical 
mortality- and biomass-based reference points. F is the fishing mortality rate; Fmsy is the F level 
to achieve maximum sustainable yield; M is the instantaneous natural mortality; FERP is an 
ecological reference point for F; BERP is an ecological reference point for biomass; and B0 is 
virgin biomass.  
 
Mortality-based reference points    Source 
 
F = M        Beverton 1990 
F = 0.87 M       Zhou et al. 2012 
F = 0.67 M       Patterson 1992 
FERP = (0.2, 0.5 or 0.75) FMSY    Pikitch et al. 2012 
 
Biomass-based reference points Source 
BERP = 0.75 B0      FAO 2003, Smith et al. 2011 
BERP = (0.8, 0.4, or 0.3) B0    Lenfest 2012 

 
 
Reference points based on this convention, should be considered as a starting point for 
evaluation of potential biological reference points for forage species. For example, the Council 
adopted an OFL for Atlantic butterfish based on a fishing mortality rate of F=0.67 M (see the 
Forage White paper for a more detailed discussion of the reference point issue). This option has 
the potential to perform as a stand-alone measure when implemented within the existing Council 
risk policy framework - depending on the life history of the species of interest and the Councils 
specific objectives relative to the forage species in question. 
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7.1.2 Modifications to existing Council Risk Policy 
 
Another option would be to modify the shape of the ABC control rule for forage species through 
modification of the Councils risk policy. The current default control rule (depicted as the solid 
dark line) and an example forage control rule (red line) is depicted in Figure 1.   
 

 
Figure 1. Example modification (red line) to the Council's ABC framework and risk policy for 
forage species.  
 
According to the existing control rule (black line above), the Councils maximum tolerance for 
risk of overfishing is specified at 40% (i.e., when the stock is at or above BMSY). Below BMSY the 
Councils tolerance for risk of overfishing declines linearly with stock size to a level of 10% of 
Bmsy at which point fishing mortality would be reduced to zero to prevent any further stock 
declines. This functional control rule is designed to automatically trigger required reductions in 
fishing mortality as stocks below Bmsy, which, in turn, should result in increases in stock biomass 
and cause stock size to increase.  
 
Modifications to the existing risk policy to accommodate ecosystem level concerns for forage 
species could be accomplished by reducing the maximum tolerance for risk of overfishing. For 
example, forage species currently managed by the Council (Illex and longfin squid, butterfish, 
and mackerel) could be managed by maintaining the current OFL fishing mortality rate (Fmsy 
based or proxy) and reducing the maximum probability of overfishing to 35% (the default value 
chosen for atypical species) or some other level below the current maximum of 40%. In addition, 
as depicted in the example red line in Figure 1, the Council could specify a control rule that 
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reduces fishing mortality more aggressively as forage stock biomass declines (to address the 
concern that fishing tends to exacerbate environmentally driven declines in forage stocks).   
 
7.1.3 Establishing forage species management policy - evaluating tradeoffs 
 
As noted above, managing forage species to achieve ecosystem level objectives can be 
accomplished functionally through modifications to biological reference points and/or the 
Council's risk policy. However, this approach only addresses ways to maintain (at least 
theoretically) forage stocks at higher biomass levels to support ecosystem level objectives from 
a purely biological perspective.   Optimal management of forage fish ultimately depends on the 
trade-off between their indirect in situ value versus their direct market value.  Thus, managing 
these trade-offs requires  knowledge of not only the species ecology, but also the uses of 
and substitutes for these species within the economy. Further these choices are based not just on 
ecological preferences and commercial uses, but cultural and social preferences as well.  
 
The data and analyses required to perform these analyses are discussed in detail in the Forage 
White paper. That analysis concluded that given adequate information, optimal harvest levels can 
be derived from bio-socio-economic multispecies models. See Charles (1989) for a theoretical 
exposition of how these types of models can be operationalized.  
 
Unfortunately, the state of the science is such that these models have yet to be practical. 
Barring full bio-socio-economic models, population dynamics, ecology, economics, 
anthropology, sociology and o t h e r  s o c i a l  sciences can help generate an understanding of 
the relative trade-offs between these direct and indirect benefits through an understanding of 
the economic, social, and ecological dependence on the forage fish of interest. Economically, 
this can be achieved by first developing an understanding of valuable species that predate on, 
and the preferential targeting of, the forage fish of interest. This helps to ascertain not only 
which species are likely to benefit from alternative management strategies, but also identify 
which strategies are likely to generate the benefits of interest.  
 
The role of forage fish in the economy, in terms of both value and substitutability, must also 
be understood. Qualitative and, when feasible, quantitative analyses can be conducted to 
understand the relative impact of choosing more precautionary biological thresholds for 
forage fish management. Ultimately economic, social and cultural analyses will help 
understand which forage fish are likely to generate the largest net benefits to society, 
given changing societal preferences at home and abroad, when more precautionary biological 
thresholds are adopted. 
  
Given that the current state of the social and economic data to evaluate these trade-offs is 
lacking, the staff recommend that the Council adopt the following:   
 
The Council, in conjunction with its' SSC and the NEFSC, shall promote the collection of 
data and development of analyses to support the biological, economic and social evaluation 
of ecosystem level tradeoffs including those required to establish an optimal forage fish 



8 
 

harvest policy. A Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE; see below) type of analysis may 
be most useful here.    
 
This policy statement is important because, historically, fishery management under the 
Magnuson Act has focused primarily on the biological aspects of fishery conservation and 
management. An examination of the state of affairs relative to the incorporation of social and 
economic analyses in federal fisheries management occurred at the fourth national SSC 
workshop. The results of that workshop emphasized the need to greatly improve social and 
economic impact analyses and incorporate them in federal fisheries management (Seagraves and 
Collins 2012). Little has changed in this regard since that workshop was held in 2011. The 
Council should consider the formation of a working group comprised of Council and Regional 
office staff, NEFSC personnel and SSC members with expertise in the social and economic 
disciplines to accomplish this task. The Council's SSC has recently discussed a desire to engage 
its members with expertise in the social and economic disciplines, so the environment is 
favorable for the adoption of this approach.    
 
 
7.1.4 Unmanaged Forage Species 
 
Small, mostly planktivorous fishes are some of the most abundant fishes in the Mid-Atlantic 
region (see Table 3 in Forage White Paper). Some of these fishes occur predominantly in the 
estuaries, coastal embayments, and three-mile zone, for example bay anchovy and Atlantic 
silverside. Others are broadly distributed along the coast and offshore (e.g., sand lance), while 
still others are found over deeper shelf waters (e.g., round herring). None of these forage 
species has been assessed and there are no biomass or abundance estimates. Some are species 
of concern since they may be at low population levels and/or occur as bycatch in fisheries 
for managed species in the Mid-Atlantic and New England (e.g., river herrings). With 
climate change, some of the more southern species now supporting small fisheries in the S. 
Atlantic and Gulf, e.g., thread herring, Spanish sardine, might become abundant enough to 
warrant fishing. Sand lance, while not fished much historically in the western Atlantic, has had 
large catches in the Eastern Atlantic and might be targeted. Water quality concerns for some of 
the nearshore coastal species, e.g., bay anchovy, silverside, are real and these species 
support production of MAFMC-managed species at some life stages, e.g., bluefish. They also 
play a role in supporting food needs of striped bass and weakfish (ASMFC managed species). 
 
In an effort to proactively protect and conserve currently unmanaged forage species, the 
Council is considering number of options regarding the protection of currently unmanaged 
forage species.  In December 2014, the Council voted to “initiate a regulatory action to prohibit 
the development of new, or expansion of existing, directed fisheries on unmanaged forage 
species until adequate scientific information is available to promote ecosystem sustainability". 
The Council passed this motion with the intent of protecting the important ecological role that 
forage species play in the Mid-Atlantic. 
 
The Council conducted a scoping process in the fall of 2015 to solicit input from interested 
members of the public on the types of management measures which could effectively address 
this motion. After considering recommendations from the Fishery Management Action Team 
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the Council voted to initiate an omnibus amendment to add unmanaged forage species as 
Ecosystem Component (EC) species to the relevant Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) for 
Council-managed stocks. The amendment will consider options to prohibit the development of 
new, and expansion of existing, directed commercial and recreational fisheries for unmanaged 
forage species in Mid-Atlantic federal waters.  
 

The Council has not yet determined which forage species will be addressed through this action or 
which FMPs will be affected. Although a motion was proposed to include state waters in the 
amendment, the Council voted to limit the amendment’s geographic scope to federal waters under 
the jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Council. Additional information concerning this Council 
management action can be found on the Council's website at 
(http://www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage).  
 

7.2 Ecosystem-level Habitat Guidance 
 
While habitat is recognized as a fundamental component of marine ecosystems and provides the 
basis for fisheries production, full integration of habitat management and conservation into the 
fishery management process has been challenging. The Council considered ways to effectively 
consider habitat from an ecosystem-level perspective and integrate habitat information into an 
ecosystem approach to fisheries management at a Habitat Workshop held in Philadelphia, PA in 
October 2015 (http://www.mafmc.org/workshop/2015/eafm-habitat-considerations). Discussion 
at the workshop resulted in a number of key points and considerations described below to 
provide ecosystem-level habitat guidance to the Council. 
 
7.2.1 Demonstrate and communicate the value of habitat to managed fisheries and 
transition to landscape/ecosystem level habitat descriptions and conservation. 
 
Fish habitats are the places where species live, including the physical, chemical, biological, and 
geological components of both benthic and pelagic environments (Box 3). Habitats provide 
ecological benefits to species reproduction, growth, and survival, and play a fundamental role in 
supporting fishery and ecosystem production (NMFS 2015). There is ongoing work to integrate 
this critical supporting function in the Northeast Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (IEA); see 
below. Fish species may use various habitats for each life stage. 
 
Box 3: Habitat Characteristics Important to Marine Species (modified after NMFS 2010) 

Seafloor Structure 

Vegetation 
Emergent epifauna 
Biogenic reefs (e.g. coral, oyster, sponge) 
Geomorphology (e.g. rocky outcrops, pinnacles) 
Physiography (e.g. seamount, submarine canyon) 

Sediments 

Grain size 
Organic content 
Rugosity 
Stability 
Slope 

Hydrodynamic Processes Currents/boundaries/fronts 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage
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Tidal dynamics 
Wave dynamics 
Upwelling 

Hydrology 

Depth/bathymetry 
Salinity/haloclines 
Temperature/thermoclines 
Density/pycnoclines 
Turbidity 
Nutrients 
Dissolved oxygen/oxyclines 
pH 

Anthropogenic 
Alterations 

Pollutants/contaminants 
Artificial structures (e.g. artificial reef, oil platform) 
Created habitats (e.g. restored salt marsh, planted seagrass 
bed) 
Fishery impacts 
Marine debris 

 
 
 
The MSFCMA requires fishery management councils to identify, describe, map, and conserve 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for each fish species managed under its jurisdiction. EFH is defined 
in the MSFCMA as "those waters and substrate necessary to fish [and shellfish] for spawning, 
breeding, feeding or growth to maturity”1. The broad definition of EFH has led the Mid-Atlantic 
and the New England Fishery Management Councils to identify EFH in most, if not all areas in 
the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem, ranging from offshore pelagic areas to nearshore wetlands 
to streams and rivers. .  At its most basic level, habitat (sensu EFH) is defined separately for each 
managed fisheries species by where that species in any of its life stages has been caught; 
physical/chemical/geological/biological characteristics are acknowledged, but are secondary to 
the definition of EFH. However, the broader ecological concept of habitat is based upon 
characteristics of the water column, benthic structure, and linkages from primary productivity to 
benthic communities to the pelagic, assuming that these factors dictate fish distribution. The fact 
that multiple species can inhabit a habitat so defined allows for easier accounting for species 
interaction and for habitat change. 
 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council first identified EFH for thirteen species in 1998, 
and updated EFH descriptions for tilefish in 2009. The 1998 EFH designations are based on 
long-term and historic data sets2 that provide levels 1 (distribution of the species for some or all 
of the geographic range) and 2 (habitat-related species density) EFH information. Text 
descriptions for individual species and lifestages include several additional habitat characteristics 

                                            
1 16 U.S.C. 1802 (10) 
2 Maps of juvenile and adult EFH are based on data from the 1963 - 1997 NMFS bottom trawl survey. Maps of egg 
and larval EFH are based on data from the NMFS Marine Resources Monitoring, Assessment and Prediction 
(MARMAP) 1977 - 1987 ichthyoplankton survey. Additional sources of information were used to identify EFH 
within inshore areas, including data collected during surveys that spanned 1978 – 1997. 
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beyond abundance and distribution, including depth, temperature, and salinity ranges. For 
benthic life stages, substrate and vegetation associations are also included. The Council has also 
identified two Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) to highlight habitat types and areas 
that are especially valuable to summer flounder and tilefish. 
 
Habitat management in an ecological sense is really ecosystem management, it's mainly a 
difference in the scale at which we consider issues. To date, habitat and EFH designations have 
been considered on a single species basis by management, and this has proven useful for 
regulatory purposes, especially regarding potential non-fishing impacts. However, there is a need 
to consider habitat more broadly from an ecosystem perspective at both regional and global 
scales that goes hand-in-hand with the need to manage multiple, overlapping and interacting 
fisheries in a more integrated way.  Moving towards ecosystem level habitat description and 
conservation requires consideration of habitat from new perspectives and at different space and 
time scales relative to historical practice.   
 
A variety of sources to address this issue are available from NMFS. Essential Fish Habitat 
Source Documents (http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/) and the Essential Fish Habitat 
Mapper (http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/protection/efh/efhmapper/). These resources have been 
used to compile scientific information on habitat from a variety of sources. However, new data 
sources could be used to update and refine current habitat information and improve 
understanding of fish habitat use. Much of this is based on broad trawl survey work, which has 
the advantage of very extensive coverage but at a coarse scale. Additional focused sampling in 
habitats at finer scales would also be useful. 
 
An IEA framework may be helpful for organizing and considering the specific habitat processes 
detailed below. At the ecosystem level, interactions between both large scale environmental 
drivers and human activities are mediated by habitat to affect the ecological systems under 
management. A possible conceptual model demonstrating these linkages shows how healthy 
habitat supports biological objectives (e.g. healthy biomass levels, production, and trophic 
structure) for managed species, which in turn support objectives for human well-being (e.g. 
seafood production, recreational opportunities, profitability, employment, stability, and culture; 
Fig 2.). At the IEA level, managed fish and invertebrate species could be categorized by habitat 
type; e.g. mackerel, squids, and butterfish would be in the “pelagics” category in Fig. 4, while 
surfclams and ocean quahogs would be in the “benthic inverts” category. Alternatively, managed 
species could be classified by warm or cold water habitat preference. Using a framework like 
this, connections between habitats within and outside MAFMC jurisdiction and MAFMC 
managed species can be visualized and eventually quantified, if that becomes a priority for the 
Council. This would complement existing single stock oriented EFH by taking a full system 
perspective. 
 
 

http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/protection/efh/efhmapper/
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Figure 2. Potential conceptual model for habitat interactions in a Mid-Atlantic IEA (draft 
suggested as a starting point for further discussion).  
 
In the Northeast IEA, the key habitat types are Freshwater/Estuarine habitat, Nearshore habitat, 
Pelagic habitat, and Seafloor/demersal habitat. Characterizing habitats in this way permits the 
selection and analysis of habitat-specific indicators. IEA Indicators for habitat types apply to 
multiple species associated with or dependent on that habitat type. This is intended to 
complement the extensive work already done under Essential Fish Habitat, which focuses on 
individual managed stocks and the habitats that they need for major life stages and processes. 
Initial Northeast IEA habitat indicators are already compiled within the NEFSC Ecosystem 
Considerations webpage (see http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-status-
report/ecosystem-services.html).   
 
 
7.2.2 Identify and document the contributions of inshore habitats to offshore fishery 
productivity 
 
The Mid-Atlantic region is comprised of a mosaic of habitats extending from the rivers and 
estuaries to continental shelf and deeper waters at the shelf break and beyond. These coastal 
habitats are used by most species managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
(11 of 13) for spawning activities, nursery habitat, and refuge. Many forage species also use 
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these coastal habitats. Activities occurring in freshwater and terrestrial habitats in the highly 
developed coastal zone have downstream effects on coastal and estuarine ecosystems and 
contribute to the natural mortality of fishery species. However, limited information exists to 
quantify fisheries production resulting from inshore and coastal habitats and this level 4 data is 
rarely incorporated in EFH identifications, descriptions, or maps across the United States. 
 
Ecosystem models can help quantify the habitat-related effects on fish stocks, including effects 
on natural mortality, recruitment, growth, and migration. For example, Atlantis and other 
ecosystem models have been used by NMFS to determine the contribution of marsh and oyster 
reef habitats in the Chesapeake Bay to summer flounder and black sea bass production, 
respectively (see http://chesapeakebay.noaa.gov/ecosystem-modeling/chesapeake-bay-fisheries-
ecosystem-model). 
 
The EFH Source Documents include information on the coastal habitats used by Mid-Atlantic 
fisheries. Several additional data sources that can inform such ecosystem models are available 
from partner organizations, including: 
• NOAA/NESDIS – Coastwatch: Satellite images and coast algorithms for chlorophyll, 
sediments, and sea surface temperature are useful for understanding the dynamics of coastal 
habitats. 
• Telemetry networks (such as Atlantic Cooperative Telemetry (ACT) Network and Mid-Atlantic 
Acoustic Telemetry Observing System (MATOS): Data on fish movement patterns could  be 
useful for understanding where fish prefer to spend time and movement patterns between inshore 
and offshore locations. 
• Otolith chemistry studies: this type of analysis aims to identify stable isotope or trace element 
signatures that discriminate between locations where fish resided so information can be gained 
about the life history and movement of fishes. It provides a chronological record of exposure to 
habitats during natal and adult stages. 
• Research on the effects of stressors on habitat quality at the land/water interface (such as the 
study in the Chesapeake and coastal bays conducted by regional PIs from The Smithsonian 
Environmental Research Center, Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences and University of 
Delaware): This type of work quantifies the connection between land use and shoreline alteration 
and the influence on estuarine and coastal habitats and ecosystems. 
 
Updates to EFH Source Documents using these sources will improve our understanding of the 
location and functions of critical habitats. Additional work is necessary to quantitatively link 
habitats and fisheries productivity. 
 
7.2.3 Recognize the impact of climate on habitat 

 
Climate change and climate variability will cause changes in physical attributes of habitat that in 
turn affect their ability to support fisheries. Dynamic properties of the ocean fluid are critical 
habitat features that have strong effects on metabolic rates that underlie most performance rates 
determining the growth rates of populations and climate change is expected to increase the 
dynamic nature of ocean habitats. Ocean acidification – increases in dissolved CO2 and 
decreases in pH - will continue and will effect physiology, calcification, olfaction and other 
biological components of individuals. Increases in temperature will also change the distribution 
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of snow accumulation and the timing of snow melt thus changing the timing and magnitude of 
streamflow. Increases in precipitation will also lead to increases in streamflow and freshwater 
discharge into coastal systems. These changes in physical habitat will have direct (e.g., 
physiological) and indirect (e.g., survey availability) impacts to managed species. 
 
Climate change and variability will also cause changes in biological habitats. Increases in 
dissolved CO2 may increase productivity of macroalgae and sea grasses potentially increasing 
their capacity to provide shelter for managed species and for the prey of managed species. 
However, increases in turbidity owing to increases in streamflow may decrease macroalgal 
production. Increased temperatures in the Chesapeake Bay have already contributed to 
significant die-offs of eelgrass, which provides important nursery habitat for juvenile fish, 
including summer flounder. Ocean acidification may also impact deepwater coral, but 
information is very limited (Movilla et al. 2014). Sea-level rise will put pressure on nearshore 
habitats, especially where coastal hardening has occurred and natural marsh migration is 
restricted (Kirwan and Megonogal 2013), and may result in lost connectivity between adult, 
spawning, and nursery habitats used by fish species. For example, Rhode Island has lost more 
than half of its saltmarshes in the last 200 years; a 3 foot rise in sea level results in the loss of a 
significant percentage of remaining marsh area3. From 1998-2004, the Atlantic coast lost 7,360 
acres of estuarine saltmarsh, primarily along shorelines near Delaware Bay due to erosion and/or 
inundation related to increases in sea level (source?). Possible increase in storm intensity and 
frequency, will also impact coastal habitats.   
 
Conduct habitat-climate vulnerability assessments to prioritize conservation actions. 
Re-evaluate stock boundaries and habitat protection measures (Pinsky & Mantua, Link et al.) 

 
7.2.4 Strengthen EFH designations and consider “essential” from an ecosystem perspective 
emphasizing connectivity between species, life history stages, etc.  
 
Overall, to consider essential fish habitat designations from an ecosystem perspective will 
require evaluation of habitat use for multi-stock assemblages. This will require the definition and 
description of habitat using uniform and relevant criteria.  In addition, it is critical that habitat be 
addressed at uniform spatial and temporal scales. It must be acknowledged that the marine 
ecosystem is comprised of a complex system defined by prey abundance/distributions and multi-
species interactions with habitat (including both the water column and the benthos). Possible 
considerations include multi-species EFH/habitat designation for both managed and other 
ecosystem species (including individual species and combination of species in similar trophic 
levels, guilds, and/or stock complexes). In addition, indicators of habitat status for stock 
complexes need to be identified and evaluated.  In this regard, groups conducting multi-species 
stock assessments should work with habitat experts to help identify key indicators (i.e., those 
necessary to understand the ecology of the habitat. Indicators may not necessarily be managed 
species - for example they may be invertebrates prey items.  
 
Overall, the Council needs to find practical approaches to begin describing/addressing habitat 
based on metrics that are easy to measure and document. This should include temperature as an 
environmental factor in both stock assessments and EFH designations. Here the Council needs to 
                                            
3 http://seagrant.gso.uri.edu/state-adopts-slamm-maps-wetland-restoration-adaptation/ 
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make better use of existing technology and find better ways to collect information. Modeling 
techniques need to be applied to existing data to improve EFH designations based on recent or 
updated time series data and also consider seasonal effects.  
  
The Council also should consider taking a layered approach to applying habitat support tools. 
The EFH text descriptions need to be simple to support consultation with a broad trigger for a 
consult and then evaluate the details of an action when making conservation recommendations. 
Here, taking designating EFH based on stock complexes may be best in an ecosystem sense, but 
may not be in a consultative sense. In addition, habitat designations can be included in integrated 
ecosystem assessments to evaluate habitat on a broad scale, but these evaluations are limited 
since they are largely based on trawl survey data which may not sample many important areas of 
production and are not capable of addressing habitat at finer scales. Also a high level of 
production, supporting critical life stages of managed and forage species, is probably occurring 
within estuaries and the continental margin, areas which have not been sampled systematically 
by the NEFSC trawl survey.  
 
7.2.5 Quantitatively link habitat science and conservation to fishery outcomes, focusing on 
ecosystem resilience and productivity 
 
While it may be safe to assume that marginal changes to habitat productivity are linear, values 
may not be additive.  It would be desirable to develop a link between habitat quality and quantity 
to individual species productivity and a link to overall ecosystem productivity. Studies of 
reproduction, survival, and productivity of species within their habitats need to be linked to 
overall ecological productivity. Temperature is probably the easiest to measure and probably the 
most basic biological metric to treat as a starting point in habitat science. Other important 
attributes include predator and prey migration (onshore-offshore, vertical), light regimes, DO, 
primary production, reproduction, survival, growth, and ocean acidification. Changes in the 
magnitude and directionality of these factors can lead to shifts in trophic interactions.  
 
It is also important to be mindful of benthic pelagic coupling. In the mid-Atlantic region 
structured habitat may be even more important given the prevalence of featureless habitat 
throughout the region (sand, mud and silt). The lack of fishery independent survey sampling near 
structured habitat limits our ability to define and evaluate these types of habitat. Also, the 
uniformity of habitat types throughout the mid-Atlantic region limits our ability to describe the 
dynamics of habitat types through mapping. Habitat assessment prioritizations are being 
conducted by the NEFSC to prioritize species habitat and stock assessment research.  
 
7.2.6 Determine if existing habitat authorities are being fully utilized and provide guidance 
to improve efficacy of implementation 
 
The Council attempts to minimize impacts to EFH for non-fishing activities through the 
consultation process and by evaluation and implementation of measures to reduce fishing 
impacts. To improve the efficacy of this process the Council needs to enter into agreements to 
identify projects of concern and to develop Council policy to expedite the commenting process. 
The Council also needs to consider options on how to engage advisors in this process (evaluate 
the types of advisors are needed to inform habitat consultation process). The Council also needs 
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to prioritize areas for habitat identification and/or protection from fishing and non-fishing 
activities. There is also a need to identify goals and criteria for designating HAPC.  
 
7.2.7 Identify research needs and actions to support Council habitat mandates and 
decision-making needs (establish goals and metrics) 
 
Habitat based sampling needs to be greatly expanded to provide data beyond the current trawl 
sampling (i.e., to allow for characterization of structured habitats where sampling is currently 
limited or nonexistent). The current time series data should be updated and improved analyses 
and modeling should be applied to existing data sources, including spatial analyses at finer 
scales. We also need to explore new technologies to find better ways of collecting habitat 
information. The location of different habitat types need to be identified and their impacts on 
growth rates and other vital population parameters should be incorporated into stock 
assessments. Targeted habitat mapping in areas of more critical habitat (Digital coast, NALCC, 
MDDNR) should be a priority based on standardized approaches of collecting and processing the 
data.  (e.g., multibeam in shallow water, sidescan, lidar in shallow water).   
 
Criteria and metrics for the successful management of habitat need to be identified (in addition to   
stock-based metrics like overfished and overfishing). The impacts of habitat loss and degradation 
need to be more fully integrated into the fishery management process. The Council should 
continue to consider measures which minimize the impacts of fishing and other activities on 
habitat, including ways to incentivize habitat protection. 
 
Possible goals and metrics include 1) quantify fishing impacts and reduce the footprint of impact 
2) develop productivity set aside areas, 3) identify priority stressors on habitat for key species 
and find ways to reduce those stressors, and 4) identify multi-species areas to set goals (possibly 
HAPCs) or based on selected single species.  
 
7.2.8 Potential ecosystem related habitat policy statements 
 
Staff recommend the Council consider adoption of the following ecosystem related habitat policy 
statements:  
 
1. Strengthen EFH designations and consider essential from a multispecies/ecosystem 
perspective emphasizing the connectivity between species, life history stages, etc. and 
inshore and offshore habitats.  
 
2. Demonstrate and communicate the value of habitat to managed fisheries and 
quantitatively link habitat science and conservation to fishery outcomes. 
   

7.3 Incorporation of Effects of Climate Change and Variability in Fisheries Management  
 
7.31 Background 
 
A recurring theme during the Councils Visioning Project was the overwhelming desire on the 
part of constituents across all fishery sectors to integrate ecological considerations, including 
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environmental influences on fish stocks due to climate change and variability, into fishery stock 
assessments and Council management policy. In response the Council hosted a series of 
workshops in 2014 to evaluate the current state of climate science and the expected range of 
climate impacts on fish stock distribution and productivity and to evaluate the impacts of these 
changes on fisheries management given the existing governance structure along the Atlantic 
coast.  
 
Results of the first workshop Climate Science and Fisheries, examined the current state of 
climate science and our understanding of the impacts related to climate change and variability on 
marine fish populations and the fisheries they support. The overall goal was to examine where 
and when climate considerations need to be addressed in the assessment management continuum 
and how these considerations should be integrated into the existing fishery management process. 
Following the climate science workshop the Council also hosted a three-day workshop the 
convene more than 70 fishery managers scientists Atlantic Coast policymakers and stakeholders 
to examine the management and governance implications of climate change and variability for 
Atlantic Coast marine fisheries.  
 
The results of the two workshops are synthesized in the Councils white paper on Climate Change 
and Variability (http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/). The paper was designed to frame our 
understanding of the impacts of climate change and variability on marine resources under the 
management purview of the Council, including implications for marine ecosystems, fish stocks, 
fishery management and the communities and economies that depend on them. Having a 
reasonable understanding of the future state of ecosystems in the mid-Atlantic in response to 
climate change and variability is a fundamental prerequisite to the development of management 
policies that will allow for the achievement of the Council's vision for the future of the fisheries 
which exist within those ecosystems 
 
Information provided at the climate science workshop indicate that the Northeast region is 
experiencing profound changes in physical and oceanographic properties as a result of both 
natural climate variability and human induced climate change. The region is experiencing one of 
the fastest increases in average temperature observed globally with ocean temperatures 
increasing by 1.3°C since 1854 coupled with ocean acidification and increased rates of sea level 
rise. Climate projection models predict continued increases in temperature, decreases in salinity 
increases in precipitation, decreases in pH and continued sea level rise. 
 
There are multiple potential biological responses to the pressures of climate variability and 
climate change. In general, the anticipated pressures that could affect fisheries in the Northwest 
Atlantic basin include: warmer water, changing volume of thermal habitat, shifting local 
hydrography (e.g., fronts, local winds and currents), changing large scale hydrography (e.g., 
altered boundary currents), changing water chemistry (fresher, more acidic, lower oxygen), 
changing primary production and other bottom up forcing, changes in species composition 
including invasive species, or native species from other regions, and changes to habitat including 
loss of deep water coral and of coastal wetlands At the community or population scale, the basic 
biological attributes regulating population fluctuations (and therefore of interest to fishery 
management) include productivity, physiology, process timing or phenology, ecological context 
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(primarily predator-prey and competitive interactions with other species), and spatial distribution 
(both range and center).  
 
Numerous studies have demonstrated long-term changes in the distribution and productivity of 
fish and shellfish resources on the Northeast U.S. Shelf. Changes in distribution have been 
documented in a large number of populations. Fewer studies have examined changes in stock 
productivity. The observed changes in species distributions to date and the potential for changes 
in productivity are discussed in detail in the Climate White paper, as well as potential changes in 
species interactions. The role of climate-forced changes in predator-prey dynamics needs to be 
investigated, but large-scale changes in species compositions suggests large-scale changes in 
predator-prey dynamics. Climate change and variability will also impact protected species and 
thereby change the interactions between protected species and fisheries. Finally, the Climate 
White Paper provides a detailed discussion potential impacts of climate change on habitat.     
 

The primary effects of climate on fisheries population dynamics parameters and stock 
assessments are changes to population vital rates and consequent changes in biological reference 
points. All of the vital rates in a stock assessment model are likely to be vulnerable to climate 
change, including recruitment, natural mortality, somatic growth dynamics, and maturity. Stock 
assessment models that treat vital rates and biological reference points as stationary (i.e., 
variable, but with a constant mean through time) will be slow to adjust to the impacts of climate 
change. Stock assessment models that explicitly incorporate environmental drivers have the 
potential to adapt much more quickly.   
 
Assessing the impacts of climate change on recreational and commercial fishermen and their 
communities consists of assessing the current composition of fisheries, and understanding the 
likely social, cultural, and economic dynamics accompanying the biological and ecological 
changes expected to occur.  There is a great deal of information available in the assessment of 
the current state of affairs including current usage patterns within the waters of the Northeast 
Shelf system.   
 
Economically, short-term impacts of marginal shifts in species distributions and expected 
landings can be assessed through the Northeast Region Input-Output Model (Steinback and 
Thunberg 2006), in terms of regional changes to income, employment, and value-added sales 
within the states bordering the Northeastern Shelf system.  A portfolio analysis has also been 
developed to assess the trade-off between the revenue streams that can be generated from species 
under management and the variance around those streams (Jin et al. 2014).  The analysis 
explicitly captures the interactions among species examined within the portfolio, and there are 
plans to extend this framework to specifically assess the Northeastern Shelf’s risk exposure to 
climate change, using the impact assessment developed by Hare et al. (2014). Spatially modeling 
of fishing location choice will also play an important role in assessing impacts and predict 
responses for both commercial (Haynie and Layton 2010) and recreational fishermen (Jarvis 
2011).  
 
The longer-term impacts of climate change are more problematic to assess, in that they 
necessitate the use of data not currently gathered by NMFS on a regular basis or require model 
predictions out of sample.  Further, management based on species/area combinations – whether 

 



19 
 

the division of FMPs across regional fishery management councils, the placement of closed areas 
for spawning grounds, or the assignment of ITQs to specific areas – will need updating as 
species change location. These types of pressures are already being seen in allocations that are 
made on a state-by-state basis based on historical landing patterns. In some cases species will 
increase or decrease stock levels, again requiring management adjustments. The resolutions of 
these governance issues are strongly tied to social and economic impacts and the demographic 
and preference data referenced above will be critical in predicting and assessing those impacts.  
A general overview of the types of impacts that might occur and likely governance challenges 
are described in Himes-Cornell and Orbach et al. (2013), especially pp. 80-100 and 127-137. 
 
Ultimately, a more robust understanding of the long-term dynamics expected to occur due 
to climate change would necessitate additional investment in socio-economic data and 
research. One example is to develop a better understanding of port dynamics, and what factors 
lead to port expansion or contraction, including the interaction of the demand for port facilities 
by fishermen competing with other demands for port space.  
 
Climate-ready fisheries management requires having the science, governance structure, 
management tools, and political will to make challenging decisions in a changing environment 
(Pinsky and Mantua 2014). There are multiple points for climate science information to enter 
living marine resource management processes that encompasses science and research as well as 
assessment, advice, and management decision making. Here in the Mid-Atlantic region, we start 
with data collection and population modeling on the science and research side, then go into a 
review and status determination process during the assessment and advice stage. An increasingly 
important part of this process which can help in particular with incorporating climate science 
information into stock and habitat assessments and management advice is performance 
evaluation or management strategy evaluation (Punt et al. 2013).  
 
7.3.2 Risk Assessment - NEVA Analysis 
 
Risk assessment is a valuable tool to apply even before attempting to incorporate climate science 
information into specific stock assessments and or management advice (Gaichas et al. 2014, 
Hare et al. 2016). In the sections below, we outline a potential framework for incorporating 
climate science within stock assessment and fisheries management that makes the best use of 
available tools, information, and time. Using risk assessment as a first step, limited scientific 
resources may be focused on a subset of high priority stocks and climate impacts can be 
examined with more detailed individual assessments. It is important to begin with a big-picture 
assessment of the economic and social importance of the stock as well as its particular 
vulnerabilities to the observed and projected climate variability or change.  
 
Because multiple stocks are under management, a risk assessment framework provides a useful 
tool for identifying both priority risks and priority stocks requiring detailed analysis.  For the 
Mid-Atlantic region, a recent simple risk analysis applied to benthic, pelagic, and demersal fish 
and invertebrate communities found that commercial and non-target benthic invertebrates might 
be among the most sensitive species to short term predicted and observed climate impacts in the 
region (Gaichas et al. 2014).  
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A more extensive climate vulnerability assessment has been completed for 82 individual species 
on the Northeast US shelf (Hare et al. 2016), including all species managed by the Mid-Atlantic 
Council. For the MAFMC managed species, ocean quahog was identified as being very highly 
vulnerable to climate change and three species (tilefish, Atlantic surfclam, and black sea bass) 
were highly vulnerable to climate change (Figure 3) . The remainder had moderate or low 
vulnerability to a change in abundance and productivity. A vast majority of MAFMC managed 
species had a high or very high potential for a change in distribution (12 of 13 species); only 
Tilefish had a low potential for a change in distribution (Figure 4). Overall, the impacts of 
climate change are expected to be negative for three MAFMC managed species (Atlantic 
mackerel, Atlantic surfclam, and ocean quahog), whereas the impacts are expected to be positive 
for six species (Black Sea Bass, Scup, Butterfish, Longfin Inshore Squid, Northern Shortfin 
Squid, and Bluefish). The effects of climate change are expected to be neutral for the remainder 
of MAFMC managed species. 

 
Figure 3.  Summary of results from the Northeast Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment 
(NEVA): First Implementation of a National Methodology for MAFMC managed species. 
Overall climate vulnerability is denoted by color: low (green), moderate (yellow), high (orange), 
and very high (red). Certainty in score is denoted by text font and text color: very high certainty 
(>95%, black, bold font), high certainty (90-95%, black, italic font), moderate certainty (66-90%, 
white or gray, bold font), low certainty (<66%, white or gray, italic font). 
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Figure 4. Potential for a change in species distribution. Potential was calculated using a subset of 
sensitivity attributes. Colors represent low (green), moderate (yellow), high (orange) and very 
high (red) potential for a change in distribution.  Certainty in score is denoted by text font and 
text color: very high certainty (>95%, black, bold font), high certainty (90-95%, black, italic 
font), moderate certainty (66-90%, white or gray, bold font), low certainty (<66%, white or gray, 
italic font). 
 



22 
 

 
 
Figure 5. Directional effect of climate change. Colors represent expected negative (red), neutral 
(tan), and positive (green) effects.  Certainty in score is denoted by text font and text color: very 
high certainty (>95%, black, bold font), high certainty (90-95%, black, italic font), moderate 
certainty (66-90%, white or gray, bold font), low certainty (<66%, white or gray, italic font). 
 
In terms of management considerations emerging from this assessment, changes in distribution 
will present the largest challenge to the MAFMC. Changes in productivity are likely to be less 
pronounced; additional ocean acidification research on ocean quahog and Atlantic surfclam is 
needed and industry-scientist cooperation on understanding Atlantic mackerel should continue. 
The management responses to species positively affected by climate change should also be 
considered by the Council.  The vulnerability assessment also developed specific information for 
each species (see Hare et al. 2016) that should be considered when developing management 
strategies and that can be used to guide future research.     
   
7.3.3 Future Climate Shifts and Fishery Impacts  
 
Additional information to guide the Council’s future policy with respect to climate interactions 
will be forthcoming from the newly funded project by M. Pinsky and R. Seagraves, “Climate 
velocity over the 21st century and its implications for fisheries management in the Northeast 
U.S.” The purpose of the proposed research is to inform the Council about the rate, magnitude, 
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and uncertainty surrounding future distributional changes for managed and other important 
species likely to occur as a result of climate change over the next several decades and for the 
remainder of this century. This work will build upon the NEVA’s initial work on likely range 
shifts to rank species by the rate and magnitude of range shift as well as the uncertainty in those 
values, while also diagnosing the dominant sources of uncertainty. In collaboration with the 
Council, this work will identify potential priority species for adaptation of fisheries management 
to climate. This would further clarify risks to the Council’s management objectives and identify 
future issues likely to arise from climate-driven distributional shifts. 
 
7.3.4 Recommendations for incorporation of climate change and variability into the 
current fishery assessment and management process (a climate-ready check list) 
 
Based on the considerations described above, the following list of actionable items has been 
identified for incorporation of climate considerations into the current fishery assessment and 
management process:  
 
1. Continue to work with NOAA on the implementation of the NMFS Climate Science 
Strategy in the Northeast region 
(https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/climate/national-climate-strategy). 
 
2 Re-evaluate stock identification of Council managed species - a WG could be established 
modeled after the ICES Stock ID WG. 
 
3. Identify species likely to become established in the Mid-Atlantic; evaluate current 
monitoring program relative to these species and consider potential management responses 
to developing fisheries. 
 
4. Identify species likely to expand or shift distribution into New England waters; evaluate 
current monitoring program relative to these species and consider potential management 
responses in coordination with NEFMC and Canada 
 
5. Develop and evaluate approaches for MAFMC fisheries and their management to 
become more adaptive to change. 
 
6. Incorporate temperature into all MAFMC species stock assessment models; consider 
incorporation of other environmental factors where appropriate; use models to develop 
short-term forecasts (ACL) and medium-term projections 
 
7. Evaluate changing interactions with protected species including marine mammals, sea 
turtles, and fish species.  
 
8. Conduct industry, management, and scientist workshops before benchmark assessments; 
in anticipation of the assessment being schedule. The workshop should build off the 
butterfish and Atlantic mackerel workshops. 
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9. Continue efforts to engage industry in the oceanographic and fisheries monitoring and 
research in the Mid-Atlantic region. 
 
10. Continue to advocate for, collaborate on, and support retrospective, field, and 
laboratory research to understand the effects of climate change on species managed by 
MAFMC 
 
11. Repeat the Northeast Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment in conjunction with 
the IPCC AR6 (recently updated CO2 emission and climate change scenarios). 
 
12. Provide input to the NEFSC on elements of the Annual State of the Ecosystem report to 
meet MAFMC needs. 
  
13. Examine ecological, economic, and social impacts of the deep-water coral closed areas 
 
14. Develop MSE capacity to support EAFM and ultimately EBFM and EBM activities of 
the MAFMC. The MSE framework should explicitly evaluate management strategies to 
meet MAFMC goals in response to climate change (as well as habitat, species, social, and 
economic interactions). 
 
7.3.5 Proposed Policy Statements 
 
Staff recommend that the Council consider adoption of the following policy statements related to 
incorporation of climate considerations into the current management system:  
 
1. Continue to work with NOAA on the implementation of the NMFS Climate Science 
Strategy in the Northeast region. 
 
2. Develop and evaluate approaches for MAFMC fisheries and their management to 
become more adaptive to change. 
 
3. Continue to advocate for, collaborate on, and support retrospective, field, and laboratory 
research to understand the effects of climate change on species managed by MAFMC and 
incorporate those results into assessment and management.  
 
 

7.4 Addressing Ecosystem Level Interactions - a Synthesis 
 

The previous sections of this guidance document provide ecosystem level guidance focusing on 
forage fish management, habitat, and climate change and variability. This section provides a 
synthesis of approaches to deal with the complex ecosystem interactions considered by the 
Council throughout the development of the EAFM Guidance Document.  This analysis was 
developed in the Interactions White Paper (http://www.mafmc.org/eafm/) based on information 
presented and discussed at a workshop convened by the Council to discuss potential strategies to 
more fully consider interactions in the stock assessment and management process (including 
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determination of catch limits), and to build capacity within the region to conduct comprehensive 
management strategy evaluations (MSEs).   
 
The workshop and white paper reviewed existing single species approaches as well as 
information and analytical tools available to address key interactions between species and their 
environment, between species within the food web, and between the ecosystem and fisheries, and 
between fleets due to technical or management issues.  This led to development of a proposed 
framework and process for defining key questions, evaluating the adequacy of information and 
analytical tools to address the questions, and developing analyses to evaluate management 
strategies to achieve the Council's ecosystem level management objectives.  
 
7.4.1 Review of Available Resources 
 
The Mid-Atlantic region has considerable available resources for addressing interactions, both in 
terms of available data and in terms of analytical tools. There is a wealth of environmental, 
ecological, and social and economic data that could potentially be integrated into analyses to 
support management decisions. An overview of available information (but not an exhaustive list) 
is synthesized in the NEFSC Ecosystem Status Report (ESR; available at 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-status-report/sitemap.html). Despite this wealth of 
data, information to address particular interactions may be sparse, such that information needs 
should be evaluated for each management issue, and uncertainties arising from missing 
information should be considered, as is current practice.  
 
A spectrum of assessment and modeling methods are available to assist the Council with 
incorporating species, fleet, and climate interactions into management. Models range from 
conceptual to statistical and mechanistic mathematical models, from single species population 
dynamics to integrated ecosystem assessment, and from tactical to strategic. Ultimately, the 
Council will need to prioritize which interactions to deal with first, and risk assessment methods 
can contribute to this decision process. Similarly, the Council will need to evaluate management 
strategies to determine how they perform in achieving Council objectives, as well as evaluate 
tradeoffs between those objectives, which may be inevitable when considering a range of 
interactions and possible outcomes. A combination of these tools designed to address particular 
interactions can be developed for each management issue as with data above, as is also current 
practice. 
 
7.4.1.1 Single species stock assessments 
 
In some ways, environmental, species, and fleet interactions are already accounted for in current 
stock assessments, depending on data inputs and model configuration. For example, single 
species stock assessments that use changing weight-at-age data over time as input are 
incorporating the effects of a changing environment and ecology on fish growth, although the 
sources of this variation cannot be identified.  Further, some assessments incorporate changes in 
natural mortality (M) over time which can represent changing species interactions (most often, 
predation), but could also represent habitat or other environmentally mediated changes.  Some 
effects of technical interactions between fisheries are included for individual species using the 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-status-report/sitemap.html
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standardized bycatch reporting methodology (SBRM) to ensure that mortality from both directed 
fisheries and incidental catch are accounted for in assessments.  
 
Successful fishery management can actually make the effects of interactions more important. As 
fishing mortality declines, natural mortality becomes a more important fraction of total mortality 
and therefore more influential on population dynamics. Reductions in fishing mortality also tend 
to increase lifespan and reveal traits obscured by high exploitation. To understand dynamics for 
rebuilding depleted stocks requires multiple disciplines, including population biology and 
ecology as well as bioeconomics, ecological and environmental change. Forecasting these 
changes can be challenging, but some key research at the interface of these disciplines can help.   
 
Determination of absolute abundance is greatest challenge for single species, multispecies, and 
ecosystem models. To address this challenge, managers and scientists should foster an 
environment where there is increased interaction between gear technologists and stock 
assessment scientists (see e.g. Somerton et al., 1999). Within a single species model, the ability 
to estimate changes in natural mortality (M) is dependent on ability to fix the quantity scaling the 
fishery independent index of population size to absolute population size (Q or survey 
catchability.  
 
 
7.4.1.2 Trophic and multispecies interactions 
 
In addition to the stock assessments currently used to provide management advice, information 
on predator-prey interactions can be derived from the extensive food habits databases maintained 
at NEFSC and VIMS. Food web models exist for 4 regions of the Northeast US shelf, including 
the Mid Atlantic, Southern New England, Georges bank, and Gulf of Maine (Link et al., 2008, 
2009). Updated models with more detail for individual species in each region and multi-fleet 
fisheries are currently under construction. Food web models are useful for estimating the relative 
proportion of fishing and predation mortality to evaluate whether assessments should consider 
including variable predation mortality. Food web models also quantify major prey for key 
species and can be used to evaluate whether assessments should consider including food-limited 
growth when prey fluctuate.  
 
Multispecies models are in development for the Northeast US shelf to extend the suite of 
modeling tools available for assessment of species and fleet interactions. A suite of multispecies 
and ecosystem models already exist in this region, with several more currently in development. 
These include Atlantis (a spatially explicit bio-geochemical end-to-end ecosystem model), MS-
PROD (a multispecies production model), MSVPA-X (an age structured multispecies model 
extended to include predators), several static mass-balance food web models, and several single 
species population dynamics models extended to include predators. Currently in development is 
a multispecies size structured assessment model and a set of linked static and dynamic food web 
models for each subregion. Another approach that has been used is to develop an index of 
predator abundance and use this index to scale natural mortality. While many of these models 
have an established role in providing strategic advice, the current challenge is to provide tactical 
management advice for fisheries in a multispecies context that can be readily used within the 
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existing management framework. NEFSC is developing a system of simulation and 
assessment models to meet this challenge. 
 
Models intermediate in scale between single stock and full ecosystem may be most promising in 
terms of providing tactical advice that incorporates species and fleet interactions as well as some 
environmental factors (Collie et al., 2014; Plagányi et al., 2014). Work is in progress by many 
research groups testing the capabilities of multispecies assessment models (e.g. Curti et al., 
2013; Van Kirk et al., 2015). A prototype multispecies assessment project has been initiated for 
Georges Bank, which incorporates multispecies production models, multispecies delay 
difference models, and empirical nonlinear time series forecast models as assessment models 
within a multi-model inference framework. The multispecies assessment models were fit to 
simulated data, and assessment model estimates of biomass and catch trends were compared with 
"true" operating model values for each time series. This process both improves the multispecies 
models and informs managers of their strengths and weaknesses. Based on this work, 
multispecies models can be designed and evaluated for Mid-Atlantic stocks where 
appropriate.  
 
 
7.4.1.3 Fleet interactions 
 
Social and economic linkages across species are important due to the fact that they can bind 
species that otherwise have no strong biological interactions (for example, yellowtail flounder as 
a bycatch in the scallop fishery), or generate effects that either reinforce or dampen the signals 
from biological interactions. These fishery interactions have the potential to greatly impact 
fishing behavior, with implications for both human and marine communities. The linkages 
manifest themselves in seafood and other commercial markets for marine resources, 
technological interactions of the fishing gear themselves, management policies, and social 
networks, among others. In the context of EAFM, the currently available tools for assessing 
these interactions are high level, due to the complexity of the interactions, and generate 
indicators that can be tracked over time (see the Interactions White Paper for a more detailed 
description).  
 
Regulations designed for one fishery, fleet, or issue may also interact with other fisheries or 
fleets, creating unintentional side effects or constraining fishing opportunities. For example, 
limits on the catch of one depleted species may cause it to act as a “choke” species, limiting the 
catch of other species caught in the same habitats to well below their allowable biological catch 
if the limiting species cannot be avoided. Similarly, time and or area management designed to 
meet an objective for a single species may also limit the catch of other associated species, 
causing fleets targeting the other species not to meet economic objectives. Fishery closures 
resulting from exceeding Total Allowable Catches under the Marine Mammal Protection Act are 
another example of regulatory interactions. These management-related interactions should be 
considered and analyzed prior to implementation of new management measures. 
 
7.4.2 Additional comprehensive tools for addressing interactions 
 
7.4.2.1 Integrated Ecosystem Assessments for Northwest Atlantic ecosystems 
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The NW Atlantic region has well-developed ocean observation systems, marine ecosystem 
surveys and habitat studies, though social and economic data collection systems are less well 
developed, and steps are being taken throughout the region to organize existing information and 
effectively communicate it to stakeholders and decision-makers.  The Levin et al. (2009) IEA 
framework (Figure 6a) outlines the general process of integrated ecosystem assessment.  
Visualization of the IEA framework has evolved since then (Figure 6b), but its components 
remain the same.  
 

a.  
 

b.  
 
Figure 6. Visualizing IEAs. a. Levin et al (2009) b. Refined IEA representation. 
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Work is under way in a variety of contexts around the North Atlantic to develop Integrated 
Ecosystem Assessment (IEA) methods and approaches to support an Eco-system Approach to 
Management (EAM). For example, the International Council for the Exploration of the Seas 
Working Group on the Northwest Atlantic Regional Sea (ICES WGNARS) is comprised of 
scientists and managers from Canada and the US. The overarching objective of WGNARS is to 
develop Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (IEA) capacity in the Northwest Atlantic region to 
support ecosystem approaches to science and management. Considerable work has already been 
done compiling and reviewing ecosystem indicators across the themes of climate, biodiversity 
and habitat. Social sciences were integrated within the group early on, and the group continues to 
work on more fully integrated ecological and human dimensions in IEAs. Issues of spatial scale 
are important because the Northwest Atlantic Regional Sea encompasses a variety of diverse 
ecoregions across a wide range of latitudes, physical oceanographic regimes, and habitats, as 
well as multiple administrative and management jurisdictions and boundaries, sociocultural 
groups and regional economies.  
 
NOAA’s Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (IEA) program (www.noaa.gov/iea ) continues to 
make progress in all 5 regions where it is currently being implemented (i.e. California Current, 
Gulf of Mexico, Northeast Shelf, Alaska Complex, Pacific Islands).  On the Northeast Shelf, 
there is an updated Northeast US Ecosystem Status Report, an entirely web-based product 
(http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ ). Relative to previous releases, this version features an 
expansion of human dimensions, stressors and impacts, status determination, and summary 
sections. The summary section can also be provided as a stand-alone printed annual "state of the 
ecosystem" report. Plans are in place to develop cumulative impact analysis and a marine 
ecosystem services assessment index, which would assign numerical scores for the status of 
delivery of a suite of ecosystem services that we've identified. Research continues into 
identifying regime shifts, and in multispecies and ecosystem modeling.  
 
7.4.2.2 Conceptual Models 
 
"Conceptual models" developed for the California Current IEA are being adapted for the 
Northeast US shelf, and could be a useful tool for Fishery Management Councils to address 
species and fleet interactions. Conceptual models are intended to provide a unifying framework 
that crosses disciplines, and clarifies system boundaries and any gaps in knowledge (Heemskerk 
et al., 2003; Orians et al., 2012). They are invaluable as a communication tool within an IEA 
working group, with other scientists, and with the public. This frame-work allows linking of 
indicators with elements of the conceptual models, as well as linking concepts across ecological 
and social components of a given system. The California Current IEA project worked for over a 
year to produce a set of linked conceptual models in December, 2014, as illustrated in Fig 7.  
 

http://www.noaa.gov/iea
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/
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Figure 7. California Current conceptual models: overall system and detailed models linking 
environmental drivers, human activities, and ecological interactions for key ecosystem 
components. A set of models was developed for each focal component (salmon are shown here 
but others include coastal pelagics, marine mammals, etc).  
 
In developing these conceptual models, the IEA team looked at each focal ecosystem component 
to develop links between ecological interactions (e.g. what are the strongest food web 
interactions), environmental drivers (what are the acknowledged drivers of abundance and 
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community composition?), human activities (what are the strongest known human interactions or 
human risks posed to this focal ecosystem component?) and human wellbeing (what is the 
human dimensions context?). Detailed linkage models were developed for six ecosystem 
components: salmon species, coastal pelagic species, groundfish species, marine mammals, 
seabirds, biodiversity, and habitat. The California Current IEA project has used these conceptual 
models to improve communications with regional fishery management councils regarding key 
linkages between managed species and the environment, in groundfish stock assessment 
ecosystem considerations sections, and on their webpages for navigation by users to see linked 
information on status, trend, indicators, etc.  
 
7.4.2.3 Risk Assessment 
 
Risk assessment is a process to evaluate the potential, magnitude, and consequence of negative 
events occurring. This is a best practice adopted originally from business management fields and 
encoded by the International Standards Organization (ISO) standard 31000 (ISO, 2009a, 2009b, 
2009c). The ISO standard bases risk management on a three-step risk assessment process: 
identification, analysis, and evaluation, which ultimately determines whether risk treatment is 
required to meet management objectives. Built into the standard are requirements for risk 
communication, consultation, review, and continued monitoring. The advantage of this approach 
is that it is consistent, transparent, and standardized. Furthermore, the approach has been adapted 
to evaluate a wide range of environmental issues (e.g. Cormier et al., 2013; Standards Australia, 
2012; US EPA, 1998) including some instances of risk assessment for fisheries stocks (e.g. 
Fletcher, 2005; Hobday et al., 2011; Hollowed et al., 2013; Martin-Smith, 2009; Patrick et al., 
2010; Smith et al., 2007).  
 
A simple ecosystem based risk assessment for the Aleutian Islands Fishery Ecosystem Plan in 
Alaska demonstrates how this tool can be used to prioritize key interactions within an region for 
further research, analysis, and or management strategy evaluation (AIFEP Team, 2007). In this 
application, expert opinion was used to first develop a set of key ecosystem interactions not 
currently assessed or monitored within the fisheries management system, and then to rate the 
probability of key ecosystem interactions occurring and the impact of the interaction to identify 
the highest risk interactions as those with high probability and high impact. This risk assessment 
both identified high priority interactions and potential indicators suited to monitoring changes in 
the interactions. A quick assessment like this can form the basis for further development of 
management objectives. This contrasts with a more quantitative risk analysis that would be done 
once objectives are established, which would evaluate the risk of not meeting the management 
objectives, possibly under alternative management scenarios as in a management strategy 
evaluation.  
 
7.4.2.4 Minimizing risks to economic returns in multispecies fisheries 
 
The portfolio analysis developed in Jin et al. (2016), and following Sanchirico et al. (2008), 
provides an overview of the risk exposure associated with the mix of species managed by the 
Mid-Atlantic. Consideration of risk is weaved throughout the National Standards of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Portfolio theory allows the 
economic risk-reward trade-offs of multispecies fishery management to be assessed. Risk 
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aversion entails choosing a mix of landings from species that minimizes the variance (risk) 
around an expected return (reward) from the system, subject to the biological constraints within 
the fishery. Put plainly, the portfolio approach identifies the mix of species that maximizes the 
probability of achieving the targeted returns to a system in any given year. Portfolio analysis can 
be used to assess historical performance of the fisheries under MAFMC management by 
comparing the realized level of risk to the minimum risk that could have produced the same level 
of returns.  
 
The portfolio model can also be coupled to the multispecies models currently under development 
at the NEFSC, and provide an explicit understanding of risk-reward trade-offs of future 
scenarios. Given that returns are not the only objective of management, the portfolio analysis 
would allow an understanding of the cost, in terms of additional economic risk, of achieving the 
suite of management objectives. 
 
 
7.4.2.5 Management Strategy Evaluation 
 
Management decisions are always made with substantial uncertainty. For example, there is 
uncertainty in the estimate of the status of the resource, the population dynamics of the resource, 
and the effects of the management decision on the resource and on the system as a whole. There 
is also uncertainty and risk associated with management choices. Management Strategy 
Evaluation (MSE) is an approach to determine if a method for making decisions is likely to 
achieve specified objectives (e.g., Butterworth, 2007; Punt et al., 2014; Smith, 1994; Smith et 
al., 2007). The MSE approach requires objectives be specified, performance metrics be 
identified, and management strategies, scenarios, and uncertainties to be specified clearly, and 
then uses a simulation model to test each management strategy’s ability to meet the specified 
objectives.   
 
An important aspect of MSE is that defining the objectives, performance metrics, and key 
uncertainties should be done within an inclusive stakeholder process. MSE is a simulation 
analysis, but to be helpful with management decisions, framing the analysis and the control rules 
or other management procedures to test must include managers, policy makers, fishermen, 
scientists, and other stakeholders. Overall, MSE allows the Council an opportunity to test 
management measures before implementation. MSEs can be particularly good for identifying 
strategies that will not work. MSE should be considered an investment rather than a quick fix, 
because the time requirement can be long and MSE is inherently an iterative process. Further, 
not all important uncertainties and objectives can be explicitly included, and MSE results can be 
highly dependent on the assumed dynamics. Therefore, investment in multiple simulation models 
with adequate alternative structures to evaluate the interactions of interest (species, habitat, 
climate and fleet) is a pre-requisite for effective MSE.  
 
 
7.4.3 Recommendations and Guidelines 
 
To incorporate species, fleet, habitat, and climate interactions into management, the Council 
should adopt a structured framework to first prioritize interactions, second specify key questions 
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regarding high priority interactions, and third tailor appropriate analyses to address them. The 
primary tools for the initial steps in the framework are risk assessment and MSE. Finally, 
implemented management would be evaluated to ensure that objectives are being met, or to 
adjust measures as conditions change (Fig. 8). 
 
 

 
Figure 8. A potential framework for integrating interactions into management 
 
Step 1: Prioritize with risk assessment tools 
 
There are so many possible interactions in a fishery ecosystem that one analysis or tool cannot 
effectively address them all, so risk assessment is proposed as the initial step to identify a subset 
of high priority interactions for the Council to address first.  The Council’s goals and objectives 
would shape the assessment by first identifying risks and impacts of concern. Risk assessment is 
a critical nexus of science and management because this is where scientific information feeds 
directly into management decision making, in particular in developing risk criteria and 
consequences. Risk assessment helps managers to decide where to focus limited resources by 
clarifying priorities. These methods could be used much more often for screening out 
interactions of lesser importance that may currently have equal or more resources devoted to 
them than higher risk interactions.  
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For example, the NEVA described in section 7.3.2 has already identified which species are most 
likely to be vulnerable to climate/habitat change, so the Council could elect to evaluate whether 
species interactions pose further risks to meeting management objectives for the most climate-
vulnerable species (these include ocean quahog, tilefish, Atlantic surfclam, and black sea bass).  
Alternatively, climate-vulnerable coastal communities (e.g. Colburn et al., in review) and or 
fishing fleets could serve as a starting point, evaluating additional risks due to management, 
ecological, and other interactions.  
 
Step 2: Refine key management questions for highest risk interactions 
What are the Council’s primary questions regarding a given high priority interaction? What are 
the Council’s objectives for integrating the interaction into management? As the Council refines 
the question with stakeholders, scientists can evaluate data availability and gaps, and identify 
analytical tools to address the question. While much data and many tools exist for the Mid-
Atlantic region, adequate time for data acquisition and quality control and tool refinement 
should be allocated to ensure a tailor-made, appropriate analysis.  
 
Basic conceptual models can be developed for the particular question during this process to 
ensure that key ecological, climate, habitat, fleet, social, and economic interactions are 
addressed. Conceptual models help organize analyses and information, and clarify interactions 
for all stakeholders to work from a common understanding. For example, a question centered on 
climate impacts to a particular species might start with a conceptual model of known climate and 
habitat interactions for that species, but build in any critical interactions with other species, 
fishing fleets, fishing communities, regional and global economic markets, etc., as necessary to 
address the questions and management objectives.  
 
This step is critically important in the framework, because it adds a point in the process where 
interactions are systematically considered. In particular, management interactions and inter-
jurisdictional issues can be formally considered here (e.g. Council managed species discard in 
other regions; species moving into or out of the region due to climate and habitat change; land 
use practices altering nursery habitat for managed species). It may be necessary to consult with 
other management entities and involve them in further steps.  
 
Step 3: Analyze management procedures with comprehensive MSE 
The Council’s questions and objectives identified in Step 2, along with available data, tools, and 
management strategies feed into comprehensive Management Strategy Evaluation employing 
performance measures across biological, ecological, management, social, and economic 
outcomes. This iterative and stakeholder-driven process can evaluate the impacts of uncertainties 
in data collection systems, assessment methods, management decision processes, implementation 
of management measures, and other human activities as well as in the underlying climate, 
habitat, and ecology.  
 
Some simulation models with capabilities to address species, habitat, climate, fleet, social, and 
economic interactions are available in the Mid-Atlantic region, although further development 
would be necessary for any particular MSE.  Addressing questions with multiple simulation 
models and linking existing economic, single species, and ecosystem models expands analytical 
possibilities.  
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Step 4: Implement, monitor, adapt, and iterate as needed 
Management measures designed to address interaction between species, habitats, fleets, and 
climate forcing may require additional or different monitoring to determine if objectives are 
being met. Careful consideration of performance measures and monitoring systems to be used in 
real time (as well as in MSE) needs to be part of this process. There is considerable potential to 
make better use of existing real time observing systems, in particular for climate and habitat 
interactions, as well as fishermen-based observation systems to evaluate management success.  
 
7.4.3.1 Example questions to be addressed using the framework 
 
What questions could the Council ask? These would each lead to a different analysis using 
different tools. These are only examples and not recommendations: 

 
Question 1: "What management structure (i.e. licensing, allocations, etc.) provides the flexibility 
necessary to absorb the impacts of climate change, including shifting species distributions, and 
more broadly any large perturbation to the system." 
 
Tools that could be used to answer question 1:  

• Experimental economics can be used to understand the magnitude of both the intended 
and unintended consequences of management decisions. A good example of this would 
be the experiments investigating the point system that was proposed as part of scoping for 
Amendment 16 of the New England Fishery Management Council’s Northeast 
Multispecies FMP (Anderson, 2010). 

• Participatory modeling and management strategy evaluation with the Council and 
stakeholders could be used to inform potential outcomes of alternatives during the design 
of alternatives, for which historical data might not provide much insight (i.e., reallocation 
of stocks). 
 

Question 2: “Under the current management system, what are the likely effects of inaction in the 
face of shifting species distributions and how quickly do they accrue?” 
 
To address Question 2, exposure of species, fishermen, and communities to climate can be drawn 
together relatively quickly, given the current knowledge and models available. However, specific 
models would need to be developed to assess the changes in welfare associated with future shifts.  

• Economic models could be developed to assess which fishermen are likely to continue 
fishing, and what species would be caught.  

• There are not currently off-the-shelf models to answer either question, and it would take 
time to generate the models/build up capacity. Therefore, having the Council identify 
priority questions is vital.  

 
Similarly, for ecological interactions, priority questions could include: 

• Are there strong interactions between managed species (high energy flow and/or 
mortality) that should be considered in setting ACLs or other fishery management 
measures?? 
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• Are there strong interactions between managed and protected species which should be 
considered in setting ACLs or other fishery management measures? 

• What is the status of key forage species supporting many managed and protected species, 
and should that be considered in setting managed species ACLs or other fishery 
management measures?? (raised in the Forage white paper) 

• Are there key habitats for multiple species that require protection by the Council? How 
will the condition or extent of these key habitats be altered by projected climate change, 
and how should the Council consider this in setting ACLs or other fishery management 
measures? 

Each of these requires a different supporting analysis and set of modeling tools, as noted above.  
 
7.4.4 Conclusions 
 
An ecosystem approach to fisheries management emphasizes a more integrated approach to 
habitat, sustainability, multi-species interactions, connectivity, and dynamic change. To address 
these ecosystem factors in terrestrial systems, there is high quality, easily collected data with a 
well mapped landscape, standard classification systems for habitat types and guilds of species 
(i.e., Southern Oak Pine Forest; Northern Peatland & Fens), and timely data collection systems. 
In the marine and aquatic environment there are none of these terrestrial advantages. The data is 
patchy in both space and time, and oceanographic data and biological data are incomplete. It is 
also very difficult to collect information in the very deep waters of the continental shelf. 
 
So what do we do? Acknowledge we are in a transitional state and the incomplete nature of 
the data and science with which we have to work, and move forward both strategically and 
systematically.  We first need to recognize that most of the Council’s managed resources have 
strong nearshore and coastal linkages to habitat, and in many cases the nearshore and offshore 
environment for these managed resources is one continuum.  
 
We need to start expanding how we describe Mid-Atlantic species habitat by focusing on the 
biological, physical-hydrographic, and ecological criteria. This should include taking tips from 
the landscape ecology approaches on land, which use the synecological/biotope approaches to 
describing habitat and associated species assemblages. As a first step this should include 
improving how EFH is designated.  
 
Temperature can serve as a basic biological point to start mapping and modeling habitat. While 
salinity may set the biological boundaries between the freshwater, estuarine, and marine 
environment, temperature is a driving factors in a variety of biological processes. It plays a role 
in predator and prey migration (onshore-offshore and vertical movements), light regimes, 
dissolved oxygen concentrations and fluctuations, and drives primary production, reproduction, 
survival, growth, and is a factor in ocean acidification.  
 
To improve how we describe habitat, we need to prioritize the collection of data. This should 
include sampling both habitat types and use by species. The current fishery-independent trawl 
surveys and seine surveys actually sample trawl-able habitat and beaches often during 
migratory/transitional behaviors – we should be sampling across all habitat types seasonally to 
describe habitat characteristics and use by species. Under the current sampling, food habitat data 
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and information may be biased for some species. We need to prioritize resources for habitat 
science to address these information gaps. Using technology and more efficient ways to collect 
and validate the information we need will be necessary given current sampling resources are 
limited.  
 
To address habitat in the larger context, we must first:  

1. Consider multi-stock assemblages and habitat use, 
2. Define habitat by uniform and relevant biological, physical-hydrographic, and 

ecological criteria, and, 
3. Address spatial and temporal scales in uniform way. 

To address climate driven changes in productivity for some species 
• Consider evaluating for changes in reference points 
• Consider adjusting risk polices 

o Declining productivity ~ less risk 
o Increasing productivity ~ more risk 

 
To address climate driven changes in distribution for many species 

• Re-evaluate stock boundaries and data collection systems 
• Re-evaluate spatial allocations (4 species) 
• Re-evaluate time and space closures 
• Food-web will change; evaluate impacts on consumption / natural mortality 
• New species will come into area (e.g., BluelineTilefish, Chub Mackerel, others??) 

 
To address Climate driven changes in productivity and distribution of forage species and 
protected species 

• Consider effect of increase interaction with protected species 
• Consider mechanisms to decrease interactions with protected species 
• Consider effect of changes in forage fish 

 
To address Climate driven change in fish and invertebrate populations will force changes in the 
socio-economics of fishing 

• Community vulnerability to climate factors 
• Changes in interactions with protected species or choke species 
• Changes in markets 
• Long-term economic decisions (individual and community) 
• Consider other co-stressors (e.g., contaminants, habitat, invasive species) 

 
To integrate trophic interactions into management, consider prioritizing:  

• Strong interactions between managed species (high energy flow and/or mortality) 
• Strong interactions between managed and protected species 
• Key forage species supporting many managed and protected species (see Forage white 

paper) 
 
To manage strongly interacting species, (in addition to forage recommendations) 
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• Consider conditional reference points for strongly interacting species (e.g. Species X 
Bmsy is dependent on Species Y F or B and or prevailing habitat volume/climate 
conditions)?  

o How would these be put through the management and regulatory process? Howe 
often would they need updating?  

  
To manage fleet and any interactions, 

• How would fishermen react to different management alternatives?  
• What other options do they have from both a regulatory and ecological perspective?  

  
Profit and production functions can provide much more detailed evaluation of fishery 
interactions at the level of the fishing business, and help answer questions surrounding fleet 
dynamics across numerous margins. For example, expected shifts in species distribution have the 
potential to affect fleet composition, species targeting and bycatch, fishing locations, and landing 
ports, among others. Each of these margins, in turn, provide understanding that help answer a 
different question, and although they all rely on a single underlying theoretical model, require a 
different specification of the empirical model to be estimated for tractability. Thus, the models 
are developed to answer specific questions which need to be defined as a first step, with specific 
guidance from the Council. 
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Appendix 1 
Description of the Ecosystem 

 
Delineating the Ecosystem 
 
Most of the fishery resources managed by the Council are found principally within the 
boundaries of the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (NES LME) which 
encompasses an area of approximately 260,000 km2 from Cape Hatteras in the south to the Gulf 
of Maine in the north. The shelf is wide off northern New England, extending over 200 km from 
shore, and relatively narrow off Cape Hatteras where the shelf break is approximately 30 km 
from shore. The Mid-Atlantic Bight spans the region from Cape Hatteras to southern 
Massachusetts.  Other major subdivisions of the NES LME include Georges Bank and the Gulf 
of Maine (Figure 1).  The Mid-Atlantic Bight is a well-recognized Zoogeographic Province.  
This Virginian Province supports a distinct faunal assemblage, including fish populations, 
relative to the adjacent Acadian Province to the north.  The Acadian Province encompasses the 
Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank.  The Nantucket Shoals region (Figure 1) is considered to be 
part of a transition zone.  
 
These sub-divisions not surprisingly reflect major differences in physiography in the NES LME.  
In the Middle-Atlantic Bight, the topography is uniform and the shelf gently slopes to the edge of 
the continental shelf. This system is strongly influenced by the effect of outflow from major 
estuaries in the region, most notably Pamlico Sound, Chesapeake Bay (the largest estuary in 
North America), Delaware Bay, and Narragansett Bay. Outflow from the Hudson River is also a 
major influence in the Mid-Atlantic Bight.  
 
The Gulf of Maine, a semi-enclosed continental shelf sea, is characterized by an extremely 
complex physiographic structure. Three major deep basins occur in the Gulf.  There are over 20 
smaller basins located with the Gulf of Maine. Two relatively large ledge-bank systems 
(Stellwagen and Jeffries Ledges) occur within the Gulf of Maine proper. Four major river 
systems feed into the Gulf of Maine (the Androscoggin, Penobscot, Merrimack, and Kennebec 
Rivers), playing an important role in the oceanography of the coastal Gulf of Maine.   
 
Georges Bank, a broad shallow submarine plateau forming the seaward boundary of the Gulf of 
Maine, is delineated to the north and east by the Northeast Channel and to the south and west by 
the Great South Channel. The bank encompasses approximately 42,000 km2 within the 100 m 
isobath.  The seaward margin of Georges Bank on the continental slope is incised with 11 major 
submarine canyons.  
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Figure 1.  Bathymetric map of the Northeast Continental Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem. 
 
Biological Components and relationships  
 
The Mid-Atlantic food web (Fig. 2) has been characterized quantitatively using the information 
sources listed above and many others (Link et al. 2006, Link et al. 2008). Here, marine plants 
and animals are pictured as functional groups of similar organisms in boxes which are 
proportional to the total biomass of the group in the ecosystem. Lines between boxes represent 
important energy flows (predator-prey interactions). In the figure, we have highlighted 
relationships between the commercial small pelagics functional group in grey (containing 
Atlantic mackerel, butterfish, and Atlantic herring) and their predators (red) and prey (blue). 
Boxes colored purple are both predators and prey of commercial small pelagics. Any box with 
color is connected with commercial small pelagics, but the most important predator prey links 
are indicated with lines connecting the boxes. Therefore, in terms of energy flow, we see that the 
most important prey of commercial small pelagic are small and large copepods, micronecton 
(including euphausiids), macrobenthos, and larval/juvenile fish. The most important predators of 
commercial small pelagic include toothed whales and dolphins, medium pelagics and the fishery. 
More complex interactions in both directions happen between commercial small pelagics, 
demersal piscivoves (hakes, sharks, large flatfish, monkfish) and omnivores (skates and black 
sea bass), and gelatinous zooplankton functional groups. The most important direct energy flows 
for Mid-Atlantic fisheries include two small pelagic groups: commercial and other (which 
includes Atlantic menhaden), as well as demersal piscivores (groundfish and elasmobranchs), 
and filtering megabenthos (sea scallops, surf clams, and ocean quahogs). 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps01.png
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps01.png�
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Figure 2. Food web model for the Mid-Atlantic region. Top panel: key links to commercial 
forage fish; bottom panel, key links to fisheries. See text for full description 
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A diverse assemblage of shelf and coastal fishes and squids can be categorized as forage species 
in the Mid-Atlantic region according to the MAFMC 2012 Forage Species definition (see the 
MAFMC Forage White Paper, Tables 1 and 2). The Atlantic menhaden supports the single 
largest fishery on the U.S. east coast by weight and is managed by ASMFC. The Atlantic herring 
is managed jointly by the New England Fishery Management Council and ASMFC. Blueback 
herring and alewife fisheries, which have declined dramatically in the past 50 years and are 
under moratoria or greatly restricted landings in most coastal States, are managed jointly by the 
States and ASMFC. Atlantic mackerel, butterfish, and the longfin and Illex squids are managed 
by the MAFMC under a single FMP. Several taxa of small fishes that are not targeted in directed 
fisheries and are unmanaged, but are important as forage, occur in the coastal and shelf waters of 
the Mid-Atlantic region (see Appendix A for a brief synopsis of each species). While not 
targeted currently in Mid-Atlantic fisheries, some (e.g., the Alosines) once supported substantial 
fisheries in the coastal zone. Some of the unmanaged forage species may be included in 
bycatches of targeted fisheries, for example Alosines (river herrings) in the Atlantic herring and 
Atlantic mackerel fisheries. At present, there are no declared proposals or plans to exploit the 
unfished forage species listed here. 
 
A broader characterization of the forage base in the Mid-Atlantic used predator diets to 
determine which species or groups are consumed by many predators, as well as which species 
are important to different types of predators and in different habitats. Diet and consumption data 
of varying quality are described in detail in the MAFMC Forage White Paper, Appendix B. 
Predators are listed in the MAFMC Forage White Paper, Table 4, and the suite of forage species 
identified for each predator category are in the MAFMC Forage White Paper, Table 5. 
 
Food habits information provides a picture of key forage for important Mid-Atlantic commercial 
fish as well. For example, estimated summer flounder diet composition on the Mid-Atlantic shelf 
(Fig 3a) reinforces the importance of cephalopods, mackerels, hakes, and herrings, as well as 
porgies/pinfish, if diet composition of 5% or more is considered important prey. Inshore, summer 
flounder eat more invertebrates according to the NEAMAP database. Bluefish, another important 
Mid-Atlantic managed predator, has a diet composition more based on fish on the shelf and in 
nearshore areas (Fig 3b). For bluefish, cannibalism represents an important part of their diet, 
estimated at 6%. Other Mid-Atlantic fish predator diets could be provided in more detail to 
determine which species represent important forage. 
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  a)  b) 

Figure 3. a ) Summer flounder diet in the Mid-Atlantic, b) Bluefish diet in the Mid-Atlantic; 
NEFSC diet database 1963-2012 and NEAMAP database 2006-2012. 

 
 
Oceanographic features (physical, chemical)  
 
The oceanography of the NES LME is shaped by a number of factors including the flow of water 
from the north into our region, the influence of major river systems, winds, and tidal forces. The 
physical oceanography of the region is further strongly influenced by two major current systems, 
the equatorward flowing Labrador Current from the north and the poleward flowing Gulf Stream 
(Figure 4). Hydrographic characteristics such as temperature and salinity and oceanographic 
features such as circulation patterns and the position of frontal zones affect every aspect of the 
ecology of the system, including the distribution patterns of species at all levels of the food web, 
the basic biology of individual species, and dispersal and migration pathways.  
 
Water entering the northern Mid-Atlantic Bight from the Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank flows 
equatorward (Figure 4). This generally southwesterly flow regime parallels the isobaths on the 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/oc01.png
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shelf. However, the flow highly variable and may reverse direction at times, notably during the 
summer months.  
 
The surface circulation in the Gulf of Maine is cyclonic (counterclockwise), driven by buoyancy-
driven flow resulting from the contrast between freshwater inputs from river systems and higher 
density water over the central gulf (Figure 4). The eastern Maine coastal current (EMCC), 
originating on the Scotian Shelf and flowing along the coast, is an important pathway for the 
transport of nutrients and planktonic organisms in the gulf. 
Tidal forces also play an important role in the dynamics of the Gulf. Tides within the Gulf of 
Maine are among the strongest in the world ocean with the Bay of Fundy having the highest 
overall tidal amplitude. Smaller-scale circulation patterns may form over several of the features 
of the Gulf of Maine including some of its deep-water basins. 
 
 

 
Figure 4. Principal circulation features on the NES LME and adjacent offshore regions showing 
equatorward flow of shelf and slope waters and poleward flow of the Gulf Stream with a warm 
core ring depicted.  
 
Tides and topographic features of the Georges Bank region result in the establishment of an 
anticyclonic (clockwise) circulation pattern, particularly during the stratified period on the bank 
(see Figure 3). This semi-closed gyre holds important implications for the retention of planktonic 
organisms on the bank. A strong tidal circulation 'jet' forms on the steep northern edge of the 
bank and continues in more diffuse form around the northern edge and its southern flank. In the 
general flow, some water exits over the Great South Channel while the remainder recirculates on 
the bank. It has been estimated that the average retention time of a parcel of water (and 
associated organisms) is approximately 5 months during the stratified season and on the order of 
two months in the remainder of the year. 
 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/oc02.gif
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/oc02.gif
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/oc02.gif
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/oc02.gif�
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The Gulf Stream is a classic western boundary current system, driven by wind fields and serving 
as a major mechanism of heat redistribution in the North Atlantic. The Gulf Stream exerts 
important influences on the NES LME, particularly through the formation of meanders and 
eddies. Warm core rings - meanders that separate from the Gulf Stream and form a clockwise 
rotation pattern - can draw large volumes of water off the shelf, along with the phytoplankton 
and zooplankton in that water.  
 
Water Masses  
 
Seasonal warming of surface water of the Mid-Atlantic Bight (MAB) results in the establishment 
of a strong thermocline and the isolation of a cooler subsurface water layer between the warmer 
surface waters and the foot of the shelf-slope front near the shelf-break. This 'Cold Pool' is a 
persistent and distinctive characteristic of the Mid-Atlantic region. The Mid-Atlantic Bight 
exhibits strong seasonal cycles in temperature and salinity. The annual temperature range in the 
Bight is the most extreme within the region with surface temperatures spanning 5-30°C. 
Freshwater inputs from the Hudson River and through Delaware and Chesapeake Bays strongly 
influence the salinity characteristics of the Bight. Warm, saline continental slope water extends 
seaward from the MAB shelf water with a sharp discontinuity of these water masses at the shelf-
slope front throughout the Bight and extending northward to Georges Bank. 
 
Water mass characteristics of the Gulf of Maine are strongly influenced by input of Scotian Shelf 
water at the surface and continental slope water entering the Gulf through the deep Northeast 
Channel. Three distinctive water mass units have been identified in the Gulf. The influx of 
relatively warm, salty slope water through the channel forms the distinctive Maine Bottom Water 
layer below approximately 100m depth. This layer is relatively stable with respect to temperature 
(6-8°) and salinity (34-35 parts per thousand, ppt) characteristics. Overlying this layer is the 
colder Maine Intermediate Water (MIW) characterized by relative fresh waters (31-32 ppt). The 
temperature minimum generally occurs in the MIW layer except in the winter months when 
convective overturn results in mixing from the surface to the bottom water layer or below. The 
relatively fresh (31-33ppt) Maine Surface Water in the upper 50m or so of the water column 
undergoes wide seasonal temperature excursions (from 1-15° C) as a result of atmospheric 
influences. The relative contribution of the Scotian Shelf Water to fresh water inputs to the Gulf 
is approximately equal to that of the major river systems. 
 
On Georges Bank, strong tidal forces keep the water on the shallow crest of the bank (<60m) 
well mixed and isothermal throughout the year. Recent evidence suggests the importance of 
cross-over events from the Scotian Shelf onto Georges Bank, particularly in winter and short-
circuiting the 'typical' pathway of water exchange from the shelf to the bank. The salinity on the 
bank is relatively stable and slightly higher than the Maine Surface Water, suggesting an 
influence from slope waters or deeper waters in the Gulf of Maine. 
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Climate and Physical interactions 
 
Climate and weather patterns over the North Atlantic are strongly influenced by the relative 
strengths of two large-scale atmospheric pressure cells - the Icelandic Low and the Bermuda-
Azores high pressure system. A deepening of the Icelandic Low is typically accompanied by a 
strengthening of the Azores High and vice versa. This characteristic pattern is called the North 
Atlantic Oscillation (NAO) and a simple index of its state is given by the difference in sea level 
pressure in the vicinity of the Azores and Iceland in winter (December- February). When the 
NAO index is positive, we see a northward shift and increase in westerly winds, and an increase 
in precipitation over southeastern Canada, the eastern seaboard of the United States, and 
northwestern Europe. We also see increased storm activity tracking toward Europe. Water 
temperatures are markedly lower off Labrador and northern Newfoundland, influencing the 
formation of Deep Labrador Slope water, and warmer off the United State.  Conversely, when 
the NAO index is negative, we have a southward shift and decrease in westerly winds, decreased 
storminess, and drier conditions over southeastern, the eastern United States, and northwestern 
Europe. Water temperatures are warmer off Labrador and Newfoundland, but cooler off the 
eastern United States. These changes in the state of the North Atlantic Oscillation tend to persist 
over decadal time scales. Changes in winds, precipitation and temperature associated with the 
North Atlantic Oscillation can have far reaching effects on the oceanography of our region.  
 
Over the last several decades, the NAO has primarily been in a positive state, however, we have 
experienced increased variability in the NAO over the last decade. We have generally 
experienced warm water temperatures during this period, particularly in nearshore areas. This 
temperature increase closely tracks the change in the NAO index. 
Multidecadal patterns in sea surface temperature (SST) in the North Atlantic are represented by 
the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation (AMO) index. The AMO signal is based on spatial patterns 
in SST variability after removing the effects of anthropogenic forcing on temperature, revealing 
natural long term patterns in SST. The AMO is characterized by warm and cool phases with 
periods of approximately 20-40 years. The AMO index is related to air temperatures and rainfall 
over North America and Europe and is associated with changes in the frequency of droughts in 
North America and the frequency of severe hurricane events. The AMO is thought to be related 
to the North Atlantic branch of the deep thermohaline circulation. 
 
Temperature is one of the most important governing environmental factors for marine organisms. 
Marine organisms have minimum and maximum temperatures beyond which they cannot 
survive. Additionally, they have preferred temperature ranges and within these bounds, 
temperature influences many processes including metabolism, growth, consumption, and 
maturity. Thus, changes in temperature will have far-reaching impacts on species in the 
ecosystem and on the ecosystem itself.  The NES LME experiences some of the highest 
amplitude changes in seasonal water temperatures on the planet.  In addition, there are very large 
differences among the different regions of the shelf system (Figure 3). 
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Figure 5. This satellite image depicts a daily snapshot of fall surface water temperature patterns 
on the Northeast U.S. continental shelf. Cooler temperatures are represented by darker colors 
shading to blue. Warmer temperatures, such as those associated with the Gulf Stream are 
represented by the warmer colors shading to red. 
 
Temperature in the NES LME has varied substantially over the past 150 years (Figure 6).  The 
late 1800s and early 1900s were the coolest in the 150 year record. This relatively cool period 
was followed by a period of warm temperatures from 1945-1955. There was a rapid drop in 
temperatures through the 1960s followed by a steady increase to the present. Summer 
temperatures over the past 5 years are comparable to the warm period in the late-1940s/early 
1950s and the summer 2012 surface temperature was the highest in the 158-year record. Winter 
temperatures in recent years, however, remain near the long-term mean indicating that the 
seasonal range in temperature has increased.  
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Figure 6.  Long-term summer and winter sea surface temperatures averaged over the northeast 
U.S. continental shelf and adjacent waters from the ERSSTv3b dataset. 
 
 
Regional water column temperatures measured by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
(NEFSC) give spatial context to the shelf-wide trends in sea-surface temperature (Figure 6).  
Surveys began in the late 1960s, so the time series are shorter than sea-surface temperature 
records shown in Figure 5. Time series constructed within each region reveal interannual 
temperature fluctuations larger than 2°C near the surface and bottom. Long-term warming trends 
are observed at the surface and bottom in the Mid-Atlantic Bight, Gulf of Maine, and Georges 
Bank regions and at the surface in the Scotian Shelf region, with waters warming by 1°-1.5°C 
over the length of the records. Even larger warming trends have been observed in recent years, 
with the surface and bottom waters warming by more than 2 degrees since 2004 within all 
regions except the Mid-Atlantic Bight. Perhaps most notable, 2012 temperatures were the 
warmest observed in the 35-year record at the surface and bottom over all regions of the NES, 
exceeding long-term annual mean values by up to 2 degrees at the surface and 1 degree at the 
bottom. 
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Figure 6: Annual mean surface (red) and bottom (blue) water temperatures from the NEFSC 
survey programs from the four Ecological Production Units. 

 
Shifts in distribution of marine populations in our region have been documented as water 
temperatures have increased. Most marine species exhibit distinct thermal preferences with well-
defined optimal temperatures. Populations of marine animals at the high end of their thermal 
range will be adversely affected under current climate change scenarios if redistribution to more 
favorable conditions is not possible. Temperature preferences of species and overall habitat 
requirements (for example, substrate type, prey and predator abundances, etc.) will determine the 
extent of potential distributional changes and adaptation by marine organisms. Overall, poleward 
shifts in distribution have been observed for species occupying the Mid-Atlantic Bight and 
Georges Bank, although compensatory changes in depth distribution also occur. However, other 
habitat requirements may prevent or limit movement for some species, requiring them to 
accommodate to higher temperatures. Because growth, survival, and reproduction function most 
efficiently within fairly narrow temperature ranges, energetic costs associated with living at 
unfavorable temperatures may result in loss or decline of regional populations.  In the Gulf of 
Maine, the movement of many species is toward the southwest.  Perhaps paradoxically, the 
bottom water temperature in the southwestern Gulf of Maine is colder than that of the 
northeastern Gulf.  
 
Collectively these changes in distribution with respect to latitude or depth will affect the 
availability of fish and invertebrate species to regional fisheries, in some instances changing the 
character of these fisheries and the communities they support. 
Temperature change may also affect the relative timing of the production cycles of the base of 
the food chain and consumers thus affecting their growth and survival. During the early life 
history stages of many fish and invertebrate species there are critical timing relationships 
between the seasonal primary production cycle and their spawning cycle. As the timing of the 
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primary production cycle is changed by shifting thermal conditions, fish species may not be able 
to respond to these changes and suffer reduced growth and survival because food resources were 
not available at the right time of year.  
Temperature plays a direct role in the physiology of fishes and marine invertebrates, controlling 
rates of growth and other processes with important implications for survival. Optimal 
temperatures for growth are critical for organisms to transition through vulnerable periods of 
their life history, thus temperature change will upset the growth strategies species use in a 
particular habitat.  
 
Regional changes in salinity are also expected under climate change. Decreased salinity is 
expected in coastal areas affected by high precipitation and runoff. Increased runoff will 
intensify buoyancy-driven coastal currents and the effect these currents have on a range of 
ecosystem properties including organism transport and primary productivity. Increased salinity is 
anticipated in offshore areas where higher temperatures will lead to higher evaporation rates. 
Many marine organisms exhibit distinct salinity tolerance levels and it is anticipated that these 
changes will contribute to overall changes in distribution patterns of marine species. Changes in 
salinity will also affect the density of sea water and hence stratification.  
 
Increases in water temperatures and in precipitation under global climate change will result in 
enhanced stratification of the water column with important implications for productivity. The 
overall effect will be to increase the energy required for mixing in the water column, resulting in 
less turnover and a reduction in the mixed layer depth. Replenishment of nutrients in marine 
ecosystems is dependent on enrichment of the water column from bottom waters, which will be 
directly affected by changes in stratification. The consequences of these changes can be expected 
to vary regionally  
A reduction in wind-driven forcing in the major current systems such as the Gulf Stream will 
affect transport and can also be expected to reduce the formation of meanders and rings which 
can affect advective loss of continental shelf biota. For example, the frequency of warm core ring 
formation from the Gulf Stream has been related to recruitment success of a number of fish 
populations. In years in which larger numbers of ring events occur, recruitment is reduced, 
presumably due to advection as the rings entrain water from the continental shelf and slope 
regions.  
 
 Habitat(s) (including human effects)  
       
Sediments are the bottom materials deposited by water, wind or glaciers, as opposed to the more 
permanent bedrock. Sediments are by far the dominant type of surficial substrate in the NES 
LME and slope. They are important in an ecosystem context due to their abundance and for other 
reasons including: 1) some or all life stages of many plant and animal species are closely tied to 
certain sediment types, so their distribution and abundance are partly determined by sediments; 
2) sediment-dwelling organisms from microbes through benthic macrofauna are important in 
food webs and other ecosystem functions; 3) sediments are a significant site for deposition and 
uptake of organic carbon and contaminants, and nutrient regeneration, and they sometimes 
contribute to bottom water hypoxia and release of toxic compounds such as hydrogen sulfide and 
ammonia; and 4) sediments are relatively amenable to monitoring to determine trends over space 
and time in contamination and other ecosystem indicators. 
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Geologists typically divide sediments into several size classes. The largest is gravels, which are 2 
mm or more in diameter; with increasing size, these sediments are termed pebbles, cobbles, and 
then boulders. Sands are between 2 mm and 62.5 microns. Silts are from 62.5 down to 4 microns, 
and clays are 4 microns or less. Both silts and clays are also called “muds”. The finer sediments 
are more easily moved by bottom currents, which gives rise to the familiar pattern of sands and 
gravels being found in inshore and other high-energy (“erosional”) areas, and silts and clays in 
deeper and less energetic (“depositional”) areas. 
 
In the Middle Atlantic Bight, the pattern of sediment distribution is relatively simple (6). Most of 
the surficial sediments on the continental shelf are sands and gravels. Silts and clays predominate 
at and beyond the shelf edge, with most of the slope being 60-100% mud. Fine sediments are 
also common in the shelf valleys leading to the submarine canyons, as well as in areas such as 
the “Mud Patch” south of Rhode Island. There are some larger materials, left by retreating 
glaciers, along the coast of Long Island and to the north and east. North and east of Cape Cod, 
sediment distributions are more complex (Figure 4). This is partly due to the area’s rugged 
bottom topography, which features many basins, swells, knolls, banks, and submarine canyons. 
Glacier-transported materials are much more common in this region. Bottom currents are also 
complex, and have a large influence on the area’s sediment types. The shallower parts of 
Georges Bank are predominantly sandy, and areas with relatively stable sands (which are moved 
only by storms) can be distinguished from areas where the sands are often in motion - this has 
important implications for faunal distributions. On the southern flank of the bank, sand waves 
over 15 m in height occur. The bank also has large areas of gravel pavement, especially at its 
northern edge, which are considered valuable habitat for species such as cod and scallop. 
 

 
Figure 8.  Sediment distribution in the NES LME.  
 
 
North of Georges Bank, in the Gulf of Maine proper, the topographic highs have sands and larger 
materials including glacial erratics (boulders), while the basins are floored with muds 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps04.jpg
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps04.jpg
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps04.jpg
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps04.jpg�
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interspersed with boulders and rocky outcrops. The sedimentary characteristics of the Gulf of 
Maine are the most complex in the region, with an intricate mosaic of bottom types in the 
nearshore Gulf of Maine, expanses of clay and silty sands in the deeper portions of the central 
and western gulf and a mix of sand/silt/clay in the deepest reaches. Areas of exposed bedrock are 
also found throughout the gulf (Figure 8).  
 
Complex Physical Habitats  
 
Hard, immobile substrates (including the larger of the sediment types discussed above) provide a 
distinct, important habitat for biota to attach to or live within or near. Besides providing stable 
attachment sites and shelter, the added surface area of complexly-structured hard substrates often 
increases food supply. Some or all life stages of many species are dependent on complex hard 
substrate, while other species use this structure although they are not as strictly tied to it. Man-
made structures such as bulkheads, piers, bridges, shipwrecks and artificial reefs provide many 
of the same functions as do the natural hard substrates. 
 
Rocky coastal areas are rare in the southern Middle Atlantic Bight, but become more common 
north and east of New Jersey and Long Island. Offshore (as noted in the Sediments section), 
bottom substrates in the Middle Atlantic include relatively little natural rock. However, the 
amount of complex hard substrate has been substantially augmented by man, especially via 
shipwrecks and construction of artificial reefs. It has been estimated that there is now more man-
made than natural habitat of this type in the Middle Atlantic. The increase in amount of this 
habitat has probably affected distribution and abundance of harvested stocks including lobster, 
cod, red hake, ocean pout, scup, black sea bass and tautog, as well as the many other species 
associated with the habitat. There is a long-standing scientific debate over the extent to which 
artificial reefs increase overall production of fishery species, versus simply concentrating these 
resources, which in turn could increase the risk of overfishing them. 
 
In northern New England, rocky substrates are the rule along exposed coastlines and in shallow 
waters. Bedrock and boulders left by glaciers are also very common at greater depths. There are 
several large submarine ledges (e. g., Jeffreys, Cashes) rising above the surrounding bottom.  
 
Complex Biogenic Habitats  
 
Seabed habitats comprise a complex blend of bottom features and associated animal 
communities. Often, habitats are “biogenic”; that is, formed by the animals themselves. These 
may also provide shelter for other species, including fish. Areas that are structurally complex as 
a result of geological features or biogenic structures often support highly diverse biological 
communities. Some of these habitats are also particularly vulnerable to disturbance by natural 
forces and human activities. It is for this latter reason that habitat protection has assumed an 
important role in current fishery management.  
The types of habitat described above are centered on physiographic features associated with the 
sea bed. However, many marine animals spend their lives in the water column itself with some 
taking excursions to the sea floor for feeding and other purposes.  
 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-ecology/images/ps04.jpg
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The physical geography of the sea is defined not only by bottom characteristics but by a complex 
array of oceanographic features including currents and frontal zones. Animals principally 
associated with the water column are considered to inhabit the pelagic ecosystem. Many types of 
schooling fish, marine mammals, sea turtles and top predators such as sharks, tunas, and billfish 
are important components of the pelagic ecosystem. Other important members of these pelagic 
communities include small (in some cases microscopic) animals that are important links in the 
food web. These zooplankton species drift in the ocean currents and are often concentrated in 
frontal zones and other oceanographic features. Frontal zones can be generated by tidal forces or 
by the confluence of water masses characterized by different temperature and other features. 
Fronts can often be recognized at the surface by concentrations of sea foam, debris, or other 
materials. In areas such as Georges Bank, fronts or convergence zones separate areas that are 
well mixed by tidal forces and winds from areas that are seasonally stratified (or layered, with 
warmer and/or fresher water on top) and these are important pelagic habitat areas for many 
species. 
 
Many species forage in oceanographic structures such as fronts where their prey are 
concentrated. For example, large shoals of small pelagic fish such as herring and mackerel are 
often found at tidal mixing fronts where high densities of their planktonic prey are found. In turn, 
fishing activities directed at pelagic species are often concentrated in these areas to capitalize on 
these natural associations between predators and their prey. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat  
 
Essential Fish Habitat is defined as:  
 

“...those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or 
growth to maturity. For the purposes of interpreting the definition of essential fish 
habitat, 'waters' include aquatic areas and the associated physical, chemical, and 
biological properties that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas historically 
used by fish where appropriate; 'substrate' includes sediment, hard bottom, structures 
underlying the waters, and associated biological communities; 'necessary' means the 
habitat required to support a sustainable fishery and the managed species' contribution 
to a healthy ecosystem; and 'spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity' covers a 
species' full life cycle” 

 
Habitat protection is a cornerstone in the development of ecosystem based fisheries management. 
Ecosystem based fisheries management is inherently geographically specific, and therefore 
naturally linked to considerations of habitat and local seascapes. The specification of “habitat 
areas of particular concern” under current management measures shows how fine-scale 
information on habitat and associated biological communities can be used to protect critical 
areas. 
 
The interest in protecting vital habitat centers on the role it plays in the productivity of living 
marine resources. Habitats provide food and shelter for many species and therefore directly 
affect their productivity. If we lose critical habitat, the ability to support these organisms is 
diminished. The amount of sea life that an ecosystem can sustain – its carrying capacity – 
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depends on the availability of appropriate habitat, among other factors. For species that live on or 
near the seabed, the types of physical habitat we have described is critical. For other species that 
spend their lives in the water column, oceanographic features such as frontal zones may be 
critical habitats.  
 
 Description of Managed Fisheries         
 
Central to EBM is an understanding of coupled socio-ecological systems (human and natural 
environment) which reflects the interface and reciprocal interactions that link human (e.g., 
economic, social, cultural) and natural (e.g., oceanographic, atmospheric, geological, biological) 
sub-systems. Coastal communities of the NES LME (and around the U.S.) depend on the ocean 
for meeting economic, social, and cultural needs. Fishing (commercial, recreational, and 
subsistence), coastal tourism and recreation, shipping, and spiritual or cultural practices centered 
on marine locations or species are but a few examples. In turn, human activities shape the marine 
environment, generating a feedback mechanism between the coupled systems. The following 
overview highlights some indicators of these dependencies, and new avenues by which our 
scientific understanding of the underlying processes are being bolstered. 
 
It also provides an initial understanding of the potential tradeoffs that must be made under both 
EBM and MSP, as we analyze the nation’s use of the marine environment and understand: 1) 
how marine resources are utilized; and 2) potential user conflicts inherent in access to these 
resources. As technology allows new development in and uses of ocean waters, traditional uses 
of marine resources (e.g., boating, fishing, shipping, spiritual practices) must be considered in 
the planning process for evolving new activities such as renewable energy in the form of wind 
farms or tidal generators. MSP is utilized by ocean resource managers, in conjunction with EBM, 
to better determine how resources may be sustainably used and/or protected. 
 
Social and Economic  
 
 Harvest and processing sector  
 
The commercial fisheries of the NES LME have historically played a critical role in the economy 
of coastal communities throughout the region. Fishing has been called America’s First Industry 
and the lure of unexploited resources was a major catalyst in the exploration and colonization of 
eastern North America by European fishing nations. In the Gulf of Maine (GOM), the total 
biomass extracted peaked between the late 1960s and 1990s (Figure 6). However, the maximum 
annual removal of crustaceans occurred in 2012, driven primarily by landings of American 
lobster (Homarus americanus), and landings of pelagics are near the time series’ average. 
Crustacean landings in the Scotian Shelf are likewise at a series high, while mollusc landings are 
on par with the series average. Mollusc landings are also near long-run averages in Georges 
Bank. Although the landings composition has shifted dramatically, the total biomass removed 
from the Mid-Atlantic is very close to the series average [note that these estimates differ from 
previous Ecosystem Status Reports in using live weight rather than processed weight (e.g. 
scallop meat weight) to reflect more fully the biological dynamics of the systems]. The shift 
towards mollusc landings highlights the importance of Atlantic surf clams (Spisula solidissima), 
ocean quahogs (Arctica islandica), and Atlantic sea scallops (Placopecten magellanicus) to the 
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Mid-Atlantic, while crustacean landings in this Ecosystem Production Unit are composed 
primarily of blue crab (Callinectes sapidus). Notwithstanding the above, recent landings are by 
and large substantially below historical levels. 
 

 
 
Figure 9. Landings (live weight) by subregion for the NES LME. The groups represented are: 
principal groundfish (Atlantic cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red hake, white hake, red fish, 
and monkfish), flatfish (i.e. summer flounder, winter flounder, yellowtail flounder), pelagics (i.e. 
Atlantic herring, Atlantic mackerel), elasmobranchs (i.e. spiny dogfish, winter skates), 
crustaceans (i.e. American lobsters, red crab), molluscs (i.e. Atlantic scallops, ocean quahogs, 
surfclams), and other. Note: landings of lobster are underrepresented in the time series 
 
Providing food is an important dimension of the recreational fishing experience, as reflected in 
the magnitude of the catch taken for consumption. It is however also an aesthetic pursuit and 
must also be considered as an important Cultural Service as well. Here we focus on recreational 
catch statistics.  A downward trend in recreational fishing effort and landings has occurred over 
the last few years. Attributing the trend to a single cause is problematic, as recreational fisheries 
are a complex amalgam of for-profit party and charter vessels together with private boat and 
shore fishing more purely characterized as leisure and/or subsistence activities. The recent 
recession, lethargic economic recovery, and an increase in real fuel prices likely explain a 
portion of the recent trend, as individuals slow expenditures on recreational activities or 
substitute less expensive leisure activities for fishing. The recreational fishery also depends on 
many of the same depleted fish stocks as some of the most contracted commercial fisheries in the 
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Northeast, and these depletions likely account for a portion of the longer trends in landings 
observed.  
 
Fishery Dependent Communities 
 
Coastal communities are currently experiencing impacts of multiple stressors: economic, social, 
and ecological. Factors affecting vulnerability include levels of access to resources and power 
(political, cultural, economic, and social) and of susceptibility to harm or loss. Existing levels of 
social vulnerability affect the level of impact that a community experiences from stressors. 
Therefore, identification and monitoring of socially vulnerable communities in the coastal zone 
is a critical aspect of EBM. Similarly, levels of dependence on and use of ocean-related 
resources and conditions create greater or lesser likelihood of specific kinds of impacts. Further, 
coastal gentrification trends may be an indication of community vulnerability to development 
that can transform the coastal zone and increase coastal community vulnerability to the impacts 
of disruptive events (Jepson and Colburn 2013), such as extreme weather conditions. 
 
The NMFS Community Social Vulnerability Indicators (CSVIs; Jepson and Colburn 2013) are 
statistical measures of the vulnerability of communities to events such as regulatory changes to 
fisheries, wind farms, and other ocean-based businesses, as well as to natural hazards, disasters, 
and climate change. The CSVIs currently serve as indicators of social vulnerability, 
gentrification pressure vulnerability, and commercial and recreational fishing dependence (with 
dependence being a function of both reliance and engagement; Figure 8).  
 

 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/litcit.hml#hd-jepson2013
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/litcit.hml#hd-jepson2013
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Figure 10. Rankings of social vulnerability, gentrification pressure vulnerability, and commercial 
fishing reliance and recreational fishing engagement. 
 
Communities in the Northeastern U.S. are ranked as high, moderate, or low relative to the 
respective indicator. Figure 8 shows a high concentration of socially vulnerable communities in 
the Mid-Atlantic, while we see a high to moderate concentration of communities that may be 
vulnerable to gentrification pressure in Massachusetts, New York, and New Jersey. Community 
dependence on recreational and commercial fishing is mixed, with notably more communities in 
the Mid-Atlantic engaged in than reliant on recreational fishing (Figure 10).  
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Unmanaged Forage Taxa 
As approved by the Council on 2/10/16 

The table below contains a list of unmanaged forage taxa approved by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council for potential inclusion in the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment. The right-
hand column includes examples of species and groups which are encompassed by each taxonomical 
grouping. This list will be presented during public hearings and may be modified in the future based on 
public input and recommendations from the Council’s advisory bodies and NOAA Fisheries. 

Unmanaged Forage Taxa Examples of unmanaged species or groups found in Mid-Atlantic 
federal waters 

Engraulidae 
The anchovy family 

 Striped anchovy, Anchoa hepsetus 
 Dusky anchovy, Anchoa lyolepis 
 Bay anchovy, Anchoa mitchilli 
 Silver anchovy, Engraulis eurystole  

Clupeidae 
The herring family 
 

 Round herring, Etrumeus teres 
 Scaled sardine, Harengula jaguana 
 Atlantic thread herring, Opisthonema oglinum 
 Spanish sardine, Sardinella aurita 

Argentinidae 
The argentine family 

 Striated argentine, Argentina striata  
 Pygmy argentine, Glossanodon pygmaeus 

Atherinopsidae 
The neotropical silverside 
family 

 Rough silverside, Membras martinica 
 Inland silverside, Menidia beryllina 
 Atlantic silverside, Menidia menidia 

Ammodytidae 
The sand lance family 

 American sand lance, Ammodytes americanus 
 Northern sand lance, Ammodytes dubius 

Sternoptychidae 
The pearlside/marine 
hatchetfish family 

 Muller's pearlside, Maurolicus muelleri  
 Weizman's pearlside, Maurolicus weitzmani 

Chlorophthalmidae 
The greeneye family 

 Shortnose greeneye, Chlorophthalmus agassizi 
 Longnose greeneye, Parasudis truculenta 

Trichiuridae 
The cutlassfish family 

 Atlantic cutlassfish (also referred to as ribbonfish), Trichiurus 
lepturus 

Scombridae 
The tuna and mackerel family 

The Council specified the following species: 
 Atlantic chub mackerel, Scomber colias 
 Bullet mackerel, Auxis rochei 
 Frigate mackerel, Auxis thazard 
 Little tunny/false albacore, Euthynnus alletteratus 
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Scomberesox saurus 
Atlantic saury 

 

Hemiramphidae 
The halfbeak family 
 

 Flying halfbeak, Euleptorhamphus velox 
 Balao, Hemiramphus balao  
 Ballyhoo, Hemiramphus brasiliensis 
 False silverstripe halfbeak/American halfbeak/Meek’s halfbeak, 

Hyporhamphus meeki 

Peprilus paru 
Harvestfish 

 

Tautogolabrus adspersus 
Cunner 

 

Ophidiiformes 
The cusk eel order 

 Chain pearlfish, Echiodon dawsoni, carapidae family  
 Fawn cusk-eel, Lepophidium profundorum, ophidiidae family  
 Striped cusk-eel, Ophidion marginatum, ophidiidae family  

Pelagic molluscs   Ommastrephidae (the arrow squid family) 
- Sharptail shortfin squid, Illex oxygonius  
- Neon flying squid, Ommastrephes bartramii 
- Oceanic squid, Todarodes sagittatus 

 Loliginidae (the pencil squid family) 
- Atlantic brief squid, Lolliguncula brevis 

 Sepiolidae (the bobtail squid family) 
- Odd bobtail squid, Heteroteuthis dispar 
- Big fin bobtail squid, Rossia megaptera  
- Warty bobtail squid, Rossia palpebrosa  
- Lesser shining bobtail squid, Semirossia tenera  
- Butterfly bobtail squid, Stoloteuthis leucoptera 

 Cranchiidae (the glass or bathyscaphoid squid family) 
 Sepiidae (the cuttlefish family) 
 Order octopoda (octopods) 

- Tuberculate pelagic octopus, Ocythoe tuberculate, family 
Ocythoidae 

 Pteropods 
- Order gymnosomata (sea angels) 
- Order thecosomata (sea butterflies) 

Copepods, krill, amphipods 
and any other species under 
1 inch as adults 

 Calanidae (the copepod family)  
 Euphausiidae (the euphausid krill family) 
 Order amphipoda (amphipods) 
 Class ostracoda (ostracods) 
 Order ispoda (isopods) 
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Unmanaged Forage Fishery Management Action Team 

March 2, 2016 Meeting Summary 
 

The Unmanaged Forage Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) met via webinar on Wednesday 

March 2, 2016. The goal of this meeting was to further develop management alternatives for the 

Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment.  

FMAT members in attendance: Carly Bari (GARFO), Julia Beaty (MAFMC), Jay Hermsen (GARFO), Min-

Yang Lee (NEFSC), Shanna Madsen (ASMFC), Katie Richardson (GARFO), Laurel Smith (NEFSC), David 

Stevenson (GARFO). 

Others in attendance: Katie Almeida, Purcie Bennett-Nickerson, Greg DiDomenico, Warren Elliott, Joseph 

Gordon, Pam Lyons Gromen, Jeff Kaelin, Meghan Lapp, Genny Nesslage, Rick Robins, Ryan Silva, Kate 

Wilke.  

Exempted Fishing Permits 
The Council is interested in the use of Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) as a first step in a process to 

allow new fisheries to develop for the forage species which are ultimately included in the amendment. 

The process for applying for an EFP and the necessary components of an EFP application are described 

in detail in NMFS’ Research Documentation Guidance. 

Ryan Silva, Cooperative Research Specialist with GARFO, discussed the process for obtaining EFPs from 

GARFO. Ryan explained that EFPs allow vessels to pursue activities (usually research activities) that are 

otherwise prohibited by regulations. He noted that EFPs are intended to be discrete tools to look at 

focused issues and are not meant to become operational components within FMPs. Most EFPs are 

issued for one year, but can be renewed annually.  

As with other fisheries actions, NMFS is required to evaluate the impacts of EFPs on managed species, 

protected species, habitat, and human communities. EFPs must be in line with the applicable 

management program (e.g., the FMP from which the exemption is being requested). 

GARFO attempts to process EFP applications within 60 days. Applications are first reviewed to ensure 

that they are complete. They are then subject to a public comment period, which usually lasts 15 days. 

After the public comment period, GARFO decides whether or not to approve the application. Councils 

are generally notified of EFP applications relevant to their FMPs prior to the public comment period.  

The regulations which describe how to apply for an EFP and which give NMFS Regional Administrators 

the authority to approve or disapprove EFPs are codified at 50 CFR 600.745. These are national 

regulations and the Council does not have the authority to modify them. Regulations for EFPs in the 

Greater Atlantic Region can be found at 50 CFR 628.12. The Council does have the authority to modify 

these regulations; however, these regulations cannot supersede the national regulations at 50 CFR 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/aps/permits/forms/efploaeeaapossessionloaguidance.pdf
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600.745.  For example, if the Council were to develop an additional process for Council review of EFP 

applications, this would not prevent individuals from submitting applications directly to GARFO, as is 

allowed in the regulations.  

The Pacific Council developed a process for Council, SSC, and advisory panel review of EFP applications. 

Council approval of EFP applications prior to submission to NMFS is considered beneficial; however, it is 

not required. Their process does not prevent individuals from submitting EFP applications directly to 

NMFS.  

Ryan Silva stated that GARFO processes EFP applications as efficiently as possible; however, the agency 

is nonetheless criticized for the amount of time needed. The Council may want to be cautious of adding 

additional steps which would significantly increase the time needed to review EFPs.  

List of Unmanaged Forage Species 
In February 2016, the Council approved a list of unmanaged forage taxa for potential inclusion in the 

Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment. The FMAT has some concerns about this list, namely that it is 

not clear why certain taxa are on the Council-approved list and others are not. For example, as 

described later in this document, it appears that only a small percentage of sand lance, harvestfish, and 

Atlantic silverside landings in the Mid-Atlantic over the past 20 years were caught in Federal waters. The 

Unmanaged Forage Amendment will impose new regulations on Federally-permitted vessels in the 

Greater Atlantic Region; therefore there may be little benefit to including these species in the 

amendment.  

Bullet mackerel and frigate mackerel are on the Council’s list, but are not found in the diets of Council-

managed predators and have not yet been identified as bycatch in Council-managed fisheries (though 

the FMAT has to date only examined bycatch in bottom trawl fisheries). Because the Unmanaged Forage 

Omnibus Amendment will be an amendment to the Council’s existing FMPs, the forage species which 

are included in the amendment must be linked to one or more FMP fisheries, either as prey for the 

managed species or as bycatch in the managed fisheries. The FMAT recognized that some Council 

members are concerned about expanding fisheries for little tuna; however, they did not think it was 

appropriate to add little tuna as an Ecosystem Component to existing FMPs through the Unmanaged 

Forage Amendment, both because little tuna are not a forage species and because no link to the 

Council’s FMPs has yet been identified.  

Management Alternatives 
The Council is currently considering the following management alternatives for the Unmanaged Forage 

Omnibus Amendment:  

1: No Action 

2: Alternatives to regulate harvest 

2A: Prohibit all possession 

2B: Allow an incidental possession limit 

2C: Prohibit possession once a catch limit (e.g. a directed fishery possession limit or an 

annual landings limit) is met 

2D: Allow an incidental possession limit once an annual catch limit is met 

3: Administrative alternatives 

http://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/56d751ddd51cd4a272d37941/1456951774150/2016-03-02_Unmanaged-Forage-Taxa.pdf
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3A: Modify list of approved fisheries and gear types (50 CF 600.725) 

3B: Frameworkable items 

- List of Ecosystem Component species 

- Spatial and seasonal closures 

- Gear regulations  

- Possession limits 

- Recreational fishing regulations 

 

The FMAT recommended that Alternatives 2C and 2D focus on landings limits, rather than catch limits. 

The FMAT agreed that catch limits have a higher likelihood of creating negative unintended 

consequences, compared to landings limits. The FMAT also noted that the amendment is focused on 

directed fisheries for unmanaged forage species and that landings, not discards, define a directed 

fishery. 

One FMAT member clarified that just because an item is listed as frameworkable, doesn’t necessarily 

mean it can be completed more efficiently than if it were implemented through an amendment. The 

level of NEPA analysis required for a framework depends on the analysis included in the initial action 

documentation and on the alternatives considered through the framework.  As the management 

alternatives are currently written for this amendment, spatial and seasonal closures, gear regulations, 

and recreational fishing regulations would not be analyzed as full alternatives; therefore the final 

amendment document may not contain sufficient analysis to support framework actions for these items. 

The Magnuson Act contains requirements for frameworkable items and it is generally left to NMFS 

General Counsel to determine if a particular item meets those requirements.  

Landings Data 
The FMAT discussed landings data for certain species on the list approved by the Council and discussed 

how these data could be used to develop recommendations for possession limits and landings limits. 

The FMAT examined landings data from Maine through North Carolina from 1996 through 2015. 

Landings data were only available for 14 species on the list approved by the Council. In some cases, 

landings data were not available because there were no associated species codes in the dealer data 

base. In other cases, there were codes but no reported landings. One FMAT member noted that it is a 

relatively simple process to add codes to the dealer database and that dealers are required to report all 

species they purchase, though it is not always possible to identify every species to the species level.  

The landings data were presented in four categories: 

1) Species for which the majority of landings were from non-GARFO-permitted vessels 

2) Species with relatively low landings 

3) Highly migratory species 

4) Species with relatively large amounts of landings by GARFO-permitted vessels 
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Majority of landings from non-GARFO-permitted vessels 

From 1996 through 2015, four species of interest (sand lance, harvestfish, ribbonfish1, and Atlantic 

silverside) were landed predominantly by vessels which did not have GARFO permits (Table 1, Figure 1). 

These vessels may have had state permits or South Atlantic permits. This implies that most of these 

landings came from state waters or from the South Atlantic; however, one FMAT member cautioned 

that under the permitting requirements in the 1990s, some vessels may have been able to harvest these 

species in Mid-Atlantic Federal waters without a GARFO permit. Council staff reproduced Table 1 for the 

years 2006-2015 after the FMAT meeting. These data show a similar pattern as the data for 1996-2015 

(Table 2).  

If most of these landings were in fact from state waters or the South Atlantic, as the data imply, then 

possession limits or landings limits implemented through the Unmanaged Forage Amendment would 

likely have a minimal impact on overall landings of these species as the amendment is intended to apply 

to Mid-Atlantic Federal waters. 

 

Table 1: Dealer reported landings of sand eel, harvestfish, ribbonfish, and Atlantic silverside, 1996-2015. 

Pounds landed by vessel 
permit type, 1996-2015 Permit type 

  
Row Labels GARFO non-GARFO 

Grand 
Total 

EEL, SAND (LANCE) 2,898 (4%)  78,136 (96%)  
          
81,034  

HARVEST FISH 448,881 (16%) 2,291,872 (84%)  
    
2,740,753  

RIBBONFISH 75,586 (25%) 229,405 (75%) 
        
304,991  

SILVERSIDE, ATLANTIC 18,674 (4%) 463,698 (96%) 
        
482,372  

Grand Total                     546,039     3,063,111  
    
3,609,150  

 

                                                           
1 Ribbonfish (family trachipteridae) are not on the list of species approved by the Council in February 2016. One 
Council member noted that cutlassfish (family trichiuridae), which are on the Council’s list, are often called 
ribbonfish; therefore, the FMAT decided to examine landings data for both “cutlassfish” and “ribbonfish”. 
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Table 2: Dealer reported landings of sand eel, harvestfish, ribbonfish, and Atlantic silverside, 2006-2015. 

Pounds landed by vessel 
permit type, 2006-2015 Permit type 

  
Row Labels GARFO non-GARFO 

Grand 
Total 

EEL, SAND (LANCE) 
2,798 (5%) 56,516 (95%) 59,314 

HARVEST FISH 
335,688 (17%) 1,638,335 (83%) 1,974,023 

RIBBONFISH 
61,546 (26%) 175,050 (74%) 236,596 

SILVERSIDE, ATLANTIC 
490 (0.4%) 113,285 (99.6%) 113,775 

Grand Total 
400522 1983186 2,383,708 

 

Species with relatively low landings 

Four species on the Council’s list – argentine, bay anchovy, and octopus – had relatively low dealer-

reported landings (i.e., less than 40,000 pounds) from 1996-2015 (Table 3).  

Table 3: Dealer reported landings of argentine, bay anchovy, and octopus, 1996-2015. 

Pounds landed by vessel 
permit type, 1996-2015 Permit type 

  
Row Labels GARFO non-GARFO Grand Total 

ARGENTINE 
                      
19,111 (62%)   11,790 (38%)           30,901  

BAY ANCHOVY 
                        
8,486 (84%)    1,668 (16%)            10,154  

OCTOPUS 
                      
23,880 (67%)  11,688 (33%)            35,568  

Grand Total 
                      
51,477             25,146            76,623  

 

Highly Migratory Species 

The FMAT considered landings data for three highly migratory species – bonito, blackfin tuna, and little 

tuna (Table 4). The FMAT examined these data because the list of species approved by the Council 

includes: “Scombridae (chub, bullet, frigate, little tuna)”. The Council likely intended to include only 

chub mackerel, bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, and little tuna (also known as false albacore). Council 

staff will clarify this in the future. 
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Table 4: Dealer reported landings of bonito, blackfin tuna, and little tuna 1996-2015. 

Pounds landed by vessel permit 
type, 1996-2015 Permit type 

  
Row Labels GARFO non-GARFO 

Grand 
Total 

BONITO 
                
1,441,875 (75%)  491,872 (25%) 

    
1,933,747  

TUNA, BLACKFIN 
                      
79,630 (49%) 83,325 (51%)  

        
162,955  

TUNA, LITTLE 
                
2,331,151 (60%) 1,526,234 (40%)  

    
3,857,385  

Grand Total 
                
4,092,179       2,226,083  

    
6,318,262  

 

Species with relatively high landings by GARFO-permitted vessels 

The FMAT noted that, compared to the other species with available landings data, there were relatively 

high dealer-reported landings of cunner, Atlantic cutlassfish, chub mackerel, and frigate mackerel from 

1996-2015 (Table 5). Bullet mackerel did not have a species code in the dealer database. An internet 

search revealed that bullet mackerel and frigate mackerel can be very difficult to distinguish.  

The FMAT examined dealer reported landings of chub mackerel by year (Table 6, Figure 1). Chub 

mackerel had much higher landings over the 1996-2015 time series than any other species on the 

Council’s list. 

Table 5: Dealer reported landings of cunner, Atlantic cutlassfish, chub mackerel, and frigate mackerel, 

1996-2015. 

Pounds landed by vessel permit 
type, 1996-2015 Permit type 

  
Row Labels GARFO non-GARFO 

Grand 
Total 

CUNNER 
                    
155,898 (86%) 26,359 (14%)  

         
182,257  

CUTLASSFISH, ATLANTIC 
                    
438,995 (73%) 164,882 (27%)  

         
603,877  

MACKEREL, CHUB 9,575,371 (99%) 6,137 (1%) 
     
9,581,508  

MACKEREL, FRIGATE 77,774 (79%) 20,557 (21%) 
           
98,331  

Grand Total               10,248,038     217,935  
   
10,465,973  
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Table 6: Dealer-reported chub mackerel landings, 1997-2015. Landings from 2004 through 2011 were 

summed for confidentiality. 

Year 
Chub mackerel landings 

(pounds) 
Revenue (dollars) Price per pound 

1997 5,013 824 $0.16 

1998 40,219 7,354 $0.18 

1999 6,443 2,291 $0.36 

2000 16,246 5,218 $0.32 

2001 4,384 4,339 $0.99 

2002 471 205 $0.44 

2003 488,316 24,429 $0.05 

2004-2011 247,989 47,198 $0.19 

2012 164,847 62,858 $0.38 

2013 5,249,686 997,378 $0.19 

2014 1,230,411 334,121 $0.27 

2015 2,108,337 485,472 $0.23 

 

 

Figure 1: Dealer-reported chub mackerel landings, 1997-2015. Landings from 2004 through 2011 were 

summed for confidentiality. 
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Summary statistics for all species with dealer-reported landings 

The FMAT examined summary statistics for trip-level landings from 1996-2015 (Table 7). Trip-level 

landings of most species showed highly skewed distributions, with the vast majority of trips landing 

relatively small amounts and a very small percentage of trips landing high volumes. This is illustrated in 

Table 7 for Atlantic cutlassfish, chub mackerel, ribbonfish, and other species where the mean is much 

higher than the median. Frequency distributions were not shown to protect confidentiality.  
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Table 7: Summary statistics (in pounds) for trip-level landings, 1996-2015. Numbers in parentheses are the number of trips which landed at least 

the number of pounds shown. Confidential data is labeled “C” (in cases where the number of dealers and/or vessels which purchased or landed 

more than the amount of landings shown is confidential).   

Species Median Mean 
75th 

percentile 
90th 

percentile 
95th 

percentile 
99th 

percentile 
Total 

Landings 
Total 
Trips 

Argentine 
207 lb 

(35 trips) 
441 lb 

(22 trips) 
C C C C 30,901 70 

Atlantic 
cutlassfish 

10 lb 
(1,303 trips) 

238 lb 
(464 trips) 

100 lb 
(635 trips) 

718 lb 
(254 trips) 

1,509 lb 
(128 trips) 

3,247 lb 
(26 trips) 

603,878 2,535 

Atlantic silverside 
175 lb 

(967 trips) 
251 lb 

(584 trips) 
300 lb 

(482 trips) 
480 lb 

(203 trips) 
680 lb 

(98 trips) 
C 482,372 1,920 

Bay anchovy 
5 lb 

(88 trips) 
62 lb 

(20 trips) 
15 lb 

(45 trips) 
90 lb 

(18 trips) 
428 lb 

(9 trips) 
C 10,154 164 

Chub mackerel 
16 lb 

(485 trips) 
9,919 lb 
(93 trips) 

114 lb 
(242 trips) 

7,815 lb 
(97 trips) 

C C 9,581,508 966 

Cunner 
4 lb 

(5,491 trips) 
18 lb 

(1,950 trips) 
12 lb 

(2,609 trips) 
38 lb 

(1,040 trips) 
68 lb 

(521 trips) 
247 lb 

(103 trips) 
182,260 10,220 

Frigate mackerel 
11 lb 

(594 trips) 
84 lb 

(189 trips) 
37 lb 

(296 trips) 
154 lb 

(118 trips) 
300 lb 

(61 trips) 
1,403 lb 
(12 trips) 

98,331 1,167 

Harvest fish 
8 lb 

(21,722 trips) 
66 lb 

(6,378 trips) 
32 lb 

(10,667 trips) 
108 lb 

(4,195 trips) 
233 lb 

(2,095 trips) 
868 lb 

(404 trips) 
2,740,767 41,820 

Little tuna 
36 lb 

(14,814 trips) 
127 lb 

(6,071 trips) 
100 lb 

(7,490 trips) 
260 lb 

(2,964 trips) 
468 lb 

(1,473 trips) 
1,479 lb 

(295 trips) 
3,751,024 29,439 

Octopus 
12 lb 

(511 trips) 
35 lb 

(290 trips) 
39 lb 

(257 trips) 
90 lb 

(102 trips) 
145 lb 

(51 trips) 
298 lb 

(11 trips) 
35,638 1,010 

Ribbonfish 
19 lb 

(566 trips) 
271 lb 

(163 trips) 
100 lb 

(287 trips) 
532 lb 

(113 trips) 
1,306 lb 
(57 trips) 

4,480 lb 
(12 trips) 

304,991 1,125 

Sand eel 
25 lb 

(1,215 trips) 
36 lb 

(744 trips) 
43 lb 

(574 trips) 
65 lb 

(233 trips) 
84 lb 

(114 trips) 
C 81,034 2,258 
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Management alternatives to regulate harvest 
The FMAT agreed that developing and implementing separate possession and/or landings limits for each 

species ultimately included in the amendment could create an undue burden on fishermen, dealers, and 

GARFO. Depending on which species are included, some of them may be difficult to distinguish, which 

will pose challenges for reporting.  It could also be burdensome in terms of monitoring and 

implementing in-season actions, if any are necessary. GARFO already monitors landings of many species 

on a weekly basis and adding several more landings limits for individual forage species could significantly 

increase this workload. The FMAT recommended that the Council consider options for a small number 

of groupings of forage species, each with their own possession and/or landings limits. The FMAT wished 

to examine additional data on which species co-occur in terms of catch and landings before 

recommending possible landings limits. The FMAT also recommended that the advisors and the public 

provide advice on how the species should be grouped in such a way that the landings limits would not 

create undue burdens or unintended negative consequences.  

The FMAT decided to compile additional data on which species are landed together, starting with the 

species shown in Table 5. The FMAT will meet again via webinar on March 14, 2016, to discuss this data 

and to discuss possible possession and landings limits in more detail. The FMAT brainstormed some 

ideas of how to develop these recommendations. They discussed the idea of implementing an overall 

annual landings limits to account for the highest level of landings in recent years (as a way of “freezing 

the footprint”), with an incidental possession limit enforced once the annual landings limit is reached. 

The incidental possession limit could be based on a certain percentile of trip-level landings in recent 

years. The FMAT also discussed the idea of having no landings cap for those species with minimal or no 

reported landings. If this idea were to be implemented, the FMAT recommended monitoring these 

landings on an annual or biannual basis so the Council and GARFO could react to increases in landings if 

necessary. The FMAT also recommended that only key species of concern be monitored on a weekly 

basis and that others be monitored on an annual or biannual basis to prevent creating an undue burden 

on GARFO. If annual or biannual landings reports show a substantial increase in landings, weekly 

monitoring could then be implemented.  

The FMAT did not recommend adding a species code to SAFIS for every species which may be included 

in the amendment. Rather, they recommended that new codes be added as they are needed, noting 

that it should be a relatively simple process for a dealer to request that a new code be added by calling 

the SAFIS help desk. 

Public comment 
One individual said that if the Council reviews EFP applications prior to submission to GARFO, then the 

Science and Statistical Committee and advisory panels should review the applications as well. 

Two individuals said only a small number of vessels commercially target chub mackerel and there is little 

potential for expansion of this fishery. One individual said that possession limits in the chub mackerel 

fishery would effectively prevent the fishery from operating, as the few boats which target them rely on 

very high catches.  



11 
 

One individual commented that landings limits (as opposed to catch limits) would allow forage species 

to be caught in the Mid-Atlantic but landed in a different region. 

One individual requested that HMS, harvestfish, and cutlassfish be removed from the amendment. He 

said that harvestfish and cutlassfish are harvested with fixed gear such as pound nets and weirs and that 

there is no potential for those fisheries to expand. He said that little tuna, bonito, and frigate mackerel 

are commercially targeted with gill nets and that they are caught together. He said this fishery is highly 

regulated, difficult to pursue, and also has no potential to expand. Another individual commented that 

little tuna and bonito are targeted together in a gillnet exemption area off Rhode Island in Federal 

waters. 
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Dealer-Reported Landings and Value  

of Species on Council-Approved List 
 

For consideration at March 17, 2016 EOP AP meeting and March 18, 2016 EOP Committee meeting 

Annual Landings  

Chub mackerel 
From 2006 through 2015, chub mackerel were mostly landed on trips which also landed Illex squid, 

longfin squid, and/or butterfish. On trips which landed at least 10,000 pounds of chub mackerel, the 

majority of landings were Illex squid. 

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of chub mackerel, 1997-2015. Data from 2004 through 2011 

are combined to protect confidential data. 

Year Chub mackerel landings 
(pounds) 

Revenue (dollars) Price per pound 

1997 5,013 824 $0.16 

1998 40,219 7,354 $0.18 

1999 6,443 2,291 $0.36 

2000 16,246 5,218 $0.32 

2001 4,384 4,339 $0.99 

2002 471 205 $0.44 

2003 488,316 24,429 $0.05 

2004-2011 247,989 47,198 $0.19 

2012 164,847 62,858 $0.38 

2013 5,249,686 997,378 $0.19 

2014 1,230,411 334,121 $0.27 

2015 2,108,337 485,472 $0.23 
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Cunner 
Over 60 species were landed on trips which landed at least 10 pounds of cunner from 2006 through 

2015. Species commonly landed with cunner included cod, haddock, silver hake, scup, and black sea 

bass. Only 0.6% of the trips which landed any amount of cunner from 2006-2015 landed more than 250 

pounds of cunner. This suggests that cunner is likely targeted infrequently, if at all, and is more 

commonly landed incidentally in other fisheries.  

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of cunner, 1996-2015.  

Cunner 

Year 
Landings 
(pounds) 

Revenue ($) 
Average price 

per pound 

1996 3,142 2,076  $     0.66  

1997 3,545 4,169  $     1.18  

1998 6,632 10,093  $     1.52  

1999 8,422 13,625  $     1.62  

2000 6,768 15,546  $     2.30  

2001 20,567 50,526  $     2.46  

2002 28,274 82,047  $     2.90  

2003 15,518 41,187  $     2.65  

2004 3,896 9,079  $     2.33  

2005 5,727 8,565  $     1.50  

2006 5,378 10,242  $     1.90  

2007 6,760 14,463  $     2.14  

2008 9,563 29,830  $     3.12  

2009 6,753 16,893  $     2.50  

2010 4,985 13,465  $     2.70  

2011 13,795 60,272  $     4.37  

2012 11,374 38,607  $     3.39  

2013 10,394 35,165  $     3.38  

2014 5,710 13,052  $     2.29  

2015 4,637 11,317  $     2.44  
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Atlantic Cutlassfish 
No landings of Atlantic cutlassfish were reported from 1996 through 2003. Most dealer-reported 

landings of cutlassfish are from North Carolina.  

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of Atlantic cutlassfish, 2004-2015. Landings and revenue in 

2004 and 2005 were summed to protect confidential data. 

Atlantic cutlassfish 

Year Landings (pounds) Revenue ($) Average price per 
pound 

2004-2005 261 259 $     0.99 

2006 5,180 3,984  $     0.77  

2007 26,820 25,834  $     0.96  

2008 42,622 34,083  $     0.80  

2009 24,591 15,553  $     0.63  

2010 6,926 4,876  $     0.70  

2011 2,028 2,163  $     1.07  

2012 21,448 25,550  $     1.19  

2013 116,457 174,636  $     1.50  

2014 169,687 234,397  $     1.38  

2015 183,313 341,390  $     1.86  
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Frigate mackerel 
From 2006 through 2015, frigate mackerel were commonly landed on trips which also landed highly 

migratory species, including bonito. On trips which landed at least 100 pounds of frigate mackerel, 

bonito tended to be landed in higher quantities than frigate mackerel. Frigate mackerel were landed on 

very few trips which also landed Atlantic mackerel or chub mackerel, suggesting that frigate mackerel 

may not mix with Atlantic or chub mackerel. Two percent of trips which landed any amount of frigate 

mackerel from 2006 through 2015 landed more than 300 pounds of frigate mackerel.  

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of frigate mackerel, 1996-2015. Landings in some years are 

combined to protect confidential data.  

Frigate mackerel 

Year Landings (pounds) Revenue ($) 
Average price per 

pound 

1996-1997 5,724 1,043 $0.18 

1998 2,989 462 $0.15 

1999 36,485 4,153 $0.11 

2000 19,682 7,032 $0.36 

2001 6,344 4,937 $0.78 

2002 1,714 1,322 $0.77 

2003 9,260 3,438 $0.37 

2004-2005 982 832 $0.85 

2006-2007 1,184 869 $0.73 

2008-2010 4,292 3,336 $0.78 

2011 3,467 2,787 $0.80 

2012-2013 342 378 $1.11 

2014-2015 5,866 6,373 $1.09 

 

Argentine 
Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of argentine 1996-2015. No landings were reported in 

several years between 1996 and 2015. Landings in some years are combined to protect confidential 

data.  

Argentine 

Year Landings (pounds) Revenue ($) 
Average price per 

pound 

1999-2004 2,797 901 $0.32 

2005-2006 5,300 1,478 $0.28 

2007 18,905 7,080 $0.37 

2008 2,404 1,672 $0.70 

2009-2015 1,495 598 $0.40 
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Bay Anchovy 
Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of bay anchovy 1996-2015. Landings in some years are 

combined to protect confidential data.  

Bay anchovy 

Year Landings (pounds) Revenue ($) 
Average price per 

pound 

1996-1997 1,769 110 $0.06 

1998 5,451 2,738 $0.50 

1999-2002 148 48 $0.32 

2004-2007 1,293 533 $0.41 

2008 82 104 $1.27 

2009-2010 224 103 $0.46 

2011-2012 467 321 $0.69 

2013-2015 716 463 $0.65 

 

Sand eel/sand lance 
81,034 pounds of sand lance were landed between 1996 and 2015.  About 96% (78,136 pounds) of these 

landings were not associated with GARFO permits. These landings likely came predominantly from state 

waters. It is unclear from the data considered by the FMAT how many dealers and fishermen landed 

sand lance in several of the years between 1996 and 2015; therefore, landings by year are not shown in 

order to protect what could be confidential data. 
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Harvestfish 
Between 1996 and 2015, 83% of dealer-reported landings of harvestfish were from vessels that did not 

have GARFO permits. These landings could have come from state waters or they could be associated 

with permits from the NMFS Southeast Regional Office.  

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of harvestfish, 1996-2015.  

Harvestfish 

Year 
Landings 
(pounds) 

Revenue ($) 
Average price 

per pound 

1996 30,343 26,247 $     0.87 

1997 84,755 73,044 $     0.86 

1998 64,200 51,923 $     0.81 

1999 88,842 80,093 $     0.90 

2000 101,906 83,487 $     0.82 

2001 50,134 48,018 $     0.96 

2002 64,029 66,304 $     1.04 

2003 54,648 62,162 $     1.14 

2004 102,729 91,411 $     0.89 

2005 121,635 118,692 $     0.98 

2006 139,452 112,132 $     0.80 

2007 287,568 265,547 $     0.92 

2008 272,992 240,897 $     0.88 

2009 176,564 190,514 $     1.08 

2010 133,190 134,023 $     1.01 

2011 148,329 174,805 $     1.18 

2012 338,678 311,009 $     0.92 

2013 175,353 156,926 $     0.89 

2014 138,602 130,109 $     0.94 

2015 163,295 170,529 $     1.04 
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Atlantic Silverside 
Between 1996 and 2015, 99.6% of dealer-reported landings of Atlantic silverside were from vessels that 

did not have GARFO permits. These landings likely came predominantly from state waters.  

 

Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of Atlantic silverside, 1996-2015. Data in some years are 

combined to protect confidential data.  

Atlantic silverside 

Year 
Landings 
(pounds) 

Revenue ($) 
Average price 

per pound 

1996 41,421 25,558 $0.62 

1997 45,278 33,374 $0.74 

1998 52,432 31,969 $0.61 

1999 54,653 44,039 $0.81 

2000 33,054 27,854 $0.84 

2001 34,237 23,816 $0.70 

2002 31,899 22,061 $0.69 

2003 71,542 40,159 $0.56 

2004-2005 4,081 4,858 $1.19 

2006-2008 21,119 23,304 $1.10 

2009-2010 9,970 10,328 $1.04 

2011-2012 25,607 42,880 $1.67 

2013-2015 57,079 53,151 $0.93 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

Little tuna 
Table:  Dealer-reported landings and value of little tuna, 1996-2015. 

Little Tuna 

Year 
Landings 
(pounds) 

Revenue ($) 
Average price 

per pound 

1996 50,072 14,632 $     0.28 

1997 185,674 26,926 $     0.14 

1998 219,741 46,104 $     0.20 

1999 306,060 62,255 $     0.20 

2000 206,514 44,908 $     0.20 

2001 214,550 42,591 $     0.18 

2002 274,375 56,692 $     0.19 

2003 191,213 46,508 $     0.23 

2004 99,734 22,753 $     0.22 

2005 103,421 34,594 $     0.33 

2006 130,762 47,452 $     0.36 

2007 190,980 72,557 $     0.38 

2008 292,829 110,666 $     0.38 

2009 128,985 60,046 $     0.46 

2010 101,496 58,396 $     0.57 

2011 118,727 75,641 $     0.62 

2012 196,727 113,702 $     0.57 

2013 178,601 115,440 $     0.64 

2014 319,611 170,300 $     0.53 

2015 211,325 125,611 $     0.59 
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Trip-level landings summary statistics 
Summary statistics (in pounds) for trip-level landings, 1996-2015. Numbers in parentheses are the number of trips which landed at least the 

number of pounds shown. Confidential data is labeled “C” (in cases where the number of dealers and/or vessels which purchased or landed 

more than the amount of landings shown is confidential).   

Species Median Mean 
75th 

percentile 
90th 

percentile 
95th 

percentile 
99th 

percentile 
Total 

Landings 
Total 
Trips 

Argentine 
207 lb 

(35 trips) 
441 lb 

(22 trips) 
C C C C 30,901 70 

Atlantic 
cutlassfish 

10 lb 
(1,303 trips) 

238 lb 
(464 trips) 

100 lb 
(635 trips) 

718 lb 
(254 trips) 

1,509 lb 
(128 trips) 

3,247 lb 
(26 trips) 

603,878 2,535 

Atlantic silverside 
175 lb 

(967 trips) 
251 lb 

(584 trips) 
300 lb 

(482 trips) 
480 lb 

(203 trips) 
680 lb 

(98 trips) 
C 482,372 1,920 

Bay anchovy 
5 lb 

(88 trips) 
62 lb 

(20 trips) 
15 lb 

(45 trips) 
90 lb 

(18 trips) 
428 lb 

(9 trips) 
C 10,154 164 

Chub mackerel 
16 lb 

(485 trips) 
9,919 lb 
(93 trips) 

114 lb 
(242 trips) 

7,815 lb 
(97 trips) 

C C 9,581,508 966 

Cunner 
4 lb 

(5,491 trips) 
18 lb 

(1,950 trips) 
12 lb 

(2,609 trips) 
38 lb 

(1,040 trips) 
68 lb 

(521 trips) 
247 lb 

(103 trips) 
182,260 10,220 

Frigate mackerel 
11 lb 

(594 trips) 
84 lb 

(189 trips) 
37 lb 

(296 trips) 
154 lb 

(118 trips) 
300 lb 

(61 trips) 
1,403 lb 
(12 trips) 

98,331 1,167 

Harvest fish 
8 lb 

(21,722 trips) 
66 lb 

(6,378 trips) 
32 lb 

(10,667 trips) 
108 lb 

(4,195 trips) 
233 lb 

(2,095 trips) 
868 lb 

(404 trips) 
2,740,767 41,820 

Little tuna 
36 lb 

(14,814 trips) 
127 lb 

(6,071 trips) 
100 lb 

(7,490 trips) 
260 lb 

(2,964 trips) 
468 lb 

(1,473 trips) 
1,479 lb 

(295 trips) 
3,751,024 29,439 

Octopus 
12 lb 

(511 trips) 
35 lb 

(290 trips) 
39 lb 

(257 trips) 
90 lb 

(102 trips) 
145 lb 

(51 trips) 
298 lb 

(11 trips) 
35,638 1,010 

Ribbonfish 
19 lb 

(566 trips) 
271 lb 

(163 trips) 
100 lb 

(287 trips) 
532 lb 

(113 trips) 
1,306 lb 
(57 trips) 

4,480 lb 
(12 trips) 

304,991 1,125 

Sand eel 
25 lb 

(1,215 trips) 
36 lb 

(744 trips) 
43 lb 

(574 trips) 
65 lb 

(233 trips) 
84 lb 

(114 trips) 
C 81,034 2,258 
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Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel Meeting 

March 17, 2016 

Meeting Summary 

 

Advisory Panel members in attendance: Fred Akers, Bonnie Brady, Greg DiDomenico, Joseph 

Gordon, Meghan Lapp, Carl LoBue, Pam Lyons Gromen, Peter Moore, Timothy O’Brien, Robert 

Ruhle, David Wallace, Judith Weis 

Others in attendance: Katie Almeida, Carly Bari, Julia Beaty (Council staff), Purcie Bennet-

Nickerson, Warren Elliot (Council member), Erica Fuller, Anne Hawkins, Ken Hinman, Jeff Kaelin 

(Council member), John McMurray (Council member), Rick Robins (Council chair), Tom 

Rudolph, David Sikorski, Kate Wilke 

 

Meeting Summary 

The Ecosystem and Ocean Planning (EOP) Advisory Panel (AP) met in Linthicum Heights, 

Maryland on March 17, 2016 to discuss the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment and to 

develop recommendations for the EOP Committee and the full Council on several aspects of the 

amendment.  

Goal Statement 

The AP discussed the following goal statement, which was approved by the Council in February 

2016: “The goal of this amendment is to prohibit the development of new and expansion of 

existing directed commercial fisheries on unmanaged forage species in Mid-Atlantic Federal 

waters until the Council has had an adequate opportunity to both assess the scientific 

information relating to any new or expanded directed fisheries and consider potential impacts 

to existing fisheries, fishing communities, and the marine ecosystem, in order to advance 

ecosystem approaches to fisheries management in the Mid-Atlantic.”  

Multiple AP members agreed that the goal statement establishes a good intent. One AP 

member said the amendment is important because it shifts the burden of proof to those 

individuals who wish to develop a new fishery, or expand an existing fishery; otherwise, he said, 

the public pays the costs if unintended negative ecological consequences occur when a fishery 

is developed before potential impacts are assessed.  A few AP members were concerned about 

unintended negative consequences resulting from a well-meaning amendment. For example, a 

few AP members were worried about impacts to existing fisheries if vessels are required to 

avoid catching unmanaged forage species while pursuing managed fisheries. One AP member 



 

2 
 

said the goal statement should specify that the intent is not to constrain or constrict existing 

managed fisheries. A few AP members said that with shifting fish distributions, the amendment 

could pose challenges for fishermen wishing to pursue new species that move into an area or 

become more abundant. One AP member said the standard process of developing a stock 

assessment and implementing regulations is three to five years behind the life cycle of the 

species pursued. He thought the Council should be clear on the process for assessing and 

considering new fisheries in an efficient manner, otherwise new fisheries might never be 

allowed to develop and existing fisheries might never be allowed to expand.  

List of Species 

In February 2016 the Council approved a list of unmanaged taxa for possible inclusion in the 

Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment.1 The NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional 

Office (GARFO) has advised that all forage species included in the amendment must be linked to 

the Council’s existing Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) either as prey for Council-managed 

predators or as bycatch in Council-managed fisheries.  

One AP member said the Council should be able to include species in the amendment which 

play an important role in the larger ecosystem, even if they cannot be linked to an FMP as prey 

or bycatch, because Council-managed species will benefit if the larger ecosystem is protected. 

Specifically, she said that the Council manages forage species in the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid 

and Butterfish FMP.  Protecting unmanaged forage species could prevent increased predation 

pressure on these managed forage species, since many predators of squid, mackerel and 

butterfish also prey on the unmanaged species in the Council’s list. 

All AP members present agreed to recommend that the Council add lanternfish (family 

Myctophidae) to the list. One AP member pointed out that the FMAT identified lanternfish as 

an ecologically-important forage species which was missing from the list approved by the 

Council. The FMAT identified lanternfish as prey for several Council-managed species. 

Lanternfish were included in the Pacific Council’s Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 

1, which is similar in intent to the Mid-Atlantic Council’s Unmanaged Forage Omnibus 

Amendment. Two AP members said that lanternfish could become the target of a future 

directed fishery, noting that such fisheries have been explored in other parts of the world and 

that global demand for fishmeal for aquaculture is increasing. Other AP members disagreed and 

said that there is little potential for a lanternfish fishery to develop in the Mid-Atlantic and 

successfully compete with other sources of aquaculture feed. One AP member said that 

lanternfish are a deep water species and are not caught in existing fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic. 

He also pointed out that the Deep Sea Corals Amendment would effectively prevent fishermen 

from catching lanternfish. Multiple AP members agreed that if the amendment prohibited 

harvest of lanternfish, existing fisheries would not be impacted. 

                                                           
1 Available at: http://www.mafmc.org/s/2016-03-02_Unmanaged-Forage-Taxa.pdf  

http://www.mafmc.org/s/2016-03-02_Unmanaged-Forage-Taxa.pdf
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A few AP members thought the Council should include a comprehensive list of species in the 

amendment in order to provide the greatest ecosystem benefits. Several other AP members 

thought the list should be focused on those species with the highest ecosystem importance 

and/or the greatest potential for large-scale directed commercial fisheries. Those who 

supported a shorter list cited a lack of information on stock status of most unmanaged forage 

species and the potential for negative unintended consequences and enforcement challenges if 

a long list of species were to be managed through the amendment.  

Several AP members recommended that the Council remove harvestfish, Atlantic cutlassfish, 

bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, little tunny/false albacore, cunner, and sharptail shortfin 

squid from the list. Summaries of AP comments on each of these species are presented below. 

Not all AP members agreed with this recommendation.  

Multiple AP members recommended that harvestfish (Peprilus paru) not be included in the 

amendment because they are mostly an inshore species and the Council has agreed that the 

amendment will focus on Federal waters. One AP member said there was once a directed 

beach seine fishery for harvestfish in North Carolina state waters. One AP member said there 

was limited potential for growth of the harvestfish fishery.  

A few AP members recommended that Atlantic cutlassfish (Trichiurus lepturus) not be included 

in the amendment because they can grow to several feet in length and are not a low trophic 

level species as adults. The FMAT has not yet identified a link between cutlassfish and the 

Council’s existing FMPs. One AP member said he generally doesn’t catch many cutlassfish in his 

trawl nets. He occasionally catches 15 or 20 pounds of cutlassfish in a tow and on rare 

occasions can catch a thousand pounds of adult cutlassfish. He said there have been anomalous 

instances of high abundance of adult ribbonfish for a few years in a row. One AP member said 

that because cutlassfish are sometimes referred to as ribbonfish, the landings data for 

cutlassfish may not be entirely accurate.  

Several AP members recommended that bullet mackerel (Auxis rochei), frigate mackerel (Auxis 

thazard), little tunny/false albacore (Euthynnus alletteratus), and other unmanaged species in 

the family scombridae (with the exception of chub mackerel, Scomber colias) not be included in 

the amendment. Most of these species are considered highly migratory species (HMS). The 

FMAT has not yet identified a link to existing FMPs for frigate mackerel, bullet mackerel, or little 

tunny. A few AP members said there are NOAA Fisheries Atlantic HMS regulations for little 

tunny and bonito, including a gillnet exemption area off of Rhode Island and other gear 

regulations. One AP member said that if the Council were to include these species in the 

amendment, it could potentially create conflicting regulations. No AP members knew of HMS 

regulations other than gear restrictions for these species.   

One AP member said that cunner (Tautogolabrus adspersus), also known as bergall, are 

targeted with hook and line on party boats and sold to live markets and are also landed in trawl 

fisheries in Narraganset Bay. Another AP member said they are caught in fish pots and sold live 
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to Asian markets. One AP member said he occasionally catches cunner in his trawl nets in 

Federal waters, but not in high volumes. One AP member said cunner should not be included in 

the amendment because they are not considered a low-trophic level species and also because 

there is little potential for development or expansion of targeted cunner fisheries. One AP 

member said cunner are an example of how the ecosystem is changing because they are now 

found in the Gulf of Maine, where they had been absent for several years. 

A few AP members recommended that sharptail shortfin squid (Illex oxygonius) not be included 

in the amendment because they can be difficult to distinguish from Illex squid (Illex illecebrosus, 

a managed species), which could pose problems for enforcement.  

Other AP members disagreed with any removals from the list approved by the Council, arguing 

that the full list should be included in the Public Information Document with a complete 

analysis before they were eliminated from consideration. 

Management Measures 

The Council intends to use the Ecosystem Component (EC) designation to regulate fisheries for 

unmanaged forage species. Most AP members expressed concern about the use of the EC 

designation, especially for chub mackerel. The National Standard Guidelines say that ECs should 

“not be subject to overfishing, not be overfished or approaching overfished” and should “not be 

likely to become subject to overfishing or overfished in the absence of conservation and 

management measures”. One AP member questioned whether NOAA Fisheries could be sued if 

it is not proven that the species included in the amendment are not likely to become overfished 

or subject to overfishing.  

Most AP members agreed that chub mackerel does not meet the definition of ECs outlined in 

the National Standard Guidelines. The National Standard Guidelines say that ECs should be non-

target species and should not generally be retained for sale or personal use. Chub mackerel is 

the target of a directed commercial fishery which landed over two million pounds in two of the 

past three years. Many AP members thought chub mackerel should not be managed as an EC 

due to the discrepancy between the reality of the chub mackerel fishery and the EC definition. 

Many AP members thought that chub mackerel should be managed as a stock in the fishery, 

either in its own FMP or in the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP.  

One AP member said that chub mackerel does not need to be managed as either a stock in the 

fishery or an EC, arguing that the Council developed regulations for river herring and shad 

bycatch without designating them as stocks in the fishery or ECs.  Another AP member noted 

that river herring and shad were managed under National Standard 9, which states that 

“Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize bycatch 

and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch”. She 

argued that this would not be appropriate for chub mackerel because there is a directed chub 

mackerel fishery and they not primarily a bycatch species.  
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One AP member said there is scientific information from chub mackerel fisheries in other parts 

of the world which could be used to inform the assessments required to manage chub mackerel 

as a stock in a fishery. Several AP members argued that if the Council were to initially manage 

chub mackerel as an EC, they should work with the SSC and immediately begin to pursue 

analysis in support of a stock in the fishery determination and should set a deadline for such a 

determination. One AP member said the Council should plan for proper management and a 

long-term vision for the fishery. One AP member said that if the Council were to pursue a stock 

in the fishery designation, the vessels with a history of chub mackerel landings should be 

exempted from any restrictions on landings until the stock in the fishery determination is 

complete. 

A few AP members said that only four vessels in the Mid-Atlantic have the capacity, 

horsepower, and freezing capability to successfully target chub mackerel. These vessels also 

target Illex squid. When Illex are not abundant, the vessels sometimes switch to chub mackerel. 

In this way, chub mackerel provides these vessels with flexibility and can be an important 

“bailout” species when Illex are not abundant. One AP member said he has switched between 

targeting Illex squid and chub mackerel on the same trip. Another AP member said that there 

are no vessels in the South Atlantic which are capable of successfully targeting chub mackerel.  

A few AP members said there is a developing market for chub mackerel caught in the Mid-

Atlantic. One AP member said NOAA Fisheries encouraged development of the fishery and 

growth of the market by funding an experimental fishery through the Saltonstall-Kennedy grant 

program in the early 2000s. At the time, chub mackerel was seen as an underutilized fishery. 

Now that the fishery and market have grown, she argued, fishermen must continue to supply 

the market, otherwise it will be filled with imports. There are much larger chub mackerel 

fisheries in other parts of the world, which could easily replace the growing market for chub 

mackerel caught in the Mid-Atlantic.  

One AP member thought chub mackerel should have a separate range of management 

alternatives from the other species under consideration. He said the draft alternatives for 

annual landings limits were intended for chub mackerel and were not appropriate for the other 

species under consideration.  

A few AP members recommended different options for annual landings limits and for incidental 

possession limits for chub mackerel, but there was little agreement on recommended limits. 

The AP members who recommended incidental possession limits for chub mackerel intended 

for them to be in effect only after an annual landings limit was met. The AP did not recommend 

the use of directed fishery possession limits for chub mackerel. One AP member said that if the 

Council were to implement a directed fishery possession limit, it should be set at 600,000 

pounds, which is approximately the maximum trip-level landings for the vessels that currently 

target chub mackerel.  
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One AP member recommended annual chub mackerel landings limit alternatives based on 

mean, median, 75th percentile, and maximum annual landings over the past 5 or 10 years. One 

AP member recommended an annual landings limit of 10 million pounds, which is nearly double 

the highest annual landings over the past 20 years. He argued that chub mackerel abundance 

might be correlated with temperature and that abundances in the Mid-Atlantic might increase 

with climate change. He did not want to limit the opportunity for fishermen to land chub 

mackerel.  Another AP member argued that any alternative that allowed an increase in chub 

mackerel catch would be inconsistent with the goals of the amendment.  Several AP members 

supported 5.25 million pounds as the highest option for a chub mackerel annual landings limit, 

arguing that this is the equivalent to the highest historical landings and would fit with the goal 

of the amendment. A few AP members argued that, compared to chub mackerel fisheries in 

other parts of the world, and to managed fisheries for other species in the Mid-Atlantic, 5.25 

million pounds per year is very low.  Other AP members noted that we have no scientific 

information to judge the ecological effects of these large-scale removals.  

The AP recommend an alternative to prohibit possession of anchovies, argentines, silversides, 
sand lances, pearlsides/marine hatchetfishes, greeneyes, lanternfish, cusk eels, copepods, krill, 
amphipods, and other species under 1 inch as adults. Every AP member present agreed to this 
recommendation. The AP agreed that some of these species, including sand lances and 
lanternfish, are very important forage species and should be protected from fishing impacts. 
Several AP members said pearlsides, greeneyes, and lanternfish are found in deep water and 
are not caught by existing fisheries, so a prohibition on harvest would have minimal, if any, 
negative impacts.  

There are existing state waters fisheries for sand lances and silversides. A few AP members said 
that vessels with both state and Federal permits could be prevented from targeting these 
species in state waters because of this amendment; however, they did not think this would be a 
major issue as they thought few, if any, vessels with Federal permits would target these species 
in state waters.  

The AP recommended an incidental possession limit for unmanaged herrings, sardines, Atlantic 
saury, halfbeaks, and pelagic molluscs (with the exception of sharptail shortfin squid). Most, but 
not all, AP members agreed to this recommendation. Those who did not support the 
recommendation expressed concern about the lack of information to assess the impacts of an 
incidental possession limit and to determine an appropriate limit. The FMAT compiled dealer-
reported landings from 1996 through 2015 of all species on the list approved by the Council. 
There were no dealer-reported landings for any of the species for which the AP recommended 
incidental possession limits. Several AP members said these species are small in size, mostly 
found inshore, and/or are low value; therefore, although they are caught in existing fisheries, it 
is unlikely that vessels would target them. For example, one AP member said that thread 
herring (Opisthonema oglinum) are caught on trips targeting longfin squid (Doryteuthis 
[Amerigo] pealeii, a managed species). He said thread herring are not generally retained, but it 
is not always possible to separate them from longfin squid when they are caught together. He 
argued that it would be beneficial to allow incidentally-caught species to be landed and sold 
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rather than discarded. Most AP members were not familiar with cusk eels; however, some AP 
members said they are not commonly caught in existing fisheries. One AP member said that, 
depending on which pelagic molluscs are included in the amendment, it could be difficult for 
enforcement agents to distinguish between different squid species.  

After discussing available landings data, the AP recommended two options for incidental 
possession limits for unmanaged herrings, sardines, Atlantic saury, halfbeaks, and pelagic 
molluscs (with the exception of sharptail shortfin squid). The first option was 1,500 pounds per 
species per trip. Several AP members said this level of harvest would effectively prohibit large-
scale targeting of these species, however, it would allow small-scale fisheries to exist. The AP 
was not aware of any small-scale fisheries for these species; however, they thought some might 
exist. Several AP members said the price for any of these species would be very low; therefore 
few vessels would target them with a 1,500 pound trip limit. Some AP members thought it 
would be very rare for a vessel to catch 1,500 pounds of more than one of these species at a 
time; therefore a limit of 1,500 pounds per species per trip would not result in substantial 
landings.  

At the request of the AP, Council staff calculated summary statistics for trip-level landings of 
the species on the Council-approved list with dealer-reported landings between 1996 and 2015 
(i.e. argentine, bay anchovy, cunner, cutlassfish, sand eels, harvestfish, frigate mackerel, 
octopus, silversides, and little tunny). Based on this information, the AP recommended an 
incidental possession limit option of 1,700 pounds per trip of unmanaged herrings, sardines, 
Atlantic saury, halfbeaks, and pelagic molluscs (with the exception of sharptail shortfin squid). 
This limit would apply to all of these species combined and is approximately the 99th percentile 
of trip-level landings for those species on the Council-approved list with dealer-reported 
landings from 1996 through 2016. One AP member said a 1,700 pound possession limit for all 
species combined could create bycatch problems; however, other AP members thought that 
bycatch issues would be minimal. A few AP members supported this approach because it is 
similar to the approach used by the Pacific Council and is intended to reflect historical landings.  

A few AP members cautioned that historical landings data, especially from the 1990s and 

earlier, may not be accurate. For example, chub mackerel may have been reported as frigate 

mackerel, cutlassfish may have been reported as ribbonfish, and harvestfish may have been 

reported as star butters. Some AP members said the landings data from the 1990s may be 

substantially lower than actual landings.  

One AP member said that any landings limits implemented through the amendment should be 

based on science and an understanding of the population size and reproductive rate of the 

species in question. This data is largely lacking for the species currently under consideration.  

One AP member cautioned that the Council should carefully consider the details of how any 

landings or possession limits are implemented. Since the Council intends to only regulate 

fisheries in Mid-Atlantic Federal waters, the Council should think carefully about how the 

regulations will be enforced (e.g. by permit type or by geographical area) to avoid negatively 

impacting fisheries in state waters or in areas outside of the Mid-Atlantic.  
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A few AP members opposed the FMAT recommendation to remove the word “incidental” from 

Option 2B, arguing that restricting catch to incidental catch is consistent with the EC species 

definition and with the Pacific Council’s approach, and is consistent with the amendment’s goal 

of prohibiting the development of new directed commercial fisheries. 

Process for New Fisheries  

The AP agreed that the Council should outline a process for considering and approving new 

fisheries for unmanaged forage species, or expansion of existing fisheries. Several AP members 

thought the Council should develop a process for efficient consideration of new fisheries so 

fishermen can have the flexibility to target species that are abundant. Most AP members 

agreed that if Exempted Fishing Permits (EFPs) were used as a first step in a process to allow 

new fisheries, then the Council should have greater involvement in the EFP application review 

process.  

The AP briefly discussed the process established by the Pacific Fishery Management Council for 

review of EFPs relating to their forage species regulations. Under this process, individuals are 

encouraged, but not required, to submit EFP applications to the Council prior to submission to 

the NOAA Fisheries West Coast Office. The Pacific Council and its advisory bodies, including the 

SSC, review EFP applications. Council endorsement of EFP applications is seen as beneficial 

when the application is ultimately submitted to NOAA Fisheries for approval.  

One AP member said he has applied for many EFPs and that review by NOAA Fisheries can take 

a considerable amount of time. He argued that if an EFP is used for market research, a 

consistent supply of the species in question is needed to assess the market potential and that 

the time needed for consideration of EFP applications and renewals can pose challenges for this 

type of research. This AP member recommended that the Council pursue other ways to 

consider new fisheries. A few AP members wondered if initial review by the Council could 

expedite the process of review and approval at GARFO. One AP member also said that the EFP 

application review process would seem more transparent if the Council were involved. One AP 

member said that EFPs are useful because they can be used for cooperative research and allow 

fishermen to have greater input in the management process.  
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Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Committee Meeting 

March 18, 2016 

Meeting Summary 

 

Committee members in attendance: Warren Elliott, John McMurray, Peter deFur, Jeff Kaelin, 

Mike Luisi, Laurie Nolan, Adam Nowalsky, Rob O’Reilly, Sara Winslow, Patricia Bennet 

Others in attendance: Katie Almeida, Carli Bari, Julia Beaty, Purcie Bennett-Nickerson, Bonnie 

Brady, Douglas Christel, R Fleming, Erica Fuller, Joseph Gordon, Ken Hinman, Meghan Lapp, 

Shanna Madsen, Tom Rudolph, Robert Ruhle, David Wallace, Kate Wilke 

 

Meeting Summary 

The Ecosystem and Ocean Planning (EOP) Committee met in Linthicum Heights, Maryland on 

March 18, 2016 to discuss the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment. The Committee 

considered the advice of the Unmanaged Forage Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) and 

the EOP Advisory Panel (AP) and developed recommendations for the full Council on several 

aspects of the amendment.  

List of Species 

In February 2016 the Council approved a list of unmanaged taxa for possible inclusion in the 

Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment1. After considering FMAT and AP comments, the 

Committee passed a motion to recommend that the Council add lanternfish and remove 

harvestfish, Atlantic cutlassfish, bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, little tunny/false albacore, 

cunner, and sharptail shortfin squid from the list. This recommendation mirrors a 

recommendation made by several members of the EOP AP. The modified list of taxa 

recommended by the Committee is shown in Table 1.  

The FMAT, the EOP AP, and the Committee agreed that lanternfish are an important prey item 

for Council-managed predators and for other species. Some AP members said lanternfish are 

found in deep water and are rarely caught in existing fisheries; therefore, including them in the 

amendment would have minimal impacts to existing fisheries.  

The AP recommended, and several Committee members agreed, that, because bullet mackerel, 

frigate mackerel, and little tunny are highly migratory species (HMS), they may be better 

managed by the NOAA Fisheries Atlantic HMS Management Division than by the Council. 

                                                           
1 Available at: http://www.mafmc.org/s/2016-03-02_Unmanaged-Forage-Taxa.pdf  

http://www.mafmc.org/s/2016-03-02_Unmanaged-Forage-Taxa.pdf
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Several AP and Committee members agreed that little tunny and Atlantic cutlassfish are not 

considered forage species as adults and thus may not fit well in the Unmanaged Forage 

Omnibus Amendment.   

The FMAT has not yet identified a link to the Council’s existing Fishery Management Plans 

(FMPs) for bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, little tunny, or Atlantic cutlassfish. The NOAA 

Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional Office (GARFO) has advised that all forage species included 

in the amendment must be linked to the Council’s existing FMPs in some way. Some Committee 

members thought it could be misleading to present a list containing species which may not 

ultimately be approved during public hearings. One member reminded the Committee that 

GARFO has not yet officially ruled on which species they would or would not approve for 

inclusion in the amendment.  

One Committee member said cunner are highly structure-oriented and are mostly caught with 

hook and line and pots, which limits the potential for a large-scale commercial fishery. Some AP 

and Committee members recommended that harvestfish be excluded from the amendment 

because they are mostly harvested in state waters and the amendment will focus on Federal 

waters. One AP member said sharptail shortfin squid are difficult to distinguish from Illex squid, 

which could pose challenges for enforcement if sharptail shortfin squid were included in the 

amendment.  

Some AP members said there are already gear regulations designed to minimize catch of little 

tunny and other HMS. It was not clear whether the Atlantic HMS Management Division actively 

manages harvest of little tunny, frigate, or bullet mackerel through landings limits. The 

Committee recommended that the Council write a letter to the Atlantic HMS Management 

Division to request that NOAA Fisheries manage little tunny, bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, 

and other unmanaged scombrid species.  

 
Table 1: List of taxa recommended by the EOP Committee for possible inclusion in the 
Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment. 

 Engraulidae (anchovies) 

 Clupeidae (herrings, sardines) 

 Argentinidae (argentines)  

 Atherinopsidae (silversides)  

 Ammodytidae (sand lances) 

 Sternoptychidae (pearlsides) 

 Chlorophthalmidae (greeneyes) 

 Scomber colias (chub mackerel) 

 Scomberesox saurus (Atlantic saury) 

 Hemiramphidae (halfbeaks) 

 Ophidiiformes (cusk eels) 
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 Pelagic molluscs (squids, cuttlefish etc.; with the exception of sharptail shortfin squid, 

Illex oxygonius) 

 Copepods, Krill, Amphipods and any other species under 1 inch as adults 

 Myctophidae (lanternfish) 

 

Management Measures 

The Committee recommended that chub mackerel be given a separate set of management 

alternatives from the other forage species under consideration. The Committee thought chub 

mackerel should be treated differently than the other species due to the scale of the existing 

directed chub mackerel fishery.  Dealer-reported chub mackerel landings totaled about 9.58 

million pounds from 1996 through 2015, which is more than ten times the combined reported 

landings of all the other species recommended by the Committee (Table 2). Some Committee 

members said the draft management alternatives for an annual landings limit were intended 

only for chub mackerel and were not appropriate for the other species under consideration. 

The Council has agreed to use the Ecosystem Component (EC) designation to regulate harvest 

of the species ultimately included in the amendment. The FMAT, the AP, and several 

Committee members agreed that chub mackerel does not fit well with the definition of ECs 

outlined in the National Standard Guidelines. Specifically, the National Standard Guidelines say 

that ECs should be non-target species and should not generally be retained for sale or personal 

use. Chub mackerel is the target of a directed commercial fishery which landed over two million 

pounds in two of the past three years. Because of this discrepancy, the Committee 

recommended that the Council consider a management alternative to manage chub mackerel 

as a stock in the fishery and an alternative which would manage chub mackerel through the 

Council’s discretionary authority under section 1853(b)(12) and National Standard 9. National 

Standard 9 states that “Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent 

practicable, (A) minimize bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize 

the mortality of such bycatch.” The Council used National Standard 9 to address bycatch of river 

herring and shad. Some Committee members stated that because there is a targeted fishery for 

chub mackerel, National Standard 9 may not be the best mechanism for managing chub 

mackerel landings, especially if the Council were to do so through annual landings limits.  

One Committee member noted that the National Standard Guidelines are simply guidelines and 

do not have the effect of law. The National Standard Guidelines are written in such a way as to 

provide the Councils with considerable flexibility in the use of the EC designation. GARFO has 

not cautioned the Council against using the EC designation for chub mackerel.  

The Committee briefly discussed the idea of pursuing an emergency action to regulate landings 

of chub mackerel while longer-term solutions are sought. For example, managing chub 

mackerel as a stock in the fishery would require establishment of status determination criteria, 

allowable biological catch, annual catch limits, and a description of essential fish habitat. This 
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would be a timely process. One Committee member wondered if an emergency action could be 

used to implement temporary management measures while the required assessments for a 

stock in the fishery are pursued. Another Committee member said an emergency action would 

not be appropriate because the directed chub mackerel fishery has existed for several years 

and in the absence of scientific information to suggest that the fishery is having a substantial 

negative impact, the fishery should not be considered an emergency situation. The Committee 

did not recommend that the Council pursue an emergency action for chub mackerel. 

One Committee member recommended that if the Council were to manage chub mackerel as 

an EC or through National Standard 9, that it commit to doing so for a maximum of three years 

while a stock assessment and analyses of ecosystem and socioeconomic impacts are 

undertaken to evaluate whether chub mackerel would be better managed as a stock in the 

fishery. Several Committee members supported this idea, but some cautioned against 

committing to a hard deadline of three years.  

The Committee agreed that whether chub mackerel is managed as an EC, as a stock in the 

fishery, or through neither category using the Council’s discretionary authority, the Council 

should consider the following range of alternatives for an annual fishery-wide landings limit: 

2.86 million pounds (average annual dealer-reported landings, 2013-2015); 1.75 million pounds 

(average annual landings, 2011-2015); 900,127 pounds (average annual landings, 1996-2015); 

and 5.25 million pounds (landings in 2013, the year with the highest dealer-reported landings of 

chub mackerel). The Committee recommended that the Council consider the following range of 

alternatives for an incidental possession limit once the annual landings limit is met: 0 pounds 

(i.e. no incidental limit); 10,000 pounds (approximately the average trip-level landings, 1996-

2015); and 40,000 pounds. The 40,000-pounds option was recommended by a Committee 

member who said that a vessel could make a profitable trip with 40,000 pounds of chub 

mackerel, but could not have a profitable season at that level.  

One Committee member said that only four vessels have the capacity, horsepower, and 

freezing capability to effectively harvest chub mackerel in large volumes. These vessels target 

chub mackerel when Illex squid are not available. He said that 5.25 million pounds of chub 

mackerel (the amount landed in 2013 and the highest proposed annual landings limit) is low 

compared to allowable landings for other species such as menhaden and Atlantic herring. In his 

opinion, there was no indication of negative ecosystem impacts from an annual harvest of 5.25 

million pounds of chub mackerel.  

The Committee agreed to follow the AP’s recommendation for a management alternative 
which would prohibit possession of anchovies, argentines, silversides, sand lances, 
pearlsides/marine hatchetfishes, greeneyes, lanternfish, cusk eels, copepods, krill, amphipods, 
and other species under 1 inch as adults. The Committee also supported the AP’s 
recommendation for a management alternative for an incidental possession limit for 
unmanaged herrings, sardines, Atlantic saury, halfbeaks, and pelagic molluscs (with the 
exception of sharptail shortfin squid). The Committee supported the AP’s recommendation for 
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an incidental possession limit alternative of 1,500 pounds of any species per trip and an 
alternative for an incidental possession limit of 1,700 pounds of all species combined per trip. 
The 1,500 pound option was based on AP advice. The 1,700 pound limit was based on the 99th 
percentile of trip-level landings of bay anchovy, argentine, sand eel, harvestfish, octopus, and 
Atlantic silverside. There are no dealer-reported landings of the species for which the AP and 
Committee recommended an incidental possession limit; therefore, the 1,700 pound 
alternative is based on species for which there are landings data.  
 
Table 2: Summary statistics (in pounds) for dealer-reported trip-level landings, 1996-2015, for species 
recommended by the EOP Committee for possible inclusion in the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus 
Amendment. Numbers in parentheses are the number of trips which landed at least the number of 
pounds shown. Confidential data are labeled “C” (in cases where the number of dealers and/or vessels 
which purchased or landed more than the amount of landings shown is confidential).   

Species Median Mean 
75th 

percentile 
90th 

percentile 
95th 

percentile 
99th 

percentile 
Total 

Landings 
Total 
Trips 

Argentine 
207 lb 

(35 trips) 
441 lb 

(22 trips) 
C C C C 30,901 70 

Atlantic 
silverside 

175 lb 
(967 trips) 

251 lb 
(584 trips) 

300 lb 
(482 trips) 

480 lb 
(203 trips) 

680 lb 
(98 trips) 

C 482,372 1,920 

Bay 
anchovy 

5 lb 
(88 trips) 

62 lb 
(20 trips) 

15 lb 
(45 trips) 

90 lb 
(18 trips) 

428 lb 
(9 trips) 

C 10,154 164 

Chub 
mackerel 

16 lb 
(485 trips) 

9,919 lb 
(93 trips) 

114 lb 
(242 trips) 

7,815 lb 
(97 trips) 

C C 9,581,508 966 

Octopus 
12 lb 

(511 trips) 
35 lb 

(290 trips) 
39 lb 

(257 trips) 
90 lb 

(102 trips) 
145 lb 

(51 trips) 
298 lb 

(11 trips) 
35,638 1,010 

Sand eel 
25 lb 

(1,215 
trips) 

36 lb 
(744 trips) 

43 lb 
(574 trips) 

65 lb 
(233 trips) 

84 lb 
(114 trips) 

C 81,034 2,258 

 

In February 2016 the Council approved a range of management alternatives which listed gear 

regulations as a frameworkable item, but not as a standalone alternative. The Committee 

recommended that gear regulations be removed from the list of frameworkable items. Some 

Committee members saw limited potential for the use of gear regulations to meet the goals of 

the amendment. Others were concerned that if gear regulations were listed as a 

frameworkable item but not given their own alternative, and thus not fully analyzed in the 

amendment, it may not be possible to implement gear regulations through future frameworks.  

The Council previously agreed to limit the scope of the amendment to Mid-Atlantic Federal 

waters. There are existing directed fisheries in state waters for some species on the list 

recommended by the Committee, including silversides and sand lances. The Council does not 

intend to regulate state-waters fisheries through this amendment. The Committee 

recommended that the Council include alternatives in the amendment to define Mid-Atlantic 

Federal waters. The Committee recommended two such alternatives, both of which would 

define the northern boundary of Mid-Atlantic Federal waters as the state line separating New 

York and Connecticut, extended seaward. One alternative would define the southern boundary 
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as the state line separating Virginia and North Carolina, extended seaward, and the other 

alternative would define the southern boundary at Cape Hatteras, North Carolina. The first 

alternative is based on the Council’s authority as defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The 

second alternative is meant to match the southern boundary of the management unit for 

several of the Council’s managed species. 

The Committee briefly discussed the benefits of adding species codes to the reporting 

mechanisms used by fishermen and dealers (e.g. SAFIS, VTRs) for the species included in the 

amendment. Some committee members thought codes should only be added for species with 

the potential for directed fishing in the near future. For example, some Committee members 

agreed that copepods, krill, amphipods, and other species under 1 inch as adults are not likely 

to be landed in the near future and adding codes for those species could make reporting of 

other species more cumbersome by requiring fishermen and dealers to sort through many 

codes. The committee recommended two additional administrative alternatives that would 

address reporting for EC species in this amendment. To facilitate monitoring and reporting of 

EC landings, the committee recommended a third administrative alternative to require that any 

vessel possessing the EC species included in the amendment obtain a GARFO permit. 

The draft management alternatives, as modified by the Committee’s recommendations, are 

summarized in Table 3.  
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Table 3: Draft management alternatives for the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus Amendment, as 
recommended by the EOP Committee. “EC species” refers to the unmanaged forage species 
ultimately included in the amendment. 

Issue Alternative Sub-Alternative 
AP/Committee Recommended 

Range of Alternatives 

1: No action 1: No Action -- -- 

2: Alternatives 
for forage 
species other 
than chub 
mackerel  
(to be included 
in amendment 
as EC species) 

2A: Prohibit 
possession 

2Ai: Prohibit possession 
of all EC species (besides 
chub mackerel) 

-- 

2Aii: Prohibit possession 
of some EC species 

Prohibit possession of Engraulidae, 
Argentinidae, Atherinopsidae, 
Ammodytidae, Sternoptychidae, 
Chlorophtalmidae, Myctophidae, 
Ophidiiformes, copepods, krill, 
amphipods, and other species <1 
inches as adults. 
 

2B: Allow an 
incidental 
possession limit 

2Bi: Allow an incidental 
possession limit for all EC 
species (besides chub 
mackerel) 

Incidental possession limit 
alternatives:  
- 1,500 pounds of any species 

per trip or 
- 1,700 pounds of all species 

combined per trip 

2Bii: Allow an incidental 
possession limit for some 
EC species 

Allow an incidental limit of 1,500 
pounds of any species per trip or 
1,700 pounds of all species 
combined per trip for Clupeidae, 
Argentinidae,  Atlantic saury, 
Hemiramphidae, and pelagic 
molluscs 

3: Chub 
mackerel 
alternatives 

3A: Manage 
chub mackerel 
as an EC species 

3Ai: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel 

-- 

3Aii: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel once an 
annual fishery-wide 
landings limit is met 

Annual landings limit alternatives: 
- 2.86 million pounds/year 
- 1.75 million pounds/year 
- 900,127 pounds/year 
- 5.25 million pounds/year 

3Aiii: Allow an incidental 
possession limit for chub 
mackerel once an annual 
fishery-wide landings 
limit is met 

Incidental possession limit 
alternatives: 
- 10,000 pounds 
- 40,000 pounds 

3B: Manage 
chub mackerel 
as a stock in the 
fishery 

3Bi: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel 

-- 

3Bii: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel once an 

Annual landings limit alternatives: 
- 2.86 million pounds/year 
- 1.75 million pounds/year 
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annual fishery-wide 
landings limit is met 

- 900,127 pounds/year 
- 5.25 million pounds/year 

3Biii: Allow an incidental 
possession limit for chub 
mackerel once an annual 
fishery-wide landings 
limit is met 

Incidental possession limit 
alternatives: 
- 10,000 pounds 
- 40,000 pounds 

3C: Manage 
chub mackerel 
through the 
Council’s 
discretionary 
authority under 
1853(b)(12) and 
National 
Standard 9 

3Ci: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel 

-- 

3Cii: Prohibit possession 
of chub mackerel once an 
annual fishery-wide 
landings limit is met 

Annual landings limit alternatives: 
- 2.86 million pounds/year 
- 1.75 million pounds/year 
- 900,127 pounds/year 
- 5.25 million pounds/year 

3Ciii: Allow an incidental 
possession limit for chub 
mackerel once an annual 
fishery-wide landings 
limit is met 

Incidental possession limit 
alternatives: 
- 10,000 pounds 
- 40,000 pounds 

4: 
Administrative 
alternatives 

4A: List of 
fisheries and 
gear types (50 
CFR 600.725) 

-- -- 

4B: Permit for 
incidental 
possession of EC 
species 

-- 
Any vessel that retains any EC species 
in Federal waters must obtain a GARFO 
permit. 

4C: Monitoring 
/reporting 

4Ci: Develop and 
implement an annual 
process that provides the 
Council with data related to 
annual catch of EC species 
in its jurisdiction. 

-- 

4Cii: Add EC species to 
SAFIS, VTRs, CDFRs, and 
other required reporting 
mechanisms. 

 

4D: Geographic 
scope of 
amendment 

4Di: Federal waters, 
bounded by seaward 
lines extending from 
CT/NY boundary and 
VA/NC boundary 

-- 

4Dii: Federal waters, 
bounded by seaward 
lines extending from 
CT/NY boundary and 
Cape Hatteras, NC 

-- 
 

4Ei: List of EC species -- 
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4E: 
Frameworkable 
items 

4Eii: Possession limits 
and landings limits 

-- 

4Eiii: Spatial and seasonal 
closures 

-- 

4Eiv: Recreational fishing 
regulations 

-- 

 

Process for new fisheries  

The Committee discussed the idea of adding alternatives for a pathway to a new fishery as part 

of the range of management alternatives for the amendment. The Committee did not agree to 

draft language for management alternatives for new fisheries. Some Committee members 

suggested discussing the issue further over email and during the Council meeting.  

The Committee discussed the use of exempted fishing permits (EFPs) as a first step in a process 

to allow new fisheries, or expansion of existing fisheries, for the species ultimately included in 

the amendment.  The Committee recommended that the Council establish a process for Council 

review of EFP applications relating to the amendment. The Committee briefly discussed the 

Pacific Fishery Management Council’s Council Operating Procedure 242, which outlines a 

process by which EFP applications relating to the Pacific Council’s Comprehensive Ecosystem-

Based Amendment 1 are submitted to the Council and reviewed by the Council, the SSC, and 

other advisory bodies prior to submission to the NOAA Fisheries West Coast Regional Office. 

Individuals are not precluded from submitting EFP applications directly to the Regional Office; 

however, review and approval by the Pacific Council is seen as beneficial as it can strengthen 

applications prior to review by the Regional Office. The EOP Committee recommended that the 

Mid-Atlantic Council establish a similar process for EFPs for the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus 

Amendment. Some Committee members suggested that the Council state that in order for a 

new fishery to be allowed, or for an existing fishery to expand, the Council must first have 

considered an EFP application and reviewed the data resulting from use of the EFP. The 

Committee did not approve language for a draft alternative relating to EFPs. Council staff 

agreed to explore the possibilities for coordination with GARFO on EFPs prior to the April 

Council meeting. One Committee member suggested that a memorandum of understanding 

between the Council and GARFO could be sufficient to ensure that the Council has the 

opportunity to review EFP applications relating to the Unmanaged Forage Omnibus 

Amendment.   

                                                           
2 Available at: http://www.pcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/cop24.pdf  

http://www.pcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/cop24.pdf
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Motions 

Recommend to the Council to remove the following species to a considered but rejected list: Atlantic cutlassfish, 

bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, little tunny/false albacore, harvestfish, cunner, and sharptail shortfin squid. 

Nolan/Nowalsky (5/3/0) Motion carries 

 

Recommend that the Council write a letter to NMFS HMS to request that the HMS office manage the HMS species 

on list (little tuna/false albacore, bullet mackerel, and frigate mackerel) and other unmanaged scombrid species – 

approved by consensus 

 

Move to add lanternfish – approved by consensus 

 

Move to create chub mackerel alternatives, separate from alternatives for other species in the amendment  

McMurray/deFur (8/0/0) motion carries 

 

Remove gear regulations from list of frameworkable items – by consensus 

 

Move to move forward with AP recommended incidental possession limit options  

McMurray/Luisi (8/0/0) motion carries 

 

The following management alternatives were approved by consent, with the understanding that staff would 

modify the wording and structure prior to the April 2016 Council meeting: 

ALTERNATIVE 2: Alternatives to regulate harvest 
A. Prohibit possession of all EC species 
B. Prohibit possession of all EC species, but allow an incidental possession with trip limits of: 

I. 1,500 pounds per trip for each EC species 
II. 1,700 pounds/trip – 99th percentile of trip-level landings for all the species with 

documented catch for 1996-2015 
C. Prohibit possession of all EC species but allow incidental possession of some EC species EC 

species with a per trip possession limit. 
I. Prohibit possession of: 

a. Families: Engraulidae (anchovies), Argentinidae (argentines), Atherinopsidae 
(silversides), Ammodytidae (sand lances), Sternoptychidae (pearlsides, marine 
hatchetfishes), Chlorophtalmidae (greeneyes), and Myctophidae (lanternfish) 

b. Orders: Ophidiiformes (cusk eels). 
c. Groups: Copepods, krill, amphipods, and other species under 1 inch as adults: 

including the families of Calanidae (copepods) and Euphausiidae (euphausid krill), 
the orders: Amphipoda (amphipods) and ispoda (isopods), and the class Ostracoda 
(ostracods).3 

II. Limited possession of all remaining EC species (round herring, scaled sardine, thread 

herring, Spanish sardine, halbeaks, Atlantic saury, pelagic molluscs except sharptail 

shortfin squid) with a per trip possession limit of: 

a. 1,500 pounds per trip for each EC species 

                                                           
3 This list was taken directly from the staff evaluation of the EC Species list passed by the EOP committee and the 
MAFMC. 

http://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/56abb7fe89a60a6e972a2353/1454094338841/2016-02_Tab03_Unmanaged-Forage.pdf
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b. 1,700 pounds/trip – 99th percentile of trip-level landings for all the species with 
documented catch for 1996-2015 

ALTERNATIVE 3: (Chub option 1) Limit harvest of chub mackerel as EC species 
A.  (Previous 2c) Classify chub mackerel as an EC species and limit the annual harvest of chub 

mackerel using one of the following methodologies for a maximum of three (3) years while a 
stock assessment and analyses of predator, ecosystem, and socioeconomic impacts are 
completed to add chub mackerel as a stock in the fishery (SIF): 

i. 3 year catch average (2.86 million pounds) 
ii. 5 year catch average (1.75 million pounds) 

iii. 10 year catch average (900,127 pounds) 
iv. Highest catch in the past 10 years (5.25 million pounds) 

B. (Previous 2d) Classify chub mackerel as EC species and limit the annual harvest of chub mackerel 
using one of the following methodologies with an incidental possession limit of 10,000 pounds 
after the annual limit/cap is met, for a maximum of three (3) years while a stock assessment and 
analyses of predator, ecosystem, and socioeconomic impacts are completed to add chub 
mackerel as a stock in the fishery (SIF):  

i. 3 year catch average (2.86 million pounds) 
ii. 5 year catch average (1.75 million pounds) 

iii. 10 year catch average (900,127 pounds) 
iv. Highest catch in the past 10 years (5.25 million pounds) 

C. 2B with 40,000 incidental limit 
D. Immediately add chub mackerel as a stock in the fishery to either the MSB FMP or its own FMP 

using proxy status determination criteria while a stock assessment and analyses of predator, 
ecosystem, and socioeconomic impacts are completed.  Set one of the following as a temporary 
landings cap for a maximum of three years: 

i. 3 year catch average (2.86 million pounds) 
ii. 5 year catch average (1.75 million pounds) 

iii. 10 year catch average (900,127 pounds) 
iv. Highest catch in the past 10 years (5.25 million pounds) 

ALTERNATIVE 3: (Chub option 2) Limit the catch of chub mackerel as NON-EC species 
A. (Previous 2c) Limit the annual harvest of chub mackerel using one of the following 

methodologies for a maximum of three (3) years while a stock assessment and analyses of 
predator, ecosystem, and socioeconomic impacts are completed to add chub mackerel as a stock 
in the fishery (SIF): 

i. 3 year catch average (2.86 million pounds) 
ii. 5 year catch average (1.75 million pounds) 

iii. 10 year catch average (900,127 pounds) 
iv. Highest catch in the past 10 years (5.25 million pounds) 

B. (Previous 2d) Limit the annual harvest of chub mackerel through a catch cap using one of the 
following methodologies for a maximum of three (3) years with an incidental possession limit of 
10,000 while a stock assessment and analyses of predator, ecosystem, and socioeconomic impacts 
are completed to add chub mackerel as a stock in the fishery (SIF): 

i. 3 year catch average (2.86 million pounds) 
ii. 5 year catch average (1.75 million pounds) 

iii. 10 year catch average (900,127 pounds) 
iv. Highest catch in the past 10 years (5.25 million pounds) 

ALTERNATIVE 4: Pathway to a fishery for EC species with prohibited or limited harvest.  
A. No action 
B. No new or expanded fishing on EC forage species. 
C. Persons or companies seeking directed fishing on a prohibited EC forage species must first seek 

endorsement of an exempted fishing permit (EFP) through the MAFMC EFP review process in 
Council Policy for Review of EFPs for fishing EC species (EC/EFP Policy – Appendix XX), and then 
through the NOAA/GARFO EFP application process.  The MAFMC EC/EFP Policy was created 
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specifically to implement an MAFMC and SSC review process for EFP applications to collect data 
for a future fishery on a species prohibited from harvest in this amendment prior to EFP 
application submission to NMFS/GARFO. 

D. Persons or companies seeking directed fishing on a prohibited EC forage species must petition 
the Council and NMFS to add that species as a “stock in the fishery.” 

ALTERNATIVE 5: This amendment applies to all mid-Atlantic federal waters (exclusive economic zone - EEZ).  The 
boundaries of that jurisdiction are as follows: 

A. The northern boundary is the state line separating New York and Connecticut.  The southern 
boundary is the state line separating Virginia and North Carolina. 

B. The northern boundary is the state line separating New York and Connecticut.  The southern 
boundary extends from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina.  

Administrative alternatives motions: 
Move to add three alternatives the administrative range of alternatives: 

A. Any vessel that will retain or incidentally possess any EC species protected in this amendment in 
federal waters must obtain a GARFO permit. 

B. Develop and implement an annual process that provides the MAFMC with data related to annual 
catch of EC species in its jurisdiction. 

C. Update species reporting requirements by adding EC species to SAFIS, VTRs, CDFRs, and other 
required reporting mechanisms 

 

 



1  
 

     March 14, 2016              
100 Davisville Pier 
 North Kingstown, R.I. 02852 U.S.A. 
 Tel: (401)295-2585 

 

 

Dear Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Committee Members, 
 
 

 In order to provide context to the Council’s discussion of the Mid Atlantic chub mackerel 
fishery, I have put together this brief document that focuses on the worldwide chub mackerel 
fishery, characteristics of the stock, and the history of the fishery in the Mid Atlantic region. The 
Council has acknowledged the unique situation of the Mid Atlantic chub mackerel fishery, 
particularly in recent years, and its economic importance to vessels such as ours. That economic 
potential was recognized by National Marine Fisheries Service in 2004, when the agency funded 
a study for the development of chub mackerel as an underutilized species. Rather than relegate 
the current fishery to an incidental limit or average annual catch, there is a need for an FMP. 
Due to the fact that chub mackerel is one of the world’s largest fisheries, significant information 
exists to form the fundamental scientific basis of an FMP.  
 The chub mackerel fishery worldwide is active on every continent except Australia and 
Antarctica, takes place in the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans, and exists in 13 of the 19 
United Nations FAO marine fishing areas.1 The species is harvested primarily by purse seining 
but also by set nets, trap nets, gillnets, lift nets, balance nets, spoon nets, lampara nets, trolling 
gear, stake lines, longlines, and trawls.2  Trawls and gear types other than purse seine are 
“mostly used in small scale-fisheries”3, because they are a less effective way of harvest. 
Worldwide chub mackerel landings reached a high of over 7.5 billion pounds in 1978, but have 
remained roughly between 3.5 and 4.5 billion pounds over the past ten years.4 Chub mackerel 
is Portugal’s second largest fishery by tonnage,5 an important fishery in Eastern Central Atlantic, 
6 a staple in Arab nations such as Yemen, 7 an established fishery in the Mediterranean,8 and 

                                                           
1 For a Species Distribution Map by FAO Marine Area, see 
http://www.fao.org/figis/geoserver/factsheets/species.html. See also 
http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en and http://www.fao.org/fishery/cwp/handbook/h/en.  
2 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Species Fact Sheets, Chub Mackerel, available at: 
http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en.  
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid.  
5 European Commission, Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, “Facts and Figures on the Common Fisheries Policy”, 2010, 
p. 20.   
6 See http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en and http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-
mackerel/   
7 See http://www.trade-seafood.com/directory/seafood/country/yemen.htm .  
8 See  http://www.fishbase.us/summary/Scomber-colias.html .  

http://www.fao.org/figis/geoserver/factsheets/species.html
http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en
http://www.fao.org/fishery/cwp/handbook/h/en
http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en
http://www.fao.org/fishery/species/3277/en
http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/
http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/
http://www.trade-seafood.com/directory/seafood/country/yemen.htm
http://www.fishbase.us/summary/Scomber-colias.html


2  
 

sold to almost all African countries,9 but with highest fishery catches occurring in Asia and 
South America,10 where Peru, Chile, Ecuador, Brazil and Argentina have well established 
fisheries. In many areas, it is a year round fishery,11 and is a staple, main stream food source 
distributed through well-known suppliers.12  Chub mackerel is one of the world’s highest 
volume fisheries with the potential to support higher fishing pressure.13  Despite high harvest 
levels and the fact that not every directed fishery is managed or assessed, there are no 
indications of long term declines, and the International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
has listed the species as a species of “Least Concern”, both worldwide and in the Atlantic.14  

The United States also has a very active commercial chub mackerel fishery on the West 
Coast. As of 2013, West Coast chub mackerel was identified by National Marine Fisheries 
Service as a nationally “Important Species”, with commercial landings of nearly 23.8 million 
pounds, 75% of which were landed in California.15 Chub mackerel is also an important 
recreational fish, and has been the “most frequently caught species on hook and line in 
California waters in recent years” for California sportfishermen. 16 In the 1970s, there were 
several years where more chub mackerel were harvested recreationally than commercially off 
the coast of California.17   

Chub mackerel found in the Atlantic are the same species found elsewhere in the 
Pacific, Atlantic and Indian Oceans,18 and as such has been studied extensively. In the Western 
Atlantic, the species is widespread and its range runs nearly the length of the entire North 
American and South American continents.19 The warm water species “is frequent from 
Massachusetts to Florida (USA), the Bahamas, the Gulf of Mexico and southern Venezuela…off 
Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina.”20 Spawning season varies between global regions, but in the 
northwestern Atlantic, chub mackerel spawn in offshore waters south of Cape Hatteras during 
winter and spring, well south of Mid Atlantic fishing efforts and not during the Mid Atlantic 

                                                           
9 See http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/.  
10 See n 2.  
11 See http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/ and 
http://www.fishwatch.gov/profiles/pacific-mackerel.  
12 See for example, Chicken of the Sea canned chub mackerel: 
http://chickenofthesea.com/products/mackerel/mackerel-in-water .  
13 King, Michael, Fisheries Biology, Assessment and Management, 2nd edition, Blackwell Publishing, 2007. As of 
2007, of the top ten species accounting for about 30% of the world’s catch, chub mackerel was one of the ten not 
considered to be fully exploited. Other fisheries such as Alaskan Pollock, Atlantic herring, Japanese anchovy and 
Chilean jack mackerel were considered as having reached full utilization.  
14 International Union on the Conservation of Nature, “ The ICUN Red List of Threatened Species”,  2015, see 
http://www.iucnredlist.org/search.  
15 National Marine Fisheries Service, “Fisheries of the United States 2013”, 2014, p. ix. 
16 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, “California Marine Sportfish Identification: Tuna and Mackerels”, 
2015.  
17 See n 2. 
18 Crone and Hill, NOAA Fisheries Southwest Fisheries Science Center, “Pacific mackerel (scomber janponicus) Stock 
Assessment for USA Managament in the 2015-16 Fishing Year”, 2015, p. 11. 
19 Hernandez, Jose J Castro and Ana T. Santana Ortega, “Synoposis of Biological Data on the Chub Mackerel 
(Scomber japonicus Houttuyn, 1782)” FAO Fisheries Synopsis No. 157, 2000, p. 9. 
20 Ibid p. 9.  

http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/
http://www.oceantrawlers.com/species/atlantic-chub-mackerel/
http://www.fishwatch.gov/profiles/pacific-mackerel
http://chickenofthesea.com/products/mackerel/mackerel-in-water
http://www.iucnredlist.org/search
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fishing season,  typically in surface temperatures between 20.4 to 25.4 degrees Celsius.21 
Significant literature and studies exist on sexual maturity, fecundity, aging, growth rates, 
age/length relationships, life cycles, natural mortality rates, habitat, prey/diet and competitors 
by region.22 Chub mackerel are opportunistic, non-selective feeders, with an extensive diet. 23    

Chub mackerel are a cyclical fish. Recruitment is highly variable over space and time, not 
likely related to spawning stock biomass size, 24 and not tightly linked to parent abundance 
levels within the historical range of estimated spawning stock biomass levels.25 Population is 
driven primarily by large scale environmental factors.26 They undergo significant seasonal 
migrations related to temperature27 and life cycle, migrating both on and off the outer 
continental shelf.28 Such migrations may limit availability to a fishery.29  Extensive movements 
can be caused by climatic conditions (for example, El Nino) which may move the fish out of 
traditional survey ranges, and warm oceanic regimes may cause northward movement in the 
northern hemisphere.30 They also migrate nocturnally/diurnally throughout the water 
column,31 forming fast swimming schools during the day and dispersing at night.32 Swimming 
speed is dependent on water temperature and length, and chub mackerel have been recorded 
at speeds of over 2 meters per second.33 Chub mackerel “react sharply to fishing gear and 
vessel noise by attempting to escape from noisy areas” as well as the noise from other potential 
predators.34  

The history of the chub mackerel fishery on the East Coast of the United States is 
nothing new. However, the history of the East Coast fishery generally supports the analysis of 
the Southwest Fisheries Science Center that the species experiences high biomass levels on 
average about once every 60 years, with high recruitment success no more frequently than 

                                                           
21 Ibid, p. 12.  
22 N. 19. 
23 Ibid; n. 2. Chub mackerel prey include squids and other cephalopods, fish including anchovy, sardine , jack 
mackerel and  other chub mackerel, copepods, euphasids, jellyfish, benthic fauna, salps, mysids, decapods and 
crustaceans, etc.  
24 N. 18, p. 12.  
25 Crone et al, NOAA Fisheries Southwest Fisheries Science Center, “Pacific mackerel (scomber janponicus) Stock 
Assessment for USA Managament in the 2009-10 Fishing Year”, 2009, p. 12. 
26 N. 18, p. 12. For example, oceanic oscillations. 
27 Perrotta, Ricardo, et. al., “Temperature conditions in the Argentine chub mackerel (Scomber japonicus) fishing 
ground: Implications for fishery management”, Fisheries Oceanography 10(3):275-283, December 2001. Available 
at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/229610222_Temperature_conditions_in_the_Argentine_chub_macker
el_Scomber_japonicus_fishing_ground_Implications_for_fishery_management.  
28 N. 19, p. 30, 36, 42. Chub mackerel have been observed spending entire life stages/year classes off of the 
continental shelf and in the open ocean.  In addition, Russian vessels have fished the species outside the 200 mile 
limit. In 1996, the estimated total biomass of chub mackerel in the open ocean area 100 to 150 miles west of the 
200 mile EEZ off the California/Mexico coast was 1.7 million tons. 
29 N. 27. 
30 N. 19, p. 31, 52. 
31 Ibid. 
32 Ibid., p. 32. 
33 Ibid p. 33.  
34 Ibid. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/229610222_Temperature_conditions_in_the_Argentine_chub_mackerel_Scomber_japonicus_fishing_ground_Implications_for_fishery_management
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/229610222_Temperature_conditions_in_the_Argentine_chub_mackerel_Scomber_japonicus_fishing_ground_Implications_for_fishery_management
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every few decades, primarily due to oceanic conditions.35 Chub mackerel, or hardhead, catches 
were “tremendously abundant during the last of the eighteenth century and early years of the 
nineteenth, down to 1820-1830” as far north as Provincetown, Cape Cod; but the species 
“practically disappeared from the United States coast some time between 1810 and 1850.”36 
The disappearance of the species could not be blamed on fishing pressure, as it preceded the 
introduction of traps, pounds or purse seines.37  The disappearance was so complete and 
significant that the Smithsonian “tried in vain for 10 years prior to 1879 to obtain a single 
specimen.”38 However, species showed up again in the catches of the Georges Bank mackerel 
fleet in August of 1896 and Block Island Sound that September, before subsequently becoming 
less common until 1908.39 The mackerel fleet “found great schools of hardheads on Georges 
Bank in 1909, when vessels brought in fares of 50,000 to 100,000 of them during the first week 
of July, their small size…suggesting that there had been a great production of hardheads a year 
or two previous.”40  

Landings data is difficult to obtain from the East Coast for the mid-1900s, which may be 
in part due to misreported/nonreported/lost landings, foreign fishing efforts, availability, or a 
combination of these things. In the 1990s, an IWP (Internal Waters Processing Permits) 
arrangement operating off NJ and RI with Russian vessels landed chub mackerel, along with 
Atlantic mackerel, but identification of the separate species in documentation is uncertain.41 
This could pose a problem for accurate landings data by foreign or domestic fleets, particularly 
considering the foreign fishing activity during the middle of the century. However, in the 1990s, 
the fishery was considered “ephemeral” and not consistent.42 

In 2003-4, National Marine Fisheries Service authorized, with Saltonstall Kennedy 
Program funding, a study on “Development of the ‘Chub’ Mackerel Fishery, An Underutilized 
Species”43. The purpose, as reported to Congress in the 2004 Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant 
Program Report, was to “develop a fishery for chub mackerel” in the Atlantic by testing towing 
configurations and evaluating the availability of the species during the summer season, 
particularly as an alternative to the illex fishery.44 Results concluded that an economically viable 
fishery could probably be developed, which may be an option for freezer/RSW trawl vessels in 
the Mid Atlantic Bight during poor years of illex fishing, but that to do so would require a 

                                                           
35 N. 18, p. 13.  
36 Gulf of Maine Research Institute, “The Mackerels. Family Scombridae: Chub Mackerel”, p. 333-334. Available at:  
http://www.gma.org/fogm/Pneumatophorus_colias.htm.  
37 Ibid. 
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid. See also Department of Commerce and Labor, “Bulletin of the Bureau of Fisheries”, Vol XXXI, 1911. 
Available at: 
https://books.google.com/books?id=ZXiu77MinRoC&pg=PA749&lpg=PA749&dq=goode+chub+mackerel&source=b
l&ots=fbnVcGw5Mv&sig=vZKsR5oJwkdoFPhAF09NgMmVKBc&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjzxf6Kg7TLAhVB0h4KHV
SSC3EQ6AEIIzAB#v=onepage&q=goode%20chub%20mackerel&f=false.  
40 N. 36. 
41 Peter Moore, Ecosystems and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel Meeting, January 11, 2016 Meeting Summary. 
42 Ibid. 
43 Grant Number NA03NMF4270275, 2003-2004, Rutgers. 
44 U.S. Department of Commerce, NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, “The Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant 
Program: Fisheries Research and Development Report 2004”, p. 8.  

http://www.gma.org/fogm/Pneumatophorus_colias.htm
https://books.google.com/books?id=ZXiu77MinRoC&pg=PA749&lpg=PA749&dq=goode+chub+mackerel&source=bl&ots=fbnVcGw5Mv&sig=vZKsR5oJwkdoFPhAF09NgMmVKBc&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjzxf6Kg7TLAhVB0h4KHVSSC3EQ6AEIIzAB#v=onepage&q=goode%20chub%20mackerel&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=ZXiu77MinRoC&pg=PA749&lpg=PA749&dq=goode+chub+mackerel&source=bl&ots=fbnVcGw5Mv&sig=vZKsR5oJwkdoFPhAF09NgMmVKBc&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjzxf6Kg7TLAhVB0h4KHVSSC3EQ6AEIIzAB#v=onepage&q=goode%20chub%20mackerel&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=ZXiu77MinRoC&pg=PA749&lpg=PA749&dq=goode+chub+mackerel&source=bl&ots=fbnVcGw5Mv&sig=vZKsR5oJwkdoFPhAF09NgMmVKBc&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjzxf6Kg7TLAhVB0h4KHVSSC3EQ6AEIIzAB#v=onepage&q=goode%20chub%20mackerel&f=false
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considerable amount of time and economic investment in learning how to catch the species, 
nets and electronics.45 The fishery has been limited on the East Coast due to a mismatch in 
vessel horsepower and fish swimming speed, as well as underdeveloped markets.46 In other 
countries where trawl fisheries for chub mackerel have been successful, the vessels are much 
larger with greater horsepower, which is prohibited on the East Coast.47  Vessel characteristics 
are in themselves a limiting factor, and the speed of chub mackerel gives them a decisive 
advantage over trawl vessels which are limited in horsepower/towing speed. Therefore, East 
Coast catch is only a fraction of actual availability. 48 The study also recorded information on 
catches and discards of non-target species to identify impacts on other commercial, 
recreational, or environmentally sensitive species, and found that the “chub mackerel fishery 
appears to have minimal bycatch in comparison to other fisheries.”49 

In conclusion, the chub mackerel fishery is a well-developed fishery worldwide. As such, 
a significant amount of science exists on chub mackerel, which can be utilized by the Mid 
Atlantic Council for aiding management decisions, including development of an FMP. The 
fishery has existed on the East Coast of the US historically for hundreds of years, in a cyclical 
manner consistent with the life characteristics of the species. In recent years as availability in 
the Mid Atlantic has been on the upswing, Mid Atlantic vessels were encouraged by NMFS to 
develop a chub mackerel fishery as an underutilized species fishery.  As the 2004 study 
acknowledged, this would take considerable time, finances and effort. It is inequitable to 
restrict access now that investment has been made by vessels such as ours. Limiting the fishery 
to an average catch or incidental limits would also be inconsistent with the life cycle of the 
species. Flexible management is necessary for extremely cyclical fish, because availability is 
what determines catch levels. That availability is limited by a number of factors including 
natural cycles, water temperature, environmental conditions, vessel characteristics, 
seasonality, and the fact that chub mackerel spend significant time off of the continental shelf. 
Treating an existing fishery as an ecosystem component species is also inconsistent with the 
definition/treatment of EC species, which by definition are non-target species not generally 
retained for sale or commercial use. Seafreeze supports the creation of a chub mackerel FMP, 
to allow the fishery to continue to operate and develop, with Council management. 

 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Lapp 
Fisheries Liaison, Seafreeze Ltd. 

 

                                                           
45 N 43, p. 1. 
46 Ibid, p. 2.  
47 For example, most trawl fishing for chub mackerel occurs off of northwest Africa. Vessels fishing off Morrocco 
and Mauritania, as an example, are up to 393 feet long with high horsepower. See  
http://www.oceantrawlers.com/production/vessels/.  On the US East Coast, vessels are restricted to a maximum 
165 feet length, and horsepower can only be increased 20% from the original vessel baseline and length 10% from 
the original baseline, which limits expansion of capacity, see Omnibus Amendment to Simplify Vessel Baselines at 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/08/26/2015-21143/magnuson-stevens-fishery-conservation-and-
management-act-provisions-fisheries-of-the-northeastern .   
48 “We don’t even catch a fraction of what’s there”(on the sounder). Captain Kyle Goodwin. Personal conversation. 
49 N. 43, p. 3, 5. 

http://www.oceantrawlers.com/production/vessels/
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/08/26/2015-21143/magnuson-stevens-fishery-conservation-and-management-act-provisions-fisheries-of-the-northeastern
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/08/26/2015-21143/magnuson-stevens-fishery-conservation-and-management-act-provisions-fisheries-of-the-northeastern






































 

     

 

  
The Pelagic Advisory Council 

The Pelagic Advisory Council (AC) was founded in 2005 and is one of 10 stakeholder-led Fisheries 
Advisory Councils in the EU providing advice to the European Commission, the relevant Member States 
and, to a lesser extent, the European Parliament. All stakeholders affected by the EU Common Fisheries 
Policy (CFP) are eligible to become a member of the Pelagic AC. This includes the fishing industry, 
recreational fishermen, environmental NGOs, consumer organizations and unions. The Pelagic AC 
receives EU financial assistance as a body pursuing an aim of general European interest. 

Unlike many other ACs the Pelagic AC is not regionally focused, but deals with a set of 12 specific 
pelagic stocks, some of which are found across sea basins. The most important ecoregions for the 
Pelagic AC are the Greater North Sea, the Celtic Seas and the Bay of Biscay and Iberian Coast 
ecoregions. The stocks in the remit of the Pelagic AC are: 

 Northeast Atlantic mackerel 

 Blue whiting 

 Western horse mackerel 

 North Sea horse mackerel 

 Southern horse mackerel 

 Boarfish 

 Atlanto-Scandian herring 

 North Sea herring 

 Western Baltic spring spawning herring 

 Celtic Sea herring 

 Irish Sea herring 

 Herring in ICES area VIa and VIIb,c 

The two main objectives of the Pelagic AC are to recommend yearly total allowable catches and to 
develop multi-annual management strategies for the 12 stocks listed above. Until now the 
management strategies developed by the Pelagic AC were based on single stock MSYs neglecting both 
interactions with other components of the ecosystem as well as economic and social aspects. However, 
the new CFP sets out to implement an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management (EAFM). 
Therefore, the Pelagic AC decided to become a partner in the EU-funded research project MareFrame 
which seeks to remove barriers that prevent a wider uptake of the EAFM. 

 

MareFrame 

MareFrame is a 4 year research project funded by the European Union to promote the uptake of the 
EAFM (www.mareframe-fp7.org). This is done by developing and extending ecosystem and assessment 
models, by applying these models over a large range of ecosystems spanning different management 
practices, issues and priorities and by providing the end-user with a decision support framework that 
will highlight trade-offs and consequences of different management decisions. 

The project has 28 partners from 14 different countries both within and outside Europe. MareFrame 
is implemented using a “co-creation” approach, which combines analytical and participatory tools to 
generate knowledge that has scientific acceptability, policy relevance and social robustness; in 
practice, stakeholders are consulted at all stages throughout the project and actively participate in the 
design of the decision support framework to ensure that the results will meet stakeholders’ needs.  

Within MareFrame there is the opportunity to “twin” with another project that is relevant for 
implementing an EAFM to learn from experiences in other parts of the world. The fact that the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC), which resembles the EU Advisory Councils to some 
extent, has initiated the development of an EAFM guidance document already in 2011 makes this 
organization excellently suited to learn from its experiences and challenges when it comes to 
implementing an EAFM, especially taking into consideration the role of stakeholder participation. 



 

     

 

  
Therefore, the Pelagic AC, through its role in the MareFrame project, has approached the MAFMC and 
asked for the opportunity to visit the MAFMC to conduct interviews with key people involved in the 
EAFM guidance document and attend an MAFMC meeting to learn more about the dynamics of the 
MAFMC.  

The research questions being addressed during the visit include: 

 What are best practices and lessons learnt for stakeholders’ engagement in EAFM processes? 

 How can we advance in implementing an EAFM? 

 What are the best practices in science-stakeholders cooperation? 

 How to deal with multi-species trade-offs, especially when developing multi-species 
management strategies? 

 How to design a management strategy involving two Advisory Councils? 

 What are the lessons learnt from multi-level governance (State-Federal-regional 
Government)? 

The Pelagic AC and MareFrame will be represented by Dr. Verena Ohms, who is the Executive Secretary 
of the Pelagic AC and together with the chairmen responsible for the strategic decisions within the 
Pelagic AC. She runs the day-to-day operations of the organization and is the main contact person for 
all issues relevant for the functioning of the Pelagic AC. Originally from Germany, she holds a PhD 
degree in animal behavior from Leiden University in The Netherlands and has worked as a post-doc at 
Indiana University Bloomington before joining the Pelagic AC in May 2012.  

 

 



Cumulative Discard Methodology Fall 2016 Peer Review 
 
Dr. Michael Lanning, GARFO, will report on plans for a second peer review of the in-season 
cumulative discard methodology used by GARFO. The discussion will include of a review the project 
scope as defined by the terms of reference approved by the Northeast Regional Coordinating 
Committee. 
 
The New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils and NOAA Fisheries set annual 
catch limits for each fishery based on the best information available, and NOAA Fisheries monitors 
catches to determine if they are within these levels.  If an annual catch limit is exceeded for a fishery, 
the catch level may be adjusted downward in a following fishing year to account for the overage. 

 
During most fishing operations, some fish are discarded at sea for a variety of reasons, for instance, 
discards include fish that are undersized or of poor quality. The total catch for a fishery consists of all 
fish that have been landed or discarded at sea. It is the total catch that is compared against the 
annual catch limit for a fishery to determine if any overages occurred.  NOAA Fisheries estimates the 
total amount of fish discarded at sea using available information provided by fisheries observers 
deployed on some, but not all, fishing trips. In 2010, scientists developed a peer-reviewed method for 
determining discards in the Northeast multispecies fishery—since then, the method has adopted for 
monitoring yellowtail flounder discards in the scallop fishery, haddock discards in the herring fishery, 
and butterfish discards in the longfin squid fishery. 

 
A general description of the peer reviewed cumulative discard review method follows.  For more  
More detailed documents explaining discard calculations are available for the Northeast multispecies 
groundfish fishery http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/infodocs/discardcalculations.pdf 
and for butterfish 
www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2013/January/smb2013specsbmcmethodology.pdf 

 
The Cumulative Method 
The peer-review method is a cumulative method that continually recalculates the discards back to the 
beginning of the fishing year as more information is received. Under the cumulative discard 
methodology, how discards are calculated depends on whether there is an at-sea fisheries observer 
on a fishing trip or not. 

 
On observed trips, if 100% of the hauls are observed, the actual observed discards are applied to the 
trip. So, landings + discards = total catch for the trip. If fewer than 100% of the hauls are observed, 
the discards from the observed hauls are used to estimate the amount of discards on the unobserved 
hauls. 

 
On unobserved trips, discards are estimated. The discard estimation process is performed at what is 
referred to as "the stratum level." A stratum is a way of grouping similar trips. For example, one 
Northeast multispecies stratum is made up of trips made by members of the common pool using the 
same gear type and fishing in the same stock area. 

 
What is a discard ratio? A ratio compares the size of two quantities. The basis for calculating 
discards on unobserved trips is the ratio of discards-to-total landings from observed trips within a 
stratum. This is called the discard ratio. For example, suppose that on observed trips within the 
stratum, there were 100 pounds of discards with a landings total of 10,000 pounds. The discard ratio 
would be: 100/10000 = 1/100 = 0.01. The discard ratio is multiplied against the unobserved trips’ 
landings to estimate their discards. 

 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/infodocs/discardcalculations.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2013/January/smb2013specsbmcmethodology.pdf


The method of estimating discards is cumulative. This means that, as more data are reported during 
the fishing year, discards are re-estimated with updated discard ratios using the most current year-to- 
date totals. For example, suppose that additional observed trips within the previous stratum had 200 
pounds of discards with a landings total of 10,000 pounds. The discard ratio would be updated to: 
(100 + 200) / (10,000 + 10,000) = 3 / 100 = 0.015. 
 
Depending on how many observed trips have occurred in the stratum, the method for determining the 
discard ratio for unobserved trips will fall within one of the following stages: 

• Assumed Discard Ratio -- At the beginning of the fishing year, no observed trips have 
occurred. Therefore, NOAA Fisheries provides an assumed discard ratio. This is based on 
observer data from the previous year for the same gear and stock. 

• In-Transition Discard Ratio -- For the first four observed trips within a stratum in the fishing 
year, NOAA Fisheries calculates a transition discard ratio. After each observed trip, the 
transition ratio reduces the influence of the assumed discard ratio in the calculation of 
discards for that stratum. After four trips have been completed in the stratum, the in-season 
ratio replaces the assumed and transition ratios. 

• In-Season Discard Ratio -- Starting with the fifth observed trip in a stratum, NOAA Fisheries 
changes the method to the in-season ratio. This ratio uses discard data from observed trips 
to estimate discards from unobserved trips. As more observer data become available, 
NOAA Fisheries updates the in-season discard ratio and applies it to all unobserved trips 
within that stratum during the fishing year. 

 
Key Points 

• Discard ratios are shared across a stratum. The observed discard patterns of all the 
vessels in a stratum determine the discard ratios for that stratum. All vessels in the 
stratum then share those discard ratios when their discards are computed. This means 
that permit holders can be charged for discards on unobserved trips, whether a 
particular stock was caught on a trip or not. 

• Discard ratios are computed at the stratum level and applied at the individual trip level. 
• The sum of discards from a stratum's observed and unobserved trips equals total 

stratum discards.  . 
 
For more information, call J. Michael Lanning, Analysis and Program Support Division, at (978) 281- 
9308 or e-mail him at <J.Michael.Lanning@noaa.gov>. 

mailto:J.Michael.Lanning@noaa.gov
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: March 30, 2016  

TO: Council 

FROM: José Montañez, Staff 

SUBJECT: Review of Golden Tilefish 2017 Specifications 

 

As part of the 2015-2017 multi-year specification process for Golden Tilefish, the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) and Golden Tilefish Monitoring Committee (MC) reviewed the most recent information 
available to determine whether modification of the current 2017 specifications is warranted.  

The following materials are enclosed on this subject: 

1) Report of the March 2016 Meeting of the MAFMC SSC 

2) Report of the March 2016 Meeting of the MAFMC Tilefish MC 

3) Golden Tilefish Fishery Performance Report (February 2016) 

4) Golden Tilefish AP Information Document, Council Staff (February 2016)  

5) Golden Tilefish Data Update, NEFSC (February 2016) 

6) Staff Recommendation Memo to Chris Moore (February 2016) 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Report of the March 2016  

Meeting of the MAFMC SSC  

 

See Tab # 1  
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Tilefish Monitoring Committee  

Webinar Meeting Summary 

March 29, 2016  

Attendees: Steve Heins (NY-DEC), Paul Nitschke (NEFSC), Jeffrey Brust (NJ-DEP), Dan Farnham 

(Golden Tilefish Fishing Industry), and José Montañez (Council Staff). Others in attendance: Laurie Nolan 

(Golden Tilefish Fishing Industry and Council Member), Rob O'Reilly (VA, MRC). 

Discussion: The Tilefish Monitoring Committee (MC) was presented with a summary of the Scientific 

and Statistical Committee (SSC) deliberations of the March 2016 SSC meeting, where the SSC reviewed 

the Golden Tilefish Data Update, the 2016 Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report, 

and the 2016 Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel Information Document. Based on the updated information 

presented, the SSC saw no compelling evidence to change its recommendation of ABC = 884 mt (1.949 

million pounds) for fishing year 2017. The monitoring committee discussed the different components of 

the golden tilefish catch and recent fishery trends.  

 

The Monitoring Committees’ Comments and Reconditions  

 

Annual Catch Targets and Landings Limits and Basis for Derivation  

Table 1 shows the SSC and MC annual golden tilefish catch and landings limits recommendations made 

in 2014 for the 2015, 2016, and 2017 specifications cycle. Table 2 shows the Council adopted golden 

tilefish catch and landings limits recommendations for the same time period. The Council implemented 

management measures for 2015 and 2016, similar to those recommended by the SSC and MC. For 2017, 

the Council endorsed the OFL of 2.405 million pounds (1,091 mt) as recommended by the SSC; however, 

all the other catch and landings limits components adopted by the Council for 2017 are equal to those 

recommended by the SSC and MC for 2016 (Table 2). The Council took into consideration industry input 

and maintained the 2016 ABC, ACT, TAL, total IFQ amount, and incidental category quota amount in 

2017 in order to maintain fishery stability. The Monitoring Committee endorses the management measures 

adopted by the Council for 2017. The Monitoring Committee shares the SSC’s concern over the continued 

decrease in CPUE in 2015. There is no indication that exploitable biomass has been increasing and 

therefore no justification for increasing the TAL from the status quo.   

 

Relevant Sources of Management Uncertainty  

Past sector-specific performance and catch performance can be used as a basis for qualifying management 

uncertainty (implementation error), and as an indicator of future availability to achieve the 2017 ACT. 

The commercial fishery landings performance has been in line with expectations and the MC recommends 

that an adjustment to address this aspect of management uncertainty is not necessary. The Monitoring 

Committee noted that IFQ vessels have been landing nearly the entirety of the IFQ from 2009 to 2014. In 
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2015, commercial landings were 1.346 million pounds or 23% below the overall TAL (1.755 million 

pounds). Furthermore, since the IFQ system became effective, golden tilefish landings are closely 

scrutinized. The incidental fishery landed slightly over 18,000 pounds (21% of their allocation) in 2015 

fishing year, and this year the landings trajectory is near identical when compared to last year's landings 

trajectory.  

 

Commercial Discards  

Development of a time series of discards was not done in the assessment model since discarding was 

considered negligible and information on discards do not exist for most of the time series. Very low or 

insignificant discards were estimated in other fisheries (incidental tilefish fisheries). There is higher 

uncertainty (high CVs) on the low recent discard estimates since the discarding of tilefish is a rare event 

on observed trips. Therefore, an average of several years was used to judge the recent relative magnitude 

of discarding in other fisheries. Following the process created by the ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment, the 

monitoring committee adjusted the TAL from the ACT using average annual discards for 2010-2012 as 

presented in the Golden Tilefish SAW 58 document (5 mt or 0.011 million pounds). The MC saw no 

compelling evidence to change the discard estimates used to derive the TAL.  

 

The Monitoring Committee also discussed that commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery. 

It was also discussed that Framework 2 considers modifying the golden tilefish catch and landings 

flowchart to deduct discards after the ACT is divided between the IFQ and incidental categories as this 

would allow for commercial sector specific adjustments.  

 

Other Management Measures  

 

Incidental Trip Limit  

The Monitoring Committee discussed the issues raised by the Tilefish Advisory Panel (AP) members 

regarding their concerns about directed trips in the incidental category by non-trawl vessels. The MC 

indicated that they understand that the Council has discussed this issue and it is being addressed under 

Framework 2. The MC did not recommend changes to the current 500 pound whole weight (458 pounds 

gutted) incidental trip limit.  

 

Recreational Bag Limit  

The Monitoring Committee discussed the increase in recreational landings and those landings potentially 

becoming significant. There are no recommendations to change the 8-fish recreational bag-limit per 

person per trip. 
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Table 1. Summary of the SSC and Monitoring Committee recommendations for catch and landings 

limits for golden tilefish (2015-2017).  

 2015 2016 2017 
Basis 

(2015-2017) 

OFL 
  2.180 m lb 

(989 mt) 
2.343 m lb 
(1,063 mt) 

2.405 m lb 
(1,091 mt) 

Projection 

ABC 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

Projections/ 
Council Risk Policy 

ACL 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

ABC = ACL 

ACT 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

Deduction for 
Management uncertainty 

= 0 

Discards 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
Avg. discard (2010-2012) 

sm/lg mesh OT and gillnet 
gear TAL 

1.755 m lb 
(796 mt)  

1.887 m lb 
(856 mt) 

1.938 m lb 
(879 mt) 

RSA 0 0 0 0 

Quota -  
IFQ 

1,667,136 lb 
(756.2 mt) 

1,792,799 lb 
(813.2 mt) 

1,840,970 lb 
(835.05 mt) 

95% of the TAL 

Quota - 
Incidental 

87,744 lb 
(39.8 mt) 

94,357 lb 
(42.8 mt) 

96,893 lb 
(43.95 mt) 

5% of the TAL 

 

Table 2. Summary of the Council adopted measures for catch and landings limits for golden tilefish 

(2015-2017).  

 2015 2016 2017 
Basis 

(2015-2017) 

OFL 
  2.180 m lb 

(989 mt) 
2.343 m lb 
(1,063 mt) 

2.405 m lb 
(1,091 mt) 

Projection 

ABC 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

Projections/ 
Council Risk Policy 

ACL 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

ABC = ACL 

ACT 
1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

Deduction for 
Management uncertainty 

= 0 

Discards 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
Avg. discard (2010-2012) 

sm/lg mesh OT and gillnet 
gear TAL 

1.755 m lb 
(796 mt)  

1.887 m lb 
(856 mt) 

1.887 m lb 
(856 mt) 

RSA 0 0 0 0 

Quota -  
IFQ 

1,667,136 lb 
(756.2 mt) 

1,792,799 lb 
(813.2 mt) 

1,792,799 lb 
(813.2 mt) 

95% of the TAL 

Quota - 
Incidental 

87,744 lb 
(39.8 mt) 

94,357 lb 
(42.8 mt) 

94,357 lb 
(42.8 mt) 

5% of the TAL 
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2016 Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel (AP)  

Fishery Performance Report (FPR) 

 

The Tilefish AP met via Webinar on February 16, 2016 to develop the Golden Tilefish FPR. The 

charge to the Tilefish AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over 

time. The following is the report from the Tilefish AP.  

 

The Advisers in attendance were: David Arbeitman, Ron Callis, Skip Feller, Jan McDowell, and 

Michael Johnson. They represent tilefish commercial fisherman (from New Jersey); recreational 

fishermen (private/head boats, bait and tackle business, from New Jersey, Maryland, and 

Virginia); and research/academia (VIMS). Also in attendance were Laurie Nolan and Robert 

O’Reilly, Council Members; Doug Potts - GARFO; Paul Nitschke and Barbara Rountree - 

NEFSC; Fred Akers; and José Montañez (Council Staff). 

 

Market Issues 

 

Prices continue to increased and been strong in recent years. A major reason for this is that the 

tilefish industry is able to coordinate times of landings to avoid market gluts and spread tilefish 

landings throughout the year. The ability to do this has improved since IFQs came into place. 

 

Golden tilefish caught in the Mid-Atlantic region are sold as whole or gutted fish. Traditionally, 

the majority of the tilefish landings were sold to the Korean markets. Due to marketing efforts, 

tilefish has become a very well-known popular item. They are found as a “regular” on the menus 

rather than an occasional “special.” Local fish markets, as well as grocery stores like Whole 

Foods, carry tilefish. Business like Sea to Table, a door-to-door seafood delivery service, have 

also helped spread the word on what a great eating fish tilefish are. Having a steady year round 

supply of tilefish has influenced the positive market development for this product. 

 

Traditionally, large tilefish were worth up to $1.00 more per pound than extra-large tilefish. Due 

to the head size of an extra-large tilefish, there is a lot of waste. Recently, price spread ($/pound) 

between large and extra-large fish is decreasing. Industry has been getting specific requests for 

extra-large fish. Rather than discarding the head and the rack of an extra-large, soups and broth 

are being made and the waste is eliminated. Extra-large fish have been marketed as 25+ pound 

fish in both New York and New Jersey in past years. However, more recently (since around 

2014), New Jersey has change the extra-large to 20+ pounds fish. This may explain some of the 

small increase in extra-large market category landings that has been observed in the last few 

years. Industry and Council/NEFSC staff will work to improve coordination across tilefish ports 

to better define fish market size (weight) in order to maintain reporting consistency. 

 

Fishing trip expenses continue to rise (e.g., gear, bait, ice, tackle, and food). Due to the high cost 

of operations, tilefish vessel fish as close to home port as possible. 

 

Environmental Issues 
 

The industry has observed no tilefish aggregation changes due to changes in water temperatures, 

in contrast with what they observe with other fishes. The temperatures where Golden tilefish are 
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found seem stable due to extreme depth. (Note: tilefish are generally found in rough bottom, 

small burrows, and sheltered areas at bottom water temperatures ranging from 48.2oF to 57.2oF 

[9°C to 14°C], generally in depths between 328 and 984 ft [100 to 300 m]). 

 

Dogfish interaction reduces tilefish catches and strongly affects where people fish. The dogfish 

are so thick now, when fishermen encounter them, they have no choice but to move to other 

fishing areas. The dogfish interaction used to be about 2 or 3 months in the winter. However, in 

the last 5 years, dogfish presence is about 8 months, and extends to June. Skate interaction also 

reduces tilefish catches; this is limited to the winter period. Skates can severely damage tilefish 

gear. When fishermen encounter skates they move to other fishing areas. 

 

Adverse weather conditions (e.g., storms, rough seas, high winds, and tide) can impact fishing 

operations. Severe winter conditions experienced in the Northeast in 2013-2015 significantly 

affected the effectiveness of tilefish fishing operations/practices, resulting in longer fishing trips. 

 

Recreational tilefish fishermen continue to observe aggregations of large fish in small areas in 

the spring/summer time around the Wilmington canyon (>80 to 90 fathoms). Not sure if they 

could be spawning events. Down East, tilefish concentrate in smaller amounts because of 

canyons and bottom structures. Advisors indicated that while this type of large fish aggregations 

have been observed in the past by commercial fishermen, they are now increasingly noticed by 

recreational fishermen as the popularity of tilefish increases. Factors such advertisement for 

tilefish fishing trips, tilefish availability, product taste, and the increasing regulations in other 

recreational fisheries have played a major role in the expansion of the recreational fishery. 

 

Industry members indicated that that some lobster trap fishermen have caught small tilefish (~2 

inches) in 40/50 fathom range in statistical areas 613 (and perhaps 615 as well). This is 

something that they have not seen before. 

 

Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 

The number of tilefish vessels participating in the fishery has been steady. Since the onset of the 

IFQ management system, there has been no change in the number of vessels (4) that constitute 

the vast bulk of the landings (they constitute about 80% of the landings/IFQ allocation). Industry 

reported that one boat that has about 11% of the overall IFQ allocation was not able to fish in 

2015. While some of that inactive boat’s allocation was leased is not known how much of it was 

actually used. 

 

Tilefish landings are in alignment with the TAL specified for the fishery; observed differences in 

the data are small. It is believed that tilefish landings for 2015 FY (1.346 million pounds) were 

below the quota (1.755 million pounds) due to several reasons; including, inactive vessels (some 

IFQ allocations were not fished), some vessels that leased quota did not get a chance to fish, 

severe weather and wind conditions, and lower catch rates. 

 

The implementation of the IFQ system has particularly benefited those in the former "part-time" 

and "tier 2" vessel categories of the old limited access program. These vessels can plan their 

fishing activities throughout the year, rather than being forced into a derby fishery on November 
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1 (start of the fishing year) if they plan to harvest tilefish in a given year. These vessels 

participate in a number of fisheries (e.g. monkfish, scallop, and swordfish) and the IFQ system 

allows them to "fill in" tile fishing when it works best for them. Under the IFQ system, the 

former "part-time, tier 2, and full-time" vessels are working closely with each other and dealers 

to avoid landing large quantities of tilefish at the same time and avoid drastic price reductions.  

 

One panel member indicated that even smaller participants in the tilefish IFQ fishery (smaller in 

terms of IFQ allocation and/or boat size) have greatly benefited from the IFQ management 

system as they can better plan their fishing operations (fish when and where they need to) and 

the fact that tilefish prices are relatively good and stable, and in fact, a large proportion of their 

ex-vessel revenues come from tilefish.  

 

General Fishing Trends 
 

While CPUE has decreased according to the data update, AP members wanted to point out that 

for the last three winter seasons (Jan-March, 2013-2015) fishing practices have been impacted by 

severe weather resulting in longer fishing trips than on average. In fact, this trend has continued 

in the early part of 2016. Panel members indicated that while the number of fishing days per trip 

(days absent from dock) have slightly increased from about 6.5 days per trip in 2012 to 8.2 days 

per trip in 2015, it is likely that this increase in would have been smaller if winter weather 

conditions would had been less severe. Severe winter conditions in the last three years (and in 

the early part of 2016) have made fishing less productive and longer trips than average as fishing 

operations are significantly impacted. While severe weather conditions affect all fishing boats, 

smaller boats are particularly susceptible to severe winter and wind conditions. 

 

One advisor indicated that during bad weather the window of opportunity to get out fishing 

decreases for some vessels. One panel member indicated that since he has a lower allocation he 

spends a little bit of time exploring fishing grounds to harvest more valuable fish according to 

market demands. This in turn may also affect CPUE. Two boats indicated that they have a new 

captains and this may be affecting the catch rates for these vessels. In this small fishery small 

changes can result in large impacts. 

 

In 2014 and 2015, an increase of extra small and kitten market size fish were landed compared to 

2013. Observations indicate new incoming multiple-year classes; there is more of a size mix than 

before (healthy mix of ages). Commercial fishermen continue to catch a broad size distribution 

of fish. 

 

Industry tries to fish as close to port as possible. Basically, fishing in same areas in order to 

maintain low trip expenses. Increasing operating costs keep people from going further out and 

searching. 

 

Fishermen are not moving around much as they are finding a healthy mix of animals in 

traditional fishing grounds. However, there are areas that are thought to have more quantities of 

larger fish than smaller fish that could be targeted if needed. 
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The topography of the traditional fishing areas is well known and they have the advantage of 

little or no gear conflict, unlike some of the potential tile fishing areas which are used for other 

fisheries. 

 

Other Issues 
 

-Sometimes, a vessel may underharvest its quota allocation due to fear of overharvesting. The 

AP would like to see carry-over of unused portions (with a small proportion of the cap) to the 

next fishing year such as it is done in the scallop fishery. It was also stated that having a carry-

over of unused quota may benefit vessels that may not be able to land their entire allocation in 

one fishing years due to vessel repairs and maintenance. 

 

-Reliance on fishery-dependent data to manage the fishery may be a drawback. Assessment is 

data poor. No survey information on size distribution. 

 

- Extra-large fish have been marketed as 25+ pound fish in both New York and New Jersey in 

past years. However, more recently (since around 2014), New Jersey has change the extra-large 

to 20+ pounds fish. This may explain some of the small increase in extra-large market category 

landings that has been observed in the last few years. Industry and Council/NEFSC staff will 

work to improve coordination across tilefish ports to better define fish market size (weight) in 

order to maintain reporting consistency. 

 

-Constant harvest strategy worked well in rebuilding the fishery. Industry would like to get back 

to a constant ACL in the future given healthy trends in the catch. Industry does not want to see 

different ACL every year. 

 

-One headboat captain indicated that 5 or 6 headboats1 directly fish for golden tilefish but not 

100% or full time. In addition, headboats may catch golden tilefish while targeting tuna or 

swordfish (i.e., when the tuna limit has been reached, on the way out or on the way in from a 

tuna/swordfish fishing trip, or at any time when tuna/swordfish fishing is slow). During the 

winter period there are no tilefish party/charter boat trips as dogfish are just too abundant. Some 

AP members commented that while the headboat participation in the golden tilefish recreational 

fishery appears stable they have seen an increase in participation by recreational private boats 

(July through September) and that private golden tilefish recreational landings are not recorded.  

 

-Another advisor indicated that while there are 5 headboats that fish for tilefish (both blueline 

and golden) in the mid-Atlantic they have a limited number of dedicated tilefish trips throughout 

the season (summer time). For example, the boat that has the largest amount of trips scheduled 

during the year (a boat Point Pleasant) has about 24 scheduled trips per year and not all trips are 

conducted. The other 4 boats have substantially less tilefish trips scheduled per year. A reporting 

system for recreational landings would enhance the management of the golden tilefish fishery 

[The advisor that made this comment was not able to speak during the webinar due to technical 

difficulties. Comments were provided by phone].  

 

                                                           
1 2 from New Jersey, 1 from New York, 1 from Ocean City, MD (direct tilefish but only a few time per year), and 1 

from Rudee Inlet, VA. 
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-Panel members raised concerns and questioned the tilefish catches reported in the NMFS 

recreational statistics database as they are inaccurate and unreliable. It was recommended that 

this type of data is not use for the management of this species. It was also stated that recreational 

values reported under the VTR data seems to be more realistic of tilefish catches. 

 

-One headboat captain fishing out of Rudee Inlet indicated that while they do not run tilefish 

fishing trips they catch them sometimes (they target blueline tilefish and groupers). However, 

they have noticed that they are not seeing as many large golden tilefish (>25 pounds) as they 

used to. He also indicated that they are not seeing as many large blueline tilefish as before either. 

This could be an issue with fishing pressure he stated. The group discussed the fact that fish in 

the southern canyons (Norfolk, Washington) tent to aggregate in "smaller spots" of about 2 or 3 

football fields in size and fishing pressure can be too much and need to wait several months 

before you go back there to fish again. The group discussed how this contrasts with the wide 

open areas where the commercial fishery operates in in the northern part of the range (e.g., 

statistical area 537 - Atlantis and Block Canyons; statistical area 616) where tilefish are found in 

wide open areas in contrast to "smaller spots" where some recreational fishing occurs in the 

south. Commercial fisherman indicated that the Montauk fleet has seen an increase in the amount 

of blueline tilefish caught (ranging from 0 to 100 pounds per trip in the last four years)2 and that 

the recent decrease in the amount of large blueline tilefish found in the south (i.e., Rudee Inlet) 

may be due to warmer water temperature and changing migratory patterns. Blueline tilefish 

harvested by the Montauk fleet are shipped to the Fulton market. 

 

-Advisors are concerned about directed trip in the incidental category by non-trawl vessels. The 

AP members are recommending that the Council reviews the management aspects of the 

incidental fishing category. More specifically, it was reported by several industry members that 

there may be individuals fishing for tilefish using incidental permits that are not actual 

commercial fishermen and that they are not reporting tilefish caught thru a dealer. The AP 

suggested that a qualifier for the incidental tilefish fishing permits be developed. For example, 

that a certain amount of Mid-Atlantic or New England managed species would have to be landed 

each trip that any incidentally caught tilefish was landed. Essentially, each trip would have to be 

a directed trip on other species, as that was the intent in the original FMP. AP members indicated 

that they understand that the Council has discussed this issue and it is being addressed under 

Framework 2. AP members indicated that they are encouraged that the Council is addressing this 

issue and support further work on it.  

 

-The AP members indicated that the landings monitoring program of the IFQ system is very 

reliable. In all, there is good accountability mechanisms to track landings in the directed 

commercial fishery (IFQ vessel) and VTR data (commercial and recreational vessels). However, 

there is concern that directed incidental trips (non-otter trawl vessels) may be missing. In 

addition, there is no accurate information of catch/landings by private recreational anglers. 

                                                           
2 One industry member indicated that 1,500 pounds of blueline tilefish were landed during a directed golden tilefish 

trip once in a 35 year period.   





1 

 

 

Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel Information Document1 

February 2016 

 

Management System 

The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) which initiated the management for this species became 

effective November 1, 2001 (66 FR 49136; September 26, 2001) and included management and 

administrative measures to ensure effective management of the golden tilefish resource. The 

FMP also implemented a limited entry program and a tiered commercial quota allocation of the 

overall TAL. Amendment 1 to the Golden Tilefish FMP created an IFQ (Individual Fishing 

Quota) program that took effect on November 1, 2009 (74 FR 42580; September 24, 2009). The 

commercial golden tilefish fisheries (IFQ and incidental) are managed using catch and landings 

limits, commercial quotas, trip limits, gear regulations, permit requirements, and other provisions 

as prescribed by the FMP.  While there is no direct recreational allocation, Amendment 1 

implemented a recreational possession limit of eight golden tilefish per angler per trip, with no 

minimum fish length. Golden tilefish was under a stock rebuilding strategy beginning in 2001 

until it was declared rebuilt in 2014.  The Golden Tilefish FMP, including subsequent 

Amendments and Frameworks, are available on the Council website at: 

http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/tilefish. 

Basic Biology 

The information presented in this section can also be found in the Golden Tilefish FMP 

(MAFMC, 2001; http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/history/tilefish.htm). Golden tilefish (Lopholatilus 

chamaeleonticeps; tilefish from this point forward) are found along the outer continental shelf 

and slope from Nova Scotia, Canada to Surinam on the northern coast of South America (Dooley 

1978 and Markle et al. 1980) in depths of 250 to 1500 feet. In the southern New England/mid-

Atlantic area, tilefish generally occur at depths of 250 to 1200 feet and at temperatures from 

48°F to 62°F or 8.9°C to 16.7°C (Nelson and Carpenter 1968; Low et al. 1983; Grimes et al. 

1986). 

 

Katz et al. (1983) studied stock structure of tilefish from off the Yucatan Peninsula in Mexico to 

the southern New England region using both biochemical and morphological information. They 

identified two stocks -- one in the mid-Atlantic/southern New England and the other in the Gulf 

of Mexico and the south of Cape Hatteras.  

 

Tilefish are shelter seeking and perhaps habitat limited. There are indications that at least some 

of the population is relatively nonmigratory (Turner 1986). Warme et al. (1977) first reported 

                                                           
1 This document was prepared by the MAFMC staff. Data employed in the preparation of this document are from 

unpublished National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Dealer, Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs), Permit, and Marine 

Recreational Statistics (MRFSS/MRIP) databases. 

http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/tilefish
http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/history/tilefish.htm
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that tilefish occupied excavations in submarine canyon walls along with a variety of other fishes 

and invertebrates, and they referred to these areas as "pueblo villages." Valentine et al. (1980) 

described tilefish use of scour depressions around boulders for shelter. Able et al. (1982) 

observed tilefish use of vertical burrows in Pleistocene clay substrates in the Hudson Canyon 

area, and Grimes et al. (1986) found vertical burrows to be the predominant type of shelter used 

by tilefish in the mid-Atlantic/southern New England region. Able et al. (1982) suggested that 

sediment type might control the distribution and abundance of the species, and the longline 

fishery for tilefish in the Hudson Canyon area is primarily restricted to areas with Pleistocene 

clay substrate (Turner 1986). 

 

Males achieved larger sizes than females, but they apparently did not live as long (Turner 1986). 

The largest male was 44.1 inches at 20 years old, and the largest female was 39 years at 40.2 

inches FL. The oldest fish was a 46 year old female of 33.5 inches, while the oldest male was 

41.3 inches and 29 years. On average, tilefish (sexes combined) grow about 3.5 to 4 inches fork 

length (FL) per year for the first four years, and thereafter growth slows, especially for females. 

After age 3, mean last back-calculated lengths of males were larger than those of females. At age 

4 males and females averaged 19.3 and 18.9 inches FL, respectively, and by the tenth year males 

averaged 32.3 while females averaged 26.4 inches FL (Turner 1986).  

 

The size of sexual maturity of tilefish collected off New Jersey in 1971-73 was 24-26 inches TL 

in females and 26-28 inches TL in males (Morse 1981). Idelberger (1985) reported that 50% of 

females were mature at about 20 inches FL, a finding consistent with studies of the South 

Atlantic stock, where some males delayed participating in spawning for 2-3 years when they 

were 4-6 inches larger (Erickson and Grossman 1986). Grimes et al. (1988) reported that in the 

late 1970s and early 1980s, both sexes were sexually mature at about 19-26 inches FL and 5-7 

years of age; the mean size at 50% maturity varied with the method used and between sexes. 

Grimes et al. (1986) estimated that 50% of the females were mature at about 19 inches FL using 

a visual method and about 23 inches FL using a histological method. For males, the visual 

method estimated 50% maturity at 24 inches FL while the histological method estimated 50% 

maturity at 21 inches FL. The visual method is consistent with NEFSC (Northeast Fisheries 

Science center) estimates for other species (O'Brien et al. 1993). Grimes et al. (1988) reported 

that the mean size and age of maturity in males (but not females) was reduced after 4-5 years of 

heavy fishing effort. Vidal (2009) conducted an aging study to evaluate changes in growth 

curves since 1982, the last time the reproductive biology was evaluated by Grimes et al (1988). 

Histological results from Vidal's study indicate that size at 50% maturity was 18 inches for 

females and 19 inches for males (NEFSC 2009). 

 

"These results show a significant decrease in size and age at maturation since the 

last evaluation of this stock in the early 1980’s (Grimes et al. 1986). An 

environment in which survival rates are low for potentially reproducing individuals, 

often favors selection of individuals that are able to reproduce at smaller sizes and 

younger ages (Hutchings 1993; Reznick et al. 1990). In a hook fishery, it is assumed 

that the smallest fish in the population are less vulnerable to the gear depending on  
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the hook size. In this fishery, hook size has been intentionally increased to avoid 

catch of the smallest fish in the population. The fact that such dramatic changes 

have manifested in this stock may suggest a density-dependent effect of decreased 

population size. It is uncertain at this point in time, whether these changes are 

consequences of phenotypic plasticity or selection towards genotypes with lower 

size and age at maturation." 

 

Nothing is known about the diets and feeding habits of tilefish larvae, but they probably prey on 

zooplankton. The examination of stomach and intestinal contents by various investigators reveal 

that tilefish feed on a great variety of food items (Collins 1884, Linton 1901a and 1901b, and 

Bigelow and Schroeder 1953). Among those items identified by Linton (1901a and 1901b) were 

several species of crabs, mollusks, annelid worms, polychaetes, sea cucumbers, anemones, 

tunicates and fish bones. Bigelow and Schroeder (1953) identified shrimp, sea urchins and 

several species of fishes in tilefish stomachs. Freeman and Turner (1977) reported examining 

nearly 150 tilefish ranging in length from 11.5 to 41.5 inches. Crustaceans were the principal 

food items of tilefish with the squat lobster (Munida) and spider crabs (Euprognatha) were by far 

the most important crustaceans. The authors report that crustaceans were the most important food 

item regardless of the size of tilefish, but that small tilefish fed more on mollusks and 

echinoderms than larger tilefish. Tilefish burrows provide habitat for numerous other species of 

fish and invertebrates (Able et al. 1982 and Grimes et al. 1986) and in this respect they are 

similar to "pueblo villages" (Warme et al. 1977). 

 

Able et al. (1982) and Grimes et al. (1986) concluded that a primary function of tilefish burrows 

was predator avoidance. The NEFSC database only notes goosefish as a predator. While tilefish 

are sometimes preyed upon by spiny dogfish and conger eels, by far the most important predator 

of tilefish is other tilefish (Freeman and Turner 1977). It is also probable that large bottom-

dwelling sharks of the genus Carcharhinus, especially the dusky and sandbar, prey upon free 

swimming tilefish. 

 

Status of the Stock 
 

The golden tilefish stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management at 

Stock Assessment Workshop 58 (SAW 58; NEFSC 2014). A statistical catch at age model called 

ASAP (Age Structured Assessment Program) was used in this assessment to incorporate newly 

available length and age data to better characterize the population dynamics of the stock. The 

golden tilefish resource is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring in 2012. SSB was 

estimated to be 11.53 million pounds (5,229 mt) in 2012, about 101% of the biomass target 

SSBMSY proxy = SSB25% = 11.36 million pounds (5,153 mt). The fishing mortality rate was 

estimated to be 0.275 in 2012, below the fishing mortality threshold FMSY proxy = F25% = 0.370. 

The golden tilefish stock was previously under a rebuilding plan, but was declared rebuilt by 

NMFS in 2014 based on SAW 58. The assessment report can be found at: 

http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1404/. 
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Data Update 

 

The NEFSC is developing a golden tilefish data update through 2015. The update will contain 

recent trends in the golden tilefish fishery, including, commercial landings, catch per unit effort, 

commercial landings by market category (size composition), and landings by area. The update 

will be distributed before the next advisory panel meeting scheduled for February 16, 2016 (via 

webinar). 

 

Fishery Performance 
 

For the 1970 to 2015 calendar years, golden tilefish landings have ranged from 128 thousand 

pounds (1970) to 8.7 million pounds (1979). For the 2001 to 2015 period, golden tilefish 

landings have averaged 1.9 million pounds, ranging from 1.3 (2015) to 2.5 (2004) million 

pounds (Figure 1).  

 

The principal measure used to manage golden tilefish is monitoring via dealer weighout data that 

is submitted weekly. The directed fishery is managed via an IFQ program. If a permanent IFQ 

allocation is exceeded, including any overage that results from golden tilefish landed by a lessee 

in excess of the lease amount, the permanent allocation will be reduced by the amount of the 

overage in the subsequent fishing year. If a permanent IFQ allocation overage is not deducted 

from the appropriate allocation before the IFQ allocation permit is issued for the subsequent 

fishing year, a revised IFQ allocation permit reflecting the deduction of the overage will be 

issued. If the allocation cannot be reduced in the subsequent fishing year because the full 

allocation had already been landed or transferred, the IFQ allocation permit would indicate a 

reduced allocation for the amount of the overage in the next fishing year.  

 

A vessel that holds a Commercial/Incidental Permit can possess up to 500 pounds live weight 

(455 pounds gutted) at one time without an IFQ Allocation Permit. If the incidental harvest 

exceeds 5 percent of the TAL for a given fishing year, the incidental trip limit of 500 pounds 

may be reduced in the following fishing year. 

 

Table 1 summarizes the golden tilefish management measures for the 2002-2017 fishing years 

(FYs). With the exception of FY 2003, 2004, and 2010 commercial golden tilefish landings have 

been below the commercial quota specified each year since the Golden Tilefish FMP was first 

implemented. As a result of the decision of the Hadaja v. Evans lawsuit, the permitting and 

reporting requirements for the FMP were postponed for close to a year (May 15, 2003 through 

May 31, 2004). During that time period, it was not mandatory for permitted golden tilefish 

vessels to report their landings. In addition, during that time period, vessels that were not part of 

the golden tilefish limited entry program also landed golden tilefish. 
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Figure 1. Commercial U.S. Golden Tilefish Landings (live weight) from Maine-Virginia, 1970-2015. 
Source: 1970-1993 Golden Tilefish FMP. 1994-2015 NMFS unpublished dealer data. 

 

Golden tilefish are primarily caught by longline and bottom otter trawl. Based on dealer data 

from 2011 through 2015, the bulk of the golden tilefish landings are taken by longline gear 

(98%) followed by bottom trawl gear (~1%). No other gear had any significant commercial 

landings. Minimal catches were also recorded for hand line and gillnets (Table 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intentionally Left Blank 

   



6 

 

Table 1. Summary of management measures and landings for FYa 2002 through 2017.  

Management 

measures 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

ABC (m lb) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.013 2.013 1.766 1.898 1.898 

TAL (m lb)  1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. quota-initial 

(m lb)  
1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. quota-

adjusted  

(m lb)  

1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. landings  1.935 2.318b 2.622b 1.497 1.897  1.776 1.672 1.887 1.997 1.946 1.874 1.841 1.830 1.346 - - 

Com. 

overage/underage  

(m lb) 

-0.060 +0.323 +0.627 -0.498 -0.098 -0.219 -0.323 -0.108 +0.002 -0.049 -0.121 -0.154 -0.165 -0.409 - - 

Incidental trip limit 

(lb) 
300 300 300 133 300 300 300 300 300 300 500 500 500 500 500 500 

Rec. possession 

limit 
- - - - - - - - 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 

a FY 2002 (November 1, 2001 - October 31, 2002). 
b Lawsuit period (see text above). 
c Eight fish per person per trip.
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Table 2. Golden tilefish commercial landings ('000 pounds live weight) by gear, Maine 

through Virginia, 2011-2015 combined. 

Gear 

 

pounds 

 

Percent 

 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 108 1.3 

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 11 * 

Lines Hand 17 * 

Lines Long Set with Hooks 8,550 98.4 

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 3 * 

All Gear 8,689 100.0 

Note:  * = less than 1,000 pounds or less than 1 percent. 

 

Approximately 55 percent of the landings for 2015 were caught in statistical area 616; statistical 

area 626 had 6 percent; statistical areas 525 and 539 had 3 percent (Table 3). NMFS statistical 

areas are shown in Figure 2. 

 

For the 1999 to 2015 period, commercial golden tilefish landings are spread across the years with 

no strong seasonal variation (Tables 4 and 5). However, in recent years, a slight downward trend 

in the proportion of golden tilefish landed during the winter period (November-February) and a 

slight upward trend in the proportion of golden tilefish landed during the May-June period are 

evident when compared to earlier years (Table 5).  
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Table 3. Golden tilefish percent landings by statistical area and year, 1996-2015. 

Year Unk 513 525 526 533 536 537 539 612 613 614 615 616 622 626 Other                                   

1996 19.76 0.14 0.07 5.15 0.61 - 43.76 0.38 * 1.06 - - 27.82 0.01 - 1.24 

1997 23.29 0.39 0.03 0.67 0.01 - 56.21 0.02 * 2.59 - * 16.40 0.01 * 0.37 

1998 16.21 * 1.24 2.15 0.04 - 65.84 0.04 - 5.44 - 0.03 8.53 * * 0.46 

1999 2.57 * 0.97 0.22 0.01 - 55.07 0.01 0.11 3.68 - 0.16 36.78 0.02  0.02 0.38 

2000 * - 0.36 3.76 0.99 - 45.64 0.01 0.05 2.35 - 1.26 43.49 0.47 0.14 1.49 

2001 - 0.03 0.23 3.09 0.01 - 23.91 * 0.01 3.16 - 0.02 68.96 * 0.10 0.46 

2002 - - 0.12 8.73 - - 35.86 0.07 0.01 15.39 - * 39.64 0.02 0.02 0.13 

2003 - - 0.88 1.79 0.08 - 38.45 0.10 - 11.84 0.01 * 46.47 0.05  0.05 0.28 

2004 - * 1.02 2.59 0.01 - 61.66 0.06 5.28 0.70 - 0.02 25.91 0.03 0.06 2.64 

2005 - - 0.12 0.24 1.98 - 6174 0.02 0.03 5.99 - 1.81 25.17 0.03 0.20 2.66 

2006 - - * 1.54 * 1.96 61.69 0.50 1.24 0.71 - 0.07 30.09 0.04 0.05 2.09 

2007 - - 0.02 0.40 * 4.56 52.45 0.01 - 5.26 4.95 0.38 30.00 0.81 0.41 0.78 

2008 - - 1.02 0.05 * 7.61 36.83 * - 4.30  6.92 0.94 40.27 1.91 0.02 0.13 

2009 - - 2.06 0.01 - 3.97 40.53 1.23 0.04 4.15 4.90 0.01 39.67 1.27 1.11 1.04 

2010 - - 0.01 0.01 0.01 - 57.13 0.55 0.02 7.28 * 0.05 33.94 0.69 0.04 0.26 

2011 - 2.86 0.02 * - - 53.06 0.01 - 3.12 - 0.37 39.98 0.31 0.06 0.21 

2012 - - 0.01 0.01 - - 52.54 0.03 * 0.58 - 2.58 43.92 0.20 0.10 0.03 

2013 - - * 0.67 - - 56.23 1.06 0.03 0.69 - 0.01 35.39 1.21 4.59 0.13 

2014  - 0.01 0.43 *  48.55 1.92 0.01 1.31 - 0.34 43.62 2.72 0.36 0.74 

2015 - 1 3.12 1.00 * - 28.62 2.59 - 0.01 - * 55.14 2.32 5.66 1.54 

All 4.41 0.19 0.53 1.63 0.16 0.79 50.27 0.39 0.49 3.91 0.73 0.34 34.22 0.52 0.55 0.86 

Note:  - = no landings; * = less than 0.01 percent. 
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Table 4. Golden tilefish commercial landings (1,000 live pounds) by month and year, Maine through Virginia. 

Year 
Month 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

1999  118   114   124   103   93   91   55   106   83   59   77   75   1,096  

2000  52   105   159   101   107   99   34   91   42   107   96   112   1,105  

2001  107   151   159   188   153   179   177   157   156   156   161   176   1,920  

2002  143   232   257   144   164   117   107   141   148   146   68   200   1,866  

2003  183   181   295   254   209   185   152   180   210   202   189   223   2,463  

2004  197   355   514   332   132   77   113   119   183   187   120   189   2,519  

2005  127   159   235   168   33   57   92   129   96   94   141   158   1,487  

2006  159   245   324   108   127   142   86   138   129   141   169   228   1,996  

2007  122   118   192   147   141   96   131   133   125   174   77   189   1,646  

2008  235   206   202   173   124   123   62   90   101   90   109   104   1,619  

2009  90   145   185   200   219   211   184   157   156   127   94   134   1,902  

2010  128   152   274   216   195   157   149   157   156   186   119   137   2,025  

2011  152   95   269   234   203   137   160   127   120   194   65   150   1,905  

2012  146   114   142   207   151   131   158   203   186   221   39   139   1,837  

2013  106   119   174   245   226   193   152   152   126   169   74   126   1,863  

2014  114   93   146   183   187   233   214   172   134   153   46   102   1,777  

2015  68   70   144   128   181   146   129   127   123   82   48   62   1,308  

Total  2,246   2,655   3,794   3,130   2,646   2,373   2,155   2,380   2,274   2,487   1,692   2,501   30,333  
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Table 5. Percent of golden tilefish commercial landings (live pounds) by month and year, Maine through Virginia. 

Year 
Month 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

1999 10.75 10.38 11.28 9.41 8.50 8.29 4.99 9.66 7.55 5.36 6.98 6.86 100.00 

2000 4.68 9.48 14.41 9.13 9.67 8.95 3.05 8.26 3.78 9.71 8.70 10.18 100.00 

2001 5.59 7.88 8.30 9.77 7.95 9.32 9.24 8.16 8.13 8.11 8.40 9.14 100.00 

2002 7.64 12.43 13.76 7.70 8.78 6.28 5.74 7.57 7.92 7.85 3.63 10.70 100.00 

2003 7.44 7.33 11.98 10.31 8.47 7.52 6.18 7.32 8.52 8.19 7.68 9.05 100.00 

2004 7.81 14.11 20.42 13.20 5.25 3.06 4.47 4.74 7.26 7.43 4.76 7.49 100.00 

2005 8.54 10.70 15.78 11.28 2.24 3.82 6.16 8.66 6.44 6.32 9.46 10.60 100.00 

2006 7.95 12.30 16.22 5.39 6.38 7.10 4.33 6.93 6.46 7.06 8.46 11.41 100.00 

2007 7.43 7.15 11.67 8.93 8.58 5.85 7.94 8.08 7.61 10.60 4.68 11.47 100.00 

2008 14.53 12.72 12.47 10.68 7.68 7.58 3.81 5.59 6.25 5.55 6.73 6.42 100.00 

2009 4.72 7.62 9.74 10.50 11.52 11.08 9.66 8.26 8.22 6.69 4.93 7.04 100.00 

2010 6.33 7.51 13.51 10.67 9.62 7.73 7.37 7.75 7.69 9.17 5.90 6.75 100.00 

2011 7.96 4.96 14.13 12.26 10.66 7.20 8.40 6.66 6.31 10.18 3.42 7.87 100.00 

2012 7.95 6.23 7.71 11.26 8.21 7.12 8.60 11.06 10.15 12.01 2.15 7.55 100.00 

2013 5.67 6.39 9.34 13.17 12.14 10.37 8.18 8.17 6.75 9.07 3.97 6.78 100.00 

2014 6.42 5.26 8.21 10.32 10.51 13.12 12.05 9.65 7.54 8.62 2.58 5.72 100.00 

2015 5.21 5.38 10.97 9.79 13.86 11.16 9.89 9.71 9.40 6.24 3.67 4.72 100.00 

Total 7.40 8.75 12.51 10.32 8.72 7.82 7.10 7.85 7.50 8.20 5.58 8.25 100.00 
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Figure 2. NMFS Statistical Areas. 
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Commercial golden tilefish ex-vessel revenues have ranged from $2.5 (year 2000) to $5.9 (year 

2013) million for the 1999 through 2015 period.  The mean price for golden tilefish (adjusted) 

has ranged from $1.11 per pound in 2004 to $4.26 per pound in 2015 (Figure 3). 

 

 
Figure 3. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price for golden tilefish, Maine through Virginia combined, 

1999-2015. Note:  Prices were adjusted to 2015 values using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Producer 

Price Index. 

 

The 2011 through 2015 coastwide average ex-vessel price per pound for all market categories 

combined was $3.47. Price differential indicates that larger fish tend to bring higher prices 

(Table 6). Nevertheless, even though there is a price differential for various sizes of golden 

tilefish landed, golden tilefish fishermen land all fish caught as the survival rate of discarded fish 

is very low (L. Nolan 2006; Kitts et al. 2007). Furthermore, Amendment 1 to the Golden Tilefish 

FMP prohibited the practice of highgrading (MAFMC 2009).  
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Table 6. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price of golden tilefish by size category, from Maine 

thought Virginia, 2011 through 2015. 

Size 

Category 

Landed Weight 

(pounds) 

Value 

($) 

Price 

($/pound) 

Extra large 308,830 1,287,824 4.17 

Large 2,445,307 9,918,655 4.06 

Large/Medium 371,189 1,509,810 4.07 

Medium 2,588,999 8,414,090 3.25 

Small or Kittens 1,404,182 3,802,300 2.71 

Extra small 139,649 333,758 2.39 

Unclassified 716,299 2,434,470 3.40 

All 7,974,455 27,700,907 3.47 

 

The ports and communities that are dependent on golden tilefish are fully described in 

Amendment 1 to the FMP (section 6.5; MAFMC 2009; found at 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf). Additional information on 

"Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries" can be found at 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/. 

 

To examine recent landings patterns among ports, 2014-2015 NMFS dealer data are used. The 

top commercial landings ports for golden tilefish are shown in Table 7. A “top port” is defined as 

any port that landed at least 10,000 pounds of golden tilefish. Ports that received 1% or greater of 

their total revenue from golden tilefish are shown in Table 8.  
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http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
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Table 7. Top ports of landing (in pounds) for golden tilefish, based on NMFS 2014 - 2015 

dealer data.  Since this table includes only the “top ports,” it may not include all of the 

landings for the year. (Note:  values in parenthesis correspond to IFQ vessels). 

Port 

2014 2015 

Landings 

(pounds) 
# Vessels 

Landings 

(pounds) 
# Vessels 

Montauk, NY 
1,181,086 

(1,177,286) 

14 

(4) 

822,677 

(821,195) 

7 

(4) 

Barnegat Light/Long Beach, NJ 
376,226 

(372,013) 

12 

(8) 

362,979 

(362,976) 

10 

(9) 

Hampton Bays, NY 
168,883 

(C) 

4 

(1) 

56,930 

(C) 

3 

(1) 

Point Judith, RI 
14,406 

(0) 

45 

(0) 

4,929 

(0) 

47 

(0) 

Shinnecock, NY 
C 

(C) 

2 

(1) 

C 

(C) 

1 

(1) 

East Hampton, NY 
0 

(0) 

0 

(0) 

C 

(C) 

1 

(1) 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

Table 8. Ports that generated 1% or greater of total revenues from golden tilefish, 2011-

2015. 

Port State 

East Hampton New York 

Montauk New York 

Hampton Bays New York 

Barnegat Light/Long Beach New Jersey 

Shinnecock New York 

Other Monmouth New Jersey 

 

In 2015 there were 43 federally permitted dealers who bought golden tilefish from 97 vessels 

that landed this species from Maine through Virginia. In addition, 64 dealers bought golden 

tilefish from 112 vessels in 2014. These dealers bought approximately $5.1 and $5.7 million of 

golden tilefish in 2015 and 2014, respectively, and are distributed by state as indicated in Table 

9. Table 10 shows relative dealer dependence on golden tilefish. 
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Table 9. Dealers reporting buying golden tilefish, by state in 2014 - 2015.  

 

# 

of 

Dealers 

 

MA RI CT NY NJ MD VA Other 

'14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 

7 6 9 8 10 6 20 13 9 6 3 C 4 3 2 1 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

Table 10. Dealer dependence on golden tilefish, 2011-2015. 

Number of Dealers Relative Dependence on Tilefish 

83 <5% 

4 5%-10% 

5 10% - 25% 

2 25% - 50% 

1 50% - 75% 

1 90%+ 

 

According to VTR data, very little (< 0.3%) discarding was reported by longline vessels that 

targeted golden tilefish for the 2005 through 2014 period (Table 11). In addition, the 2014 

golden tilefish stock assessment indicates that golden tilefish discards in the trawl and longline 

fishery are negligible (NEFSC 2014). 
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Table 11. Catch disposition for directed golden tilefish tripsa, Maine through Virginia, 2005-2014 

combined. 

  

 

Common Name 
Kept 

 pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Discarded 

pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Total 

 pounds 

Disc: Kept 

Ratio 

GOLDEN TILEFISH 15,549,080 100.00% 99.08% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15,549,080 0.00 

SPINY DOGFISH 94,828 85.55% 0.60% 16,018 14.45% 37.63% 110,846 0.17 

BLUELINE TILEFISH 15,388 100.00% 0.10% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15,388 0.00 

CONGER EEL 9,013 93.87% 0.06% 589 6.13% 1.38% 9,602 0.07 

BLACK BELLIED ROSEFISH 4,269 100.00% 0.03% 0 0.00% 0.00% 4,269 0.00 

SKATES, OTHER 3,201 67.66% 0.02% 1,530 32.34% 3.59% 4,731 0.48 

SNOWY GROUPER 3,100 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,100 0.00 

TILEFISH, OTHER 2,692 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,692 0.00 

DOGFISH SMOOTH 2,634 76.26% 0.02% 820 23.74% 1.93% 3,454 0.31 

EEL, OTHER 1,809 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,809 0.00 

WRECKFISH 1,240 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,240 0.00 

BLUEFISH 898 22.63% 0.01% 3,070 77.37% 7.21% 3,968 3.42 

MONKFISH 742 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 742 0.00 

YELLOWFIN TUNA 680 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 680 0.00 

DOLPHIN FISH 627 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 627 0.00 

BLACK SEA BASS 563 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 563 0.00 

MAKO SHORTFIN SHARK 524 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 524 0.00 

BLUEFIN TUNA 440 91.67% 0.00% 40 8.33% 0.09% 480 0.09 

RED HAKE 438 79.20% 0.00% 115 20.80% 0.27% 553 0.26 

SILVER HAKE (WHITING) 300 93.75% 0.00% 20 6.25% 0.05% 320 0.07 

MAKO SHARK, OTHER  284 89.03% 0.00% 35 10.97% 0.08% 319 0.12 

FISH, OTHER 218 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 218 0.00 

AMERICAN EEL 150 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 150 0.00 

REDFISH 147 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 147 0.00 

MIX RED & WHITE HAKE 125 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 125 0.00 

CUSK 97 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 97 0.00 

ALBACORE TUNA 75 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 75 0.00 

PORBEAGLE SHARK 75 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 75 0.00 

WHITE HAKE 74 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 74 0.00 
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Table 11 (continued). Catch disposition for directed golden tilefish tripsa, Maine through 

Virginia, 2005-2014 combined. 

a Directed trips for golden tilefish were defined as trips comprising 75 percent or more by weight of golden tilefish 

landed. Number of trips = 1,161. 

 

Golden tilefish incidental commercial fishery landings in FY 2016 are lagging behind FY 2015 

landings (Figure 4; as of week ending January 31, 2016). Incidental golden tilefish commercial 

landings for the last four fishing years are shown in Table 12. 
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Common Name 
Kept 

 pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Discarded 

pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Total 

 pounds 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

SUMMER FLOUNDER 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

BLACK WHITING 24 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 24 0.00 

AMBER JACK 18 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 18 0.00 

POLLOCK 17 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 17 0.00 

TIGER SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 10,400 100.00% 24.43% 10,400 -- 

SKATE BARNDOOR 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,881 100.00% 9.12% 3,881 -- 

DOGFISH CHAIN 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,722 100.00% 6.39% 2,722 -- 

JONAH CRAB 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,273 100.00% 2.99% 1,273 -- 

LOBSTER 0 0.00% 0.00% 775 100.00% 1.82% 775 -- 

BLUE SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 725 100.00% 1.70% 725 -- 

SKATE ROSETTE 0 0.00% 0.00% 398 100.00% 0.93% 398 -- 

HAMMERHEAD SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 100.00% 0.23% 100 -- 

SHARK, OTHER 0 0.00% 0.00% 60 100.00% 0.14% 60 -- 

ALL SPECIES 15,693,842 99.73% 100.00% 42,571 0.27% 100.00% 15,736,413 0.00 



18 

 

 
 

Figure 4. Incidental commercial landings for 2016 FY to date (Through January 31, 2016). 

Blue Line = FY 2016, Orange Line = FY 2015. 

Source:  http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm. 

 

 

Table 12. Incidental commercial landings for 2012-2015 fishing years. 

Fishing Year 
Landings 

(pounds) 

Incidental Quota 

 (pounds) 

Percent of Quota 

Landed (%) 

2012 36,330 99,750 36 

2013 36,442 99,750 37 

2014 44,594 99,750 45 

2015 18,213 87,744 21 

Source:  http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm. 

 

Recreational Fishery 
 

A small recreational fishery briefly occurred during the mid 1970's, with less than 100,000 

pounds annually (MAFMC 2001). Subsequent recreational catches have been low for the 1982 - 

2015 period, ranging from zero for most years to approximately 30,000 fish in 2010 according to 

NMFS recreational statistics (Table 13). In 2013, approximately 370,000 fish were caught. 

 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm
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Vessel trip report (VTR) data indicates that the number of golden tilefish caught by party/charter 

vessels from Maine through Virginia is low, ranging from 81 fish in 1996 to 7,633 fish in 2015 

(Table 14). Mean party/charter effort ranged from less than one fish per angler in 1999 

throughout 2002 and 2005 to approximately eight fish per angler in 1998, averaging 2.4 fish for 

the entire time series. 

 

According to VTR data, for the 1996 through 2015 period, the largest amount of golden tilefish 

caught by party/charter vessels were made by New Jersey vessels (29,162), followed by New 

York (9,256), Virginia (663), Delaware (512), Massachusetts (496), Maryland (338), Rhode 

Island (182), and Connecticut (3). Party/charter boats from New Jersey have shown a significant 

uptrend in the number of golden tilefish caught during the time series while the boats from 

Rhode Island have shown a significant downward trend in the number of fish caught (Table 15). 

 

The number of golden tilefish discarded by recreational anglers is low. According to VTR data, 

on average, approximately 6 fish per year were discarded by party/charter recreational anglers 

for the 1996 through 2015 period. The quantity of golden tilefish discarded by party/charter 

recreational anglers ranged from zero in most years to 64 in 2015. 

 

Recreational anglers typically fish for golden tilefish when tuna fishing especially during the 

summer months (Freeman, pers. comm. 2006). However, some for hire vessels from New Jersey 

and New York are golden tilefish fishing in the winter months (Caputi pers. comm. 2006). In 

addition, recreational boats in Virginia are also reported to be fishing for golden tilefish (Pride 

pers. comm. 2006). However, it is not known with certainty how many boats may be targeting 

golden tilefish. Nevertheless, accounting for information presented in the Fishery Performance 

Reports (2012-2014) and a brief internet search conducted by Council Staff in 2014 indicates 

that there have been approximately 10 headboats actively engaged in the tilefish fishery in the 

Mid-Atlantic canyons in recent years. It is estimated that approximately 4 of these boats 

conducted direct tilefish fishing trips, while the other 6 boats may have caught tilefish while 

targeting tuna/swordfish or fishing for assorted deep water species. In addition, it appears that 

recreational interest onboard headboats for tilefish has increase in the last few years as seen in 

the FPRs, internet search conducted by Council staff, and recent VTR recreational party/charter 

statistics (MAFMC 2014). 

 

Anglers are highly unlikely to catch golden tilefish while targeting tuna on tuna fishing trips. 

However, these boats may fish for golden tilefish at any time during a tuna trip (i.e., when the 

tuna limit has been reached, on the way out or on the way in from a tuna fishing trip, or at any 

time when tuna fishing is slow). While fishing for tuna recreational anglers may trawl using rod 

and reel (including downriggers), handline, and bandit gear. Rod and reel is the typical gear used 

in the recreational golden tilefish fishery. Because golden tilefish are found in relatively deep 

waters, electric reels may be used to facilitate landing (Freeman and Turner 1977). 
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Table 13. Recreational golden tilefish data from the NMFS recreational statistics 

databases, 1982-2015. 

Year 

Landed no. 

A and B1 
Released no. B2 

private 
party/charter Private 

1982 0 984 0 

1983 0 0 0 

1984 0 0 0 

1985 0 0 0 

1986 0 0 0 

1987 0 0 0 

1988 0 0 0 

1989 0 0 0 

1990 0 0 0 

1991 0 0 0 

1992 0 0 0 

1993 0 0 0 

1994 608 0 0 

1995 0 0 0 

1996 6,842 0 0 

1997 0 0 0 

1998 0 0 0 

1999 0 0 0 

2000 0 0 0 

2001 148 0 0 

2002 0 20,068 1,338 

2003 722 0 0 

2004 62 0 0 

2005 0 0 0 

2006 541 0 0 

2007 1,330 0 0 

2008 0 0 0 

2009 177 0 0 

2010 2,812 27,514 0 

2011 0 0 0 

2012 0 0 0 

2013 365,843 0 0 

2014 0 0 0 

2015 0 0 0 

Source:  Recreational Fisheries Statistics Queries:  http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-

data/run-a-data-query/queries/index 

 

 

 

 

http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-data/run-a-data-query/queries/index
http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-data/run-a-data-query/queries/index
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Table 14. Number of golden tilefish kept by party/charter anglers and mean effort from 

Maine through Virginia, 1996 through 2015. 

Year 
Number of 

golden tilefish kept 

Mean 

effort 

1996 81 1.4 

1997 400 7.5 

1998 243 8.1 

1999 91 0.4 

2000 147 0.5 

2001 172 0.7 

2002 774 0.9 

2003 991 1.6 

2004 737 1.2 

2005 498 0.9 

2006 477 1.2 

2007 1,077 1.2 

2008 1,100 1.3 

2009 1,451 1.3 

2010 1,866 2.0 

2011 2,938 3.4 

2012 6,424 2.8 

2013 6,560 3.2 

2014 6,856 3.2 

2015 7,633 4.2 

All 40,516 2.4 
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Table 15. Number of golden tilefish caught by party/charter vessels by state, 1996 through 

2015. 

Year 

 

MA 

 

RI 

 

CT 

 

NY 

 

NJ 

 

DE 

 

MD 

 

VA 

 

All 

 

1996 0 0 0 81 0 0 0 0 81 

1997 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 0 400 

1998 0 102 0 141 0 0 0 0 243 

1999 0 1 0 88 0 0 2 0 91 

2000 0 0 0 108 39 0 0 0 147 

2001 0 0 0 122 51 0 0 0 173 

2002 0 0 0 401 373 0 0 0 774 

2003 0 3 0 86 902 0 0 0 991 

2004 0 0 0 12 628 0 0 104 744 

2005 0 72 0 82 318 14 0 16 502 

2006 0 0 0 265 65 2 133 12 477 

2007 0 0 0 447 459 88 5 80 1,079 

2008 0 3 0 488 545 22 32 10 1,100 

2009 0 0 0 720 675 18 7 31 1,451 

2010 0 0 0 595 1,194 19 23 48 1,879 

2011 496 0 0 720 1,654 60 5 14 2,949 

2012 0 1 0 1,116 5,146 42 23 98 6,426 

2013 0 0 0 1,900 4,568 39 12 41 6,560 

2014 0 0 3 957 5,677 116 40 73 6,866 

2015 0 0 0 527 6,868 92 56 136 7,697 

All 496 182 3 9,256 29,162 512 338 663 40,630 
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Introduction 

 

Golden tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, inhabit the outer continental shelf from 

Nova Scotia to South America, and are relatively abundant in the Southern New England to 

Mid-Atlantic region at depths of 80 to 440 m. Tilefish have a narrow temperature preference of 9 

to 14 C. Their temperature preference limits their range to a narrow band along the upper slope of 

the continental shelf where temperatures vary by only a few degrees over the year. They are 

generally found in and around submarine canyons where they occupy burrows in the sedimentary 

substrate. Tilefish are relatively slow growing and long-lived, with a maximum observed age of 

46 years and a maximum length of 110 cm for females and 39 years and 112 cm for males 

(Turner 1986). At lengths exceeding 70 cm, the predorsal adipose flap, characteristic of this 

species, is larger in males and can be used to distinguish the sexes. Tilefish of both sexes are 

mature at ages between 5 and 7 years (Grimes et. al. 1988). 

 

Golden Tilefish was first assessed at SARC 16 in 1992 (NEFSC 1993). The Stock 

Assessment Review Committee (SARC) accepted a non-equilibrium surplus production model 

(ASPIC). The ASPIC model estimated biomass-based fishing mortality (F) in 1992 to be 3-times 

higher than FMSY, and the 1992 total stock biomass to be about 40% of BMSY. The intrinsic rate of 

increase (r) was estimated at 0.22.   

 

The Science and Statistical Committee reviewed an updated tilefish assessment in 1999.  

Total biomass in 1998 was estimated to be 2,936 mt, which was 35% of BMSY = 8,448 mt. 

Fishing mortality was estimated to be 0.45 in 1998, which was about 2-times higher than FMSY = 

0.22.  The intrinsic rate of increase (r) was estimated to be 0.45. These results were used in the 

development of the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan (Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 

Council 2000). The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council implemented the Tilefish Fishery 

Management Plan (FMP) in November of 2001. Rebuilding of the tilefish stock to BMSY was 

based on a ten-year constant harvest quota of 905 mt.   

 

SARC 41 reviewed a benchmark tilefish assessment in 2005. The surplus production 

model indicated that the tilefish stock biomass in 2005 has improved since the assessment in 

1999. Total biomass in 2005 is estimated to be 72% of BMSY and fishing mortality in 2004 is 

estimated to be 87% of FMSY. Biological reference points did not change greatly from the 1999 

assessment. BMSY is estimated to be 9,384 mt and FMSY is estimated to be 0.21. The SARC 

concluded that the projections are too uncertain to form the basis for evaluating likely biomass 

recovery schedules relative to BMSY. The TAL and reference points were not changed based on 

the SARC 41 assessment. 

 

             Stock status from SARC 48 (2009) was also based on the ASPIC surplus production 

model which was the basis of the stock assessment for the last three assessments. The model is 

calibrated with CPUE series, as there are no fishery-independent sources of information on trends 

in population abundance. While the Working Group expressed concern about the lack of fit of 

the model to the VTR CPUE index at the end of the time series, they agreed to accept the 

estimates of current fishing mortality and biomass and associated reference points. The instability 

of model results in the scenario projections was also a source of concern. It was noted that the 
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bootstrap uncertainty estimates do not capture the true uncertainty in the assessment. The ASPIC 

model indicates that the stock is rebuilt. However, the working group acknowledges that there is 

high uncertainty on whether the stock is truly rebuilt.  

           

            The golden tilefish stock was last assessed at SARC 58 in 2014 with a terminal year of 

2012 (http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1403/partb.pdf, 

http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1404/partb.pdf). The Golden Tilefish stock was not 

overfished and overfishing was not occurring in 2012 relative to the SARC 58 accepted 

biological reference points. The stock was declared rebuilt in 2014 by NMFS based of SARC 58 

results which indicated that SSB was at 101% of the accepted SSBMSY. A new model, ASAP, 

was used in this assessment to incorporate newly available length and age data. The ASAP model 

integrates more realistic life history information on size and growth into a single model 

framework and better characterizes the population dynamics of the tilefish stock.  

     

            In this report, commercial landings, longline fishery CPUE, and landings size 

distributions were updated with three additional years of data through 2015. Updated survey plots 

from 2010 to 2015 are summarized in Appendix 1. Updated data is summarized in Tables 1 to 3 

and Figures 1, 2, 4-7, 9-11. Figures 3 and 8 are taken from the last assessment and have not been 

updated. Updated data through 2015 showed continuation of the declining trend in CPUE while 

the catch is comprised of a wide size distribution. The decline in CPUE is not surprising judging 

from the past influence of a strong year class on CPUE. The 2014 data update indication of a 

possible strong year class did not materialize into higher CPUE or a  mode tracking through the 

catch at length distributions in this 2015 data update. However, in 2015 there is some weak 

evidence of a potential strong young year class based on observed small unclassified fish. If this 

is a new strong year class then it should start entering the directed longline fishery at the end of 

2016 or by the beginning of 2017.    

 

Commercial catch data 

 

Total commercial landings (live weight) increased from less than 125 metric tons (mt) 

during 1967-1972 to more than 3,900 mt in 1979 and 1980. Annual landings have ranged 

between 666 and 1,838 mt from 1988 to 1998. Landings from 1999 to 2002 were below 900 mt 

(ranging from 506 to 874 mt). An annual quota of 905 mt was implemented in November of 

2001. Landings in 2003 and 2004 were slightly above the quota at 1,130 mt and 1,215 mt 

respectively. Landing from 2005 to 2009 have been at or below the quota. Landings in 2010 at 

922 mt were slightly above the quota (Table 1, Figure 1). Since 2010 landings have been below 

the quota.  The preliminary landings retrieval for 2015 as of 2/10/16 was 599 mt which was 

below the TAL of 796 mt. The TAL was reduced for the first time in 2015 from a TAL of 905 mt 

which was in place from 2001-2014. The TAL in 2016 and 2017 set at 856 mt based on 

projections from the SARC 58 assessment.  

 

During the late 1970s and early 1980s Barnegat, NJ was the principal tilefish port; more 

recently Montauk, NY has accounted for most of the landings. Most of the commercial landings 

are taken by the directed longline fishery. Discards in the trawl and longline fishery appear to be 

a minor component of the catch. Recreational catches have also appeared to be low and were not 

http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1403/partb.pdf
http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1404/partb.pdf
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included as a component of the removals in the assessment model.    

 

Commercial CPUE data 

 

A fishery independent index of abundance does not exist for tilefish. Analyses of catch 

(landings) and effort data were confined to the longline fishery since directed tilefish effort 

occurs in this fishery (e.g. the remainder of tilefish landings are taken as bycatch in the trawl 

fishery). Most longline trips that catch tilefish fall into two categories: (a) trips in which tilefish 

comprise greater than 90% of the trip catch by weight and (b) trips in which tilefish accounted 

for less than 10% of the catch. Effort was considered directed for tilefish when at least 75% of 

the catch from a trip consisted of tilefish.  

  

Three different series of longline effort data were analyzed. The first series was 

developed by Turner (1986) who used a general linear modeling approach to standardize tilefish 

effort during 1973-1982 measured in kg per tub (0.9 km of groundline with a hook every 3.7 m) 

of longline obtained from logbooks of tilefish fishermen. Two additional CPUE series were 

calculated from the NEFSC weighout (1979-1993) and the VTR (1995-2015) systems. Effort 

from the weighout data was derived by port agents’ interviews with vessel captains whereas 

effort from the VTR systems comes directly from mandatory logbook data. In the SARC 58 

assessment (2014) and in the 2009, 2005 and 1998 tilefish assessments, Days Absent was used as 

the best available effort metric. In the 1998 assessment an effort metric based on Days Fished 

(average hours fished per set / 24 * x  number of sets in trip) was not used because effort data 

were missing in many of the logbooks and the effort data were collected on a trip basis as 

opposed to a haul by haul basis. In the SARC 58 assessment effort was calculated as:  

   

 

Effort = days absent (time & date landed - time & date sailed) – 1 day per trip.  

 

For some trips, the reported days absent were calculated to be a single day.  This was 

considered unlikely, as a directed tilefish trip requires time for a vessel to steam to near the edge 

of the continental shelf, time for fishing, and return trip time. Thus, to produce a realistic effort 

metric based on days absent, a one day steam time for each trip (or the number of trips) was 

subtracted from days absents and therefore only trips with days absent greater than one day were 

used. 

 

The number of vessels targeting tilefish has declined since the 1980s (Table 2, Figure 2); 

during 1994-2003 and 2005-2015, five vessels accounted for more than 70 percent of the total 

tilefish landings. The number of vessels targeting tilefish has remained fairly constant since the 

assessment in 2005. The length of a targeted tilefish trip had been generally increasing until the 

mid 1990s. At the time of the 2005 assessment trip lengths have shorten to about 5 days. Trip 

length has increased slightly until 2008 and has subsequently declined until 2011. Trip lengths 

have been increasing slightly since 2011 to about 8.2 days in 2015 (Figure 2). In the weighout 

data the small number of interviews is a source of concern; very little interview data exists at the 

beginning of the time series (Table 2, Figure 3). The 5 dominant tilefish vessels make up almost 

all of the VTR reported landings.  
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The number of targeted tilefish trips declined in the early 1980s while trip length 

increased at the time the FMP was being developed in 2000 (Figures 2 and 4). During the 2005 

assessment the number of trips became relatively stable as trip length decreased. The interaction 

between the number of vessels, the length of a trip and the number of trips can be seen in the 

total days absent trend in Figure 4. Total days absent remained relatively stable in the early 

1980s, but then declined at the end of the weighout series (1979-1994). In the beginning of the 

VTR series (1994-2004) days absent increased through 1998 but declined to 2005. Days absent 

increased from 2005 to 2008 but subsequential declined until 2011. Since 2011 total days absent 

has increased slightly. When interpreting total days absent trends, it is important to note with 

improvements in data collection more recently that the subset of CPUE landings makes up a 

greater proportion of the total dealer landings (Figure 4).  

 

CPUE trends are very similar for most vessels that targeted tilefish. A sensitivity test of 

the general linear model (GLM) using different vessel combinations was done in SARC 41. The 

SARC 41 GLM was found not to be sensitive to different vessels entering the CPUE series. Very 

little CPUE data exist for New York vessels in the 1979-1994 weighout series despite the shift in 

landing from New Jersey to New York before the start of the VTR series in 1994.  Splitting the 

weighout and VTR CPUE series can be justified by the differences in the way effort was 

measured and difference in the tilefish fleet between the series.  In breaking up the series we 

omitted 1994 because there were very little CPUE data. The sparse 1994 data that existed came 

mostly from the weighout system in the first quarter of the year. Very similar trends exist in the 

four years of overlap between Turner (1986) CPUE and the weighout series (Figure 5). At SARC 

58 additional logbook data for three New York vessels was collected from New York fishermen 

from 1991-1994 and added to the VTR series. This was done to provide more information (years 

of overlap) in the modeling between the Weighout and the VTR series. 

 

     Since 1979, the tilefish industry has changed from using cotton twine to steel cable for 

the backbone and from J hooks to circle hooks. The gear change to steel cable and snaps started 

on New York vessels in 1983.  In light of possible changes in catchability associated with these 

changes in fishing gear, the working group considered that it would be best to use the three 

available indices separately rather than combined into one or two series. The earliest series 

(Turner 1986) covered 1973-1982 when gear construction and configuration was thought to be 

relatively consistent. The Weighout series (1979-1993) overlapped the earlier series for four 

years and showed similar patterns and is based primarily on catch rates from New Jersey vessels. 

The VTR (1991-2015) series is based primarily on information from New York vessels using 

steel cable and snaps.  

 

The NEFSC Weighout and VTR CPUE series were standardized using a GLM 

incorporating year and individual vessel effects. The CPUE was standardized to an individual 

longline vessel and the year 1984; the same year used in the last assessment. For the VTR series 

the year 2000 was used as the standard.  Model coefficients were back-transformed to a linear 

scale after correcting for transformation bias. The updated GLM model that accounted for 

individual vessel effects appears to show more of an overall increasing trend in CPUE in 

comparison to the nominal series (Figure 6). 
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           More recently changes in the CPUE can be generally explained with evidence of strong 

incoming year classes that track through the landings size composition over time (See below).  

Since the SARC 58 assessment there appear to be increases in CPUE due to one or two new 

strong year classes. In general, strong year classes appear to persist longer in the fishery after the 

FMP and after the constant quota management came into effect which is evident in both the 

CPUE and size composition data. The continued decrease in the CPUE in 2013 and 2015 is 

consistent with the ageing of the last strong year class.   

      

Commercial market category and size composition data 

 

Seven market categories exist in the database. From smallest to largest they are: extra 

small, small, kitten, medium, large/medium, large and extra-large as well as an unclassified 

category. Differences in the naming convention among ports tend to cause some confusion. For 

example small and kitten categories reflect similar size fish. Smalls is the naming convention 

used in New Jersey whereas the kitten market category is used primarily in New York ports. A 

new code was recently developed for the large-medium category in 2013 and 2014. In 2014 it 

appears that fish which would have been called unclassified in the past are now being correctly 

coded as large-mediums.  

 

The proportion of landings in the kittens and small market categories increased in 1996 

and 1997.  Evidence of several strong recruitment events can be seen tracking through the market 

category proportions (Table 3, Figures 7). The proportion of the large market category has been 

relatively low in the 1990s until around 2004. The proportion of larges has increased since 2005. 

The strong year class tracking through the small kitten and mediums in the late 1990s did not 

materialize into the large market category. 

 

Evidence of two strong recruitment events can be seen tracking through these market 

categories. At the time of the 2005 tilefish assessment the proportion of large market category 

had declined since the early 1980s. However more recently a greater proportion of the landings 

are coming from the large market category as the last strong year class (1999) has grown (Table 

3, Figure 7). Commercial length sampling was inadequate over most of the early time series.  

However some commercial length sampling occurred in the mid to late 1990s. More recently 

there has been a substantial increase in the commercial length sampling from 2003 to 2015. 

 

Commercial length frequencies were expanded for years where sufficient length data 

exist (1995-1999 and 2002-2015). The large length frequency samples from 1996 to 1998 were 

used to calculate the 1995 to 1999 expanded numbers at length while the large length samples 

from 2001 and 2003 were used to calculate the 2002 expanded numbers at length. No lengths for 

extra small (xs) exist in 2013.  In 2013 kittens lengths were used to characterize the extra small 

category.   

 

Evidence of  strong 1992/1993 and 1998/1999 year classes can be seen in the expanded 

numbers at length in the years when length data existed (1995-1999, 2002-2008, and 2008-2014) 

(Figures 8 to 11). The matching of modes in the length frequency with ages was done using 
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Turner’s (1986) and Vidal’s (2009) growth studies and the 2007-2013 catch at age information. 

In 2004 and 2005 the 1998/1999 year class can be seen growing into the medium market category 

and in 2006 and 2007 the year class has entered the large market category (Figure 9). From 2002 

to 2007 it appears that most of the landings were comprised of this year class.  

 

A similar pattern occurred with the 2005 year class from 2009-2013. An increase in the 

landings and CPUE can be seen when the 1992/1993, 1998/1999 and 2005 year classes recruit to 

the longline fishery. As the year classes gets older the catch rates decline. At this point the catch 

also gets more widely distributed over multiple year classes. This can be seen in 2007-2008 and 

2012-2015 (Figure 9). CPUE appears to decline as the strong year classes get older than about 6 

years. From 2013 to 2015 catch appears to be comprised of multiple year classes with a wide 

distribution of fish sizes being caught as the catch rates have declined in the VTR series (Figure 

10).   

 

Concern was expressed at SARC 48 (2009) with little evidence of an incoming year class, 

catch rates declining and the mismatch between the biomass trends predicted by the surplus 

production model in comparison to the observed CPUE at the end of the time series. However, 

since the 2009 assessment there is evidence of a strong year class (2005) tracking through the 

landings size distributions. In 2012 that year class has entered the large market category and as 

expected, there is a decline in the CPUE since 2011. However, there is also some evidence of a 

broader size distribution of the fish being caught from 2011 to 2015 which suggests the fishery is 

less reliant on a single year class and that larger fish remain in the population. Nevertheless, 

some concern remains on whether another strong year class will increase CPUE and stock 

biomass in the future. At SARC 58 industry indicated that signs of another large year class has 

recently entered the catch but are not yet reflected in the data or projections used for that 

assessment.  In last year’s 2015 data update the extra small market category has increased in 

2013.  From 2012 to 2013 landings have more than doubled in the extra small market category 

(Table 3). There were some indications in the catch at length and increases in catch of the extra 

small, small and kitten categories in 2013 and 2014 to suggest that a recent stronger year class 

has begun to enter the fishery. However, it now appears this year class has not materialized into 

higher CPUE and cohort tracking within this 2015 data update. Nevertheless, there may be some 

preliminary evidence for a strong young year class in 2015 which can be seen from two samples 

taken in the unclassified market category. Large uncertainty remains around this speculation 

since comparison of unclassified fish to the past cannot be done due to issues with contamination 

of the large-medium category within the unclassified market because of the lack of a large-

medium market category code at the time. Therefore it is difficult to judge the strength of this 

year class relative to the evidence in the past. It is premature to quantify the strength of this 

potential new year class but perhaps a sign of small fish in the unclassified category is a reason to 

remain cautiously optimistic.       

      

Conclusions 

 

Landings have remained between 814 and 845 mt from 2012 to 2014. Landing has 

declined in 2015 to 599 mt which appears to be the result of a combination of lower catch rates 

and some inactive vessels. Updated CPUE in 2015 continues to decline since 2011 as a strong 
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1999 year class enters the large and extra large market category which is similar to historical 

patterns of year class effects on CPUE. The catch continues to be comprised of a wide size 

distribution. Large fish remain an important component of the catch. There are preliminary signs 

for a hint of a potential future strong year class with the evidence of smaller fish seen in the 

unclassified market category. However it will likely take one to two years to determine the 

strength of this potential year class as the cohort starts to enter the directed longline fishery.  
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Table 1.  Landings of tilefish in live metric tons from 1915-2014. Landings in 1915-1972 are 

from Freeman and Turner (1977), 1973-1989 are from the general canvas data, 1990-1993 are 

from the weighout system, 1994-2003 are from the dealer reported data, and 2004-2015 is from 

Dealer electronic reporting.  - indicates missing data. * Preliminary data retrieved on 2/10/16. 

year mt year mt year mt

1915 148 1960 1,064 2005 676

1916 4,501 1961 388 2006 907

1917 1,338 1962 291 2007 749

1918 157 1963 121 2008 737

1919 92 1964 596 2009 864

1920 5 1965 614 2010 922

1921 523 1966 438 2011 864

1922 525 1967 50 2012 834

1923 623 1968 32 2013 845

1924 682 1969 33 2014 814

1925 461 1970 61 2015 *599

1926 904 1971 66

1927 1,264 1972 122

1928 1,076 1973 394

1929 2,096 1974 586

1930 1,858 1975 710

1931 1,206 1976 1,010

1932 961 1977 2,082

1933 688 1978 3,257

1934 - 1979 3,968

1935 1,204 1980 3,889

1936 - 1981 3,499

1937 1,101 1982 1,990

1938 533 1983 1,876

1939 402 1984 2,009

1940 269 1985 1,961

1941 - 1986 1,950

1942 62 1987 3,210

1943 8 1988 1,361

1944 22 1989 454

1945 40 1990 874

1946 129 1991 1,189

1947 191 1992 1,653

1948 465 1993 1,838

1949 582 1994 786

1950 1,089 1995 666

1951 1,031 1996 1,121

1952 964 1997 1,810

1953 1,439 1998 1,342

1954 1,582 1999 525

1955 1,629 2000 506

1956 707 2001 874

1957 252 2002 851

1958 672 2003 1,130

1959 380 2004 1,215  
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Table 2. Total commercial and vessel trip report (VTR) landings in live mt and the commercial 

catch-per-unit effort (CPUE) data used for tilefish. Dealer landings before 1990 are from the 

general canvas data. CPUE data from 1979 to the first half of 1994 are from the NEFSC 

weighout database, while data in the second half of 1994 to 2015 are from the vtr system (below 

the dotted line). Effort data are limited to longline trips which targeted tilefish (= or >75% of the 

landings were tilefish) and where data existed for the days absent. Nominal CPUE series are 

calculated using landed weight per days absent minus one day steam time per trip. Da represents 

days absent. 

 
Weighout       Commerical CPUE data subset

& Dealer vtr interview No. % interview No. subset days No. da per nominal

year landings landings landings interviews trips vessels landings absent trips trip cpue

1979 3,968 0.0 0 0.0% 20 1,807 1,187 330 3.6 1.93

1980 3,889 0.8 1 0.3% 18 2,153 1,390 396 3.5 1.99

1981 3,499 35.0 4 1.2% 21 1,971 1,262 333 3.8 1.95

1982 1,990 90.7 13 5.7% 18 1,267 1,282 229 5.6 1.10

1983 1,876 85.8 16 8.9% 21 1,013 1,451 179 8.1 0.73

1984 2,009 140.1 25 18.2% 20 878 1,252 138 9.1 0.72

1985 1,961 297.1 64 30.6% 25 933 1,671 209 8.0 0.59

1986 1,950 120.7 31 16.5% 23 767 1,186 188 6.3 0.71

1987 3,210 198.5 38 18.5% 30 1,014 1,343 206 6.5 0.82

1988 1,361 148.2 30 19.4% 23 422 846 154 5.5 0.56

1989 454 92.8 11 15.7% 11 165 399 70 5.7 0.46

1990 874 32.4 8 11.9% 11 241 556 68 8.2 0.45

1991 1,189 0.8 3 2.8% 7 444 961 107 9.0 0.48

1992 1,653 58.0 9 8.6% 13 587 969 105 9.2 0.62

1993 1,838 71.9 11 10.5% 10 571 959 105 9.1 0.61

1994 - 0 0 0.0% 7 127 385 42 9.2 0.34

1994 786 30 4 53 150 18 8.3 0.37

1995 666 547 5 466 954 99 9.6 0.50

1996 1,121 865 8 822 1,318 134 9.8 0.64

1997 1,810 1,439 6 1,427 1,332 133 10.0 1.09

1998 1,342 1,068 9 1,034 1,517 158 9.6 0.70

1999 525 527 10 516 1,185 133 8.9 0.45

2000 506 446 11 421 932 110 8.5 0.47

2001 874 705 8 691 1,046 116 9.0 0.68

2002 851 724 8 712 951 114 8.3 0.78

2003 1,130 790 7 788 691 101 6.8 1.22

2004 1,215 1,153 12 1,136 811 134 6.1 1.54

2005 676 808 11 802 470 93 5.1 1.95

2006 907 870 12 852 682 105 6.5 1.35

2007 749 710 12 691 727 101 7.2 1.01

2008 737 675 14 672 1,119 124 9.0 0.62

2009 864 812 12 800 1,106 130 8.5 0.75

2010 922 871 11 853 694 108 6.4 1.33

2011 864 822 9 781 517 89 5.8 1.68

2012 834 799 12 795 651 100 6.5 1.32

2013 845 844 11 796 831 112 7.4 1.02

2014 814 790 13 716 961 120 8.0 0.78

2015 599 579 12 494 879 107 8.2 0.59  
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Table 3.  Landing (metric tons) by market category. A large-medium (lg/med) code was 

developed in 2013 and 2014.  Smalls and Kittens were combined since these categories possess 

similar size fish. Xs is extra small and xl is extra large.  

 
year xs small & kittens medium lg/med large xl          unclassified total

1990 0 38 103 - 46 0 687 874

1991 0 59 154 - 85 0 891 1189

1992 0 330 88 - 86 0 1,149 1653

1993 0 368 206 - 66 4 1,193 1838

1994 0 19 89 - 54 7 617 786

1995 0 99 88 - 91 2 386 666

1996 0 592 149 - 156 2 221 1121

1997 0 1,130 260 - 111 2 307 1810

1998 0 475 700 - 103 6 58 1342

1999 0 181 201 - 106 8 29 525

2000 0 210 153 - 115 8 20 506

2001 0 564 161 - 124 6 19 874

2002 0 369 311 - 128 3 40 851

2003 0 776 171 - 144 5 35 1130

2004 20 397 523 - 129 9 137 1215

2005 0 18 335 - 149 1 173 676

2006 1 16 233 - 369 1 287 907

2007 3 96 142 - 397 4 106 749

2008 17 149 195 - 299 17 60 737

2009 35 334 179 - 226 28 61 864

2010 16 269 373 - 166 17 81 922

2011 6 142 339 - 216 10 152 864

2012 8 95 308 - 285 17 121 834

2013 19 138 281 14 290 21 82 845

2014 13 227 195 88 238 47 5 814

2015 12 93 161 81 189 57 5 599  
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Figure 1. Landings of tilefish in metric tons from 1915-2015 (top) and from 2000-2015 (bottom). 

Landings in 1915-1972 are from Freeman and Turner (1977), 1973-1989 are from the general 

canvas data, 1990-1993 are from the weighout system, 1994-2003 are from the dealer reported 

data, and 2004-2015 is from dealer electronic reporting. Preliminary landings data for 2015 

retrieved on 2/10/16. Red line is the TAL from 2001-2017. 
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Figure 2.  Number of vessels and length of trip (days absent per trip) for trips targeting tilefish (= 

or >75% tilefish) from 1979-2015. Total Dealer landings are also shown. 
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Figure 3.  Number of interviewed trips and interviewed landings for trips targeting tilefish (= or 

>75% tilefish) for the Weighout data from 1979-1994. Total Weighout landings and the subset 

landings used in CPUE estimate are also shown. 
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Figure 4.  Total number of trips and days absent for trips targeting tilefish (= or >75% tilefish) 

from 1979-2015. Total Dealer and CPUE subset landings are also shown 
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Figure 5. GLM CPUE for the Weighout and VTR data split into two series with additional 

New York logbook CPUE data from three vessels (1991-1994) added to the VTR series. Four 

years of overlap between Turner’s and the Weighout CPUE series can also be seen. ASAP 

relative changes in qs amount CPUE series were not incorporated into the plot. Assumed total 

landings are also shown. Landing in 2005 was taken from the IVR system. Red line is the TAL. 
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Figure 6. Comparison of the nominal and GLM VTR CPUE indices for golden tilefish with 

additional New York logbook CPUE data from three vessels (1991-1994) added to the VTR 

series. 
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Figure 7. Bubble plot of Golden tilefish landings by market category. Large-medium market 

category code was added in 2013 and 2015.  Smalls and Kittens (s&k) were combined since 

these categories possess similar size fish. 
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Figure 8.  Expanded length frequency distributions by year. Large market category lengths used 

from 1995 to 1999 were taken from years 1996, 1998, and 1998. Smalls and kittens were 

combined and large and extra large were also combined. 
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Figure 9. Expanded length frequency distributions from 2002 to 2015. Kittens lengths were used 

to characterize the extra small category in 2013. Y-axis is allowed to rescale. 
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Figure 10. Expanded length frequency distributions from 2007 to 2015. No lengths for extra 

small (xs) exist in 2013.  Kittens lengths were used to characterize the extra small category in 

2013. No length samples for unclassified were used from 2007-2014. Unclassifieds in 2015 are 

based on two samples. Y-axis is allowed to rescale. 
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Figure 11.  Expanded length frequency distributions from 2002 to 2015. Kittens lengths were 

used to characterize the extra small category in 2013. No length samples for unclassified were 

used from 2007-2014. Unclassifieds in 2015 are based on two samples. Y-axis scales is fixed. 
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Appendix 1.  Golden tilefish 2010-2015 spring and fall survey distributions. 
 

 

 

Table 1. Total numbers of golden tilefish caught from 2010-2015 in the spring and fall NEFSC 

bottom trawl survey. 

 

Year Spring Fall

2010 10 3

2011 0 2

2012 2 4

2013 6 1

2014 3 0

2015 4 8  
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Figure 1. 2010-2015 golden tilefish spring and fall survey distribution maps. No golden tilefish 

were caught in the spring 2011 or fall 2014 surveys. 
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: February 26, 2016 

To: Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From: José Montañez, Staff 

Subject: Golden Tilefish Specifications Review for 2017 Fishing Year 

 
As part of the 2015-2017 multi-year specification process for golden tilefish, the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee, Tilefish Monitoring Committee, and Council will review the most recent information to 
determine whether modification of the current 2017 specifications is warranted.  
 
The NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center provided a data update for golden tilefish to support this 
review, which includes data on commercial landings, catch-per-unit-effort, market category, and size 
composition through 2015. The decrease in landings in 2015 appear to be a combination of lower catch 
rates and some inactive vessels. Industry members have also reported that weather conditions and 
dogfish interactions affected landings in recent years. CPUE in 2015 continues to decline as the strong 
1999 year class enter the large and extra-large market category. However, this is similar to historic 
patterns of year class effects on CPUE. The catch distribution of fish landed is wide and is comprised of 
all market categories. Large fish remain an important component of the catch.  
 
Based on a review of this information, staff recommend no change to the 2017 fishing year 
specifications. In 2017, the golden tilefish assessment will be updated to support the next specifications 
cycle (2018-2020). 



   Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
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Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ Toll Free: 877-446-2362 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: March 28, 2016  

TO: Council 

FROM: José Montañez, Staff 

SUBJECT: Golden Tilefish Framework 2 – Meeting 2  

 

The Council will hold the second Framework 2 Meeting on Wednesday April 13, 2016 from 10:30 am to 
12:00 pm. The purpose of this meeting is to review and adopt Framework 2. Remember that the Council 
identified preferred alternatives for 5 of the 7 issues addressed in this framework document at the first 
Framework 2 meeting. The Council still needs to identify preferred alternatives for issues number 4 and 
5 addressed in the document; issue # 4) Recreational Fishery Gear Alternatives and issue # 5) Landings 
Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category. At the first framework meeting, the Council requested 
that staff present additional information of potential impacts of the alternatives under the “Landings 
Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category” issue. That information is presented in the attached 
Draft Framework 2 Document. In addition, the Council requested that the Tilefish Advisor Panel (AP) 
members comment on the framework document in general and specifically on the “Recreational Fishery 
Gear Alternatives.” An AP meeting has been scheduled for March 5 2016 to gather input from Tilefish AP 
members. Their input will be presented at the Council meeting.  
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

Introduction  

 

Under section 302(h) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the SFA, Regional 

Fishery Management Councils (Councils) prepare and submit Fishery Management Plans 

(FMPs) for fisheries under their authority that require conservation and management. The 

golden tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps) fishery is managed under the Tilefish 

FMP that was prepared cooperatively by the Council and the National Martine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS).  

 

The FMP for this species became effective November 1, 2001 (66 FR 49136; September 

26, 2001) and included management and administrative measures to ensure effective 

management of the golden tilefish resource. The FMP established total allowable 

landings (TAL) as the primary control on fishing mortality. The FMP also implemented a 

limited entry program and a tiered commercial quota allocation of the TAL. The FMP 

added a framework adjustment procedure that allows the Council to add or modify 

management measures through a streamlined public review process. Tilefish Amendment 

1 included a new structure for managing the commercial golden tilefish fishery using an 

individual fishing quota (IFQ) system. The new golden tilefish IFQ program became 

effective on November 1, 2009 (74 FR 42580; August 24, 2009). Amendment 1 also 

modified essential fish habitat (EFH) and habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) 

designations, implemented gear restricted areas, reporting and permitting requirements, 

and expanded the list of management measures to be added or modified via the 

framework adjustment process to facilitate the management of the fishery among others. 

Amendment 3 (omnibus amendment; effective October 31, 2011) brought the Tilefish 

FMP into compliance with the annual catch limit (ACL) and accountability measure 

(AM) requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA). This amendment established 

measures that address the MSA-required elements to utilize scientific advice, establish 

catch and landings limits, and maintain accountability in managing fisheries (76 FR 

60605; September 29, 2011). In addition, Amendment 3 established catch and landings 

limits framework that allow for modifications (via framework action) for the purpose of 

modifying or refining catch and landings limits and their associated accountability 

measures in order to manage the resource in a flexible and timely manner.  

 

This framework considers alternatives that can be modified via the framework adjustment 

process:  

 

1) modifying the golden tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart,  

2) eliminating the interactive voice response (IVR) requirements,  

3) adding gear requirements in the recreational fishery, and 

4) adding landings ratios/qualifiers in the incidental fishery.  

 

In addition, this framework also considers two additional administrative issues that were 

raised by NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO): 

1) prohibiting vessels from fishing more than one IFQ allocation at a time, 

2) require golden tilefish to be landed with the head attached.  
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The Council instructed staff to evaluate these two administrative issues raised by GARFO 

as they would enhance the management and monitoring of the golden tilefish IFQ system. 

Below is a summary of the issues addressed in this Framework followed by sections on 

summary of impacts, cumulative impacts, and conclusions. 

 

Summary of Issues Presented in this Framework  

 

Golden Tilefish Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart  

 

This framework considers modifications to the golden tilefish catch and landings limits 

flow chart. The current golden tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart indicates that 

discards are to be deducted from the overall Annual Catch Target (ACT) in order to 

derive the TAL. However, commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery due 

to the fact that all fish caught (given the standard hook size/type use by the industry) are 

marketable. Furthermore, the FMP prohibits discarding when fishing under an IFQ 

allocation. This action would modify the structure of the golden tilefish catch and 

landings limits flow chart to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific 

component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating 

them.  

 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives – Alternative 1 is the no-

action/status quo alternative. Alternative 1 would not change the existing golden tilefish 

system for deriving catch and landings limits. Alternative 2 (preferred) would modify the 

structure of the golden tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart to allow for discards 

to be deducted from the specific component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or 

incidental fishery) generating them. Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in 

nature.1 

 

IVR Reporting Requirements  

 

The IVR requirements were first implemented when the FMP was initiated in 2001 as a 

way to track quota landings in the fishery in a timely fashion. However, with the 

implementation of electronic dealer reporting in 2004 and improved Vessel Trip Report 

(VTR) reporting processing by the agency, the information provided by fishermen using 

the IVR system has become redundant. Furthermore, IVR landings have not been 

reconciled since 2008. Currently, GARFO uses landings reported in the dealer system as 

the primary tool to track landings in the fishery. This framework would consider 

eliminating the IVR reporting requirements. 

 

IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the no-action/status quo 

alternative. Alternative 1 would not change the existing IVR reporting requirements. 

Alternative 2 (preferred) would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements in the golden 

tilefish fishery. Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in nature. 

 

                                            
1 For a detailed description of these and all other alternatives presented below, see section 5.0. 
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Prohibit Vessels From Fishing More Than one Allocation at a Time   

 

IFQ holders designate vessels they own or lease that are authorized to land their IFQ. 

Under our current monitoring system, a vessel is authorized to land for a specific time 

period not for a specific number of pounds. During the period a vessel is authorized to 

harvest, all of its tilefish landings are counted against the allocation. The system is not 

designed to allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ allocation numbers. A vessel 

can change which allocation it harvests for, but they must be on distinct dates, i.e., they 

cannot overlap in time.2 Prohibiting this practice would still leave the industry with 

alternatives for how to harvest remaining IFQ. One IFQ holder could lease pounds to 

another or the vessel owner/operator could obtain his/her own allocation number and 

lease in pounds from multiple allocation holders. This framework would consider 

prohibiting vessels from fishing more than one allocation at a time.  

 

Fishing Allocation Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the no-action/status quo alternative. 

Alternative 1 would not make an administrative change to the current regulations and 

prohibit vessels from fishing more than one golden tilefish IFQ allocation at a time. 

Alternative 2 would prohibit vessels from fishing more than one golden tilefish IFQ 

allocation at a time. However, this prohibition would not affect the leasing process for 

golden tilefish IFQs.3 Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in nature.  

 

Require Golden Tilefish be Landed with the Head Attached  

 

In spring 2014, the Analysis and Program Support Division (APSD) and the Northeast 

Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) decided to remove the “head-off” category from the 

dealer reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off. 

This action is needed to close the loop on the change that has already been made to dealer 

reporting, as well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental 

landing limit in landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ 

and incidental limits would be easier and more logical for industry and enforcement. This 

framework would consider requiring that golden tilefish be landed with the head attached 

in the commercial fishery.  

 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the 

no-action/status quo alternative. Under Alternative 1, vessels would not be required to 

land golden tilefish with the head attached. Alternative 2 (preferred) would prohibit 

vessels from landing golden tilefish with the “head-off.” Alternative 2 is purely an 

administrative issue in nature.  

 

 

                                            
2 This potential development was not foreseen when the regulations for the IFQ program were drafted, and 

it has not been an issue until recently. The practice has arisen from IFQ holders trying to find new 

opportunities to use the last of their quota. The changes that would be needed to the reporting systems to 

allow this practice would increase the reporting burden on vessels and dealers, with a corresponding 

increase in recoverable costs.  
3 It is important to note that golden tilefish IFQ allocation holders can add or remove authorized vessel to 

harvest their allocations at any time during the fishing year by written request to NMFS (§648.294(b)(4)).  
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Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements  

 

Under the current golden tilefish regulations, there is no quota allocation to the 

recreational fishery. When the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) was developed 

in 1999, the recreational landings were considered insignificant and available data 

suggested that there was not a substantial directed recreational fishery for golden tilefish 

(MAFMC 1999). Therefore, the Tilefish FMP did not include management measures for 

the recreational fishery. Furthermore, the FMP states that “although tilefish were a 

popular recreational fish during the early to mid-1970s, due to fluctuations in the 

availability of fish and changes in angling preference, the number of recreational fishing 

trips targeting tilefish has precipitously declined.” The Tilefish FMP implemented a 10 

year stock rebuilding schedule with 50% probability of achieving the rebuilt BMSY stock 

level and the commercial quota was divided into the commercial full-time, part-time, and 

incidental categories.  

 

During the development of Amendment 1 (MAFMC 2009), Council members indicated 

that they had seen an increase in recreational golden tilefish landings. In addition, it was 

thought that much of the catch by the recreational sector was not captured through federal 

reporting requirements. As a result, the Amendment established a party/charter tilefish 

vessel permit and party/charter vessel reporting requirements and a possession limit 

(eight fish per angler per trip). At the December 2014 Council meeting, it was discussed 

that industry members have reported that anglers are fishing for golden tilefish using 

mini-longlines with up to 25 hooks on the line. Another purpose of this action is to 

consider prohibiting the use of mini-longlines by the recreational sector.  

 

Recreational Fishery Gear Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the no-action/status quo 

alternative. Alternative 1 would not make a modification to the current gear requirements 

for the fishery. Alternative 2 would prohibit the use of mini-longlines in the golden 

tilefish recreational fishery. Alternative 3 would restrict the golden tilefish recreational 

fishery to rod and reel fishery only - with a five hook limit. [Note: No preferred 

alternative was identified for this issue at the first Framework Meeting.]  
 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category  

 

When the FMP was implemented in 2001, an incidental category was developed to 

accommodate landings from “incidental” vessels (mostly otter trawls and a few gillnet 

vessels; MAFMC 2001) that would encounter golden tilefish while fishing for other 

species. The incidental category is allocated 5% of the quota and trip limits are used to 

achieve the incidental target quota. Current regulations indicate that incidental permit 

holders cannot possess more than 500 pounds (458 pounds gutted) of golden tilefish per 

trip. Industry members have indicated that incidental permit holders are targeting golden 

tilefish and this does not qualify as incidental landings. They have argued that this goes 

against the intent of the incidental permit category as presented under the original FMP.  
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Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category Alternatives - Alternative 

1 is the no-action/status quo alternative. Alternative 1 would not add landings 

ratios/qualifiers for the incidental permit category. Alternative 2 would require that 

incidental permit holders do not possess golden tilefish at the time of landings in excess 

of 25% of the total of all combined species landed. Alternative 3 would require that 

incidental permit holders do not possess golden tilefish at the time of landings in excess 

of 50% of the total of all combined species landed. [Note: No preferred alternative was 

identified for this issue at the first Framework Meeting.] 

 

Summary of Impacts  
 

The Council analyzed the biological impacts, habitat (EFH) impacts, impacts on 

Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 

protected species, and the social and economic impacts of the Council-considered 

alternatives. A detailed description and discussion of the expected environmental impacts 

resulting from each of the alternatives, as well as any cumulative impacts, considered in 

this document are provided in section 7.0.  

 

The following section presents a qualitative summary of expected impacts (Boxes ES-1). 

For the purposes of impact evaluation, the No action (Status Quo) alternatives are 

compared to the baseline condition, while all other alternatives are compared to the No 

action/Status Quo alternative and baseline conditions.  

 

Golden Tilefish Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart - Overall, non-preferred 

alternative 1 (No action/Status Quo) for catch and landings limits flow chart is expected 

to result in neutral biological, habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources, and 

socio-economic impacts, when compared to the existing impacts (Box ES-1). However, 

this alternative would not allow for golden tilefish discards to be deducted from the 

specific fishing sector generating them (e.g., incidental fishery and/or IFQ fishery). 

Alternative 2 (Council-preferred action) would not allow for golden tilefish discards to be 

deducted from the specific fishing sector and is expected to result in in neutral biological, 

habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources, and socioeconomic impacts, when 

compared to the status quo and base line conditions.  

 

IVR Reporting Requirements - Overall, non-preferred alternative 1 (No action/Status 

Quo) for IVR reporting requirements is expected to result in neutral biological, habitat, 

ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources, and socio-economic impacts, when 

compared to the existing impacts. However, this alternative would continue to require 

that fishermen report IFQ landings via the IVR system; which is no longer use to monitor 

IFQ landings. Alternative 2 (Council-preferred action) would not require that golden 

tilefish IFQ landings be reported via the IVR system. Alternative 2 is expected to result in 

neutral biological, habitat, and ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources when 

compared to the status quo and base line conditions. However, slight positive 

socioeconomic impacts are expected as fishermen would no longer be required to report 

golden tilefish IFQ landings via the IVR system. 
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Prohibit Vessels From Fishing More Than one Allocation at a Time – Alternative 1 (No 

action/Status Quo) for fishing more than one allocation at a time is expected to expected 

to result in neutral biological, habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA-protected resources, and 

the socioeconomic impacts when compared to the existing impacts. Alternative 2 

(Council-preferred action) is expected to result in neutral biological, habitat, ESA-listed 

and MMPA-protected resources, and socioeconomic impacts when compared to the 

status quo and base line conditions. Alternative 2 is purely administrative in nature and 

address a more straightforward means to allocate golden tilefish IFQ landings to specific 

IFQ allocation numbers. It is not expected that alternative 2 would affect fishing practices 

and operations or affect the IFQ leasing system.  

 

Require Golden Tilefish be Landed with the Head Attached - Alternatives 1 (No 

action/Status Quo) for product form landings is expected to result in neutral biological, 

habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA-protected resources, and socioeconomic impacts when 

compared to the status quo and base line conditions. Alternative 2 (Council-preferred 

action) is expected to result in neutral biological, habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA-

protected resources, and socioeconomic impacts when compared to the status quo and 

base line conditions. Alternative 2 is purely administrative in nature and would close the 

loop on the change already made to dealer reporting, as well as help GARFO change to 

specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental landing limit in landed weight, rather than 

whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ and incidental limits would be easier and 

more logical for industry and enforcement.  

 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements - Overall, non-preferred alternative 1 (No 

action/Status Quo) for recreational gear requirements is expected to result in neutral 

biological, habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources and socioeconomic 

impacts, when compared to the existing impacts. Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to 

result in neutral to slight positive biological and habitat impacts because of the potential 

reduction in recreational discard mortality and the potential reduction in the amount of 

time fishing gear (e.g., mini-longlines) contacts/impacts bottom habitat and EFH when 

compared to the status quo and baseline conditions. Alternatives 2 and 3 are also 

expected to result in neutral ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources and 

socioeconomic impacts, when compared to the status quo and base line conditions.  

 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category - Overall, non-preferred 

alternative 1 (No action/Status Quo) for recreational incidental permit category landings 

requirements is expected to result in neutral biological, habitat, ESA-listed and MMPA 

protected resources and socioeconomic impacts, when compared to the existing impacts. 

Alternatives 2 is expected to result in slight negative biological impacts because of 

potential increase in discard mortality; neutral to slight positive habitat impacts because 

of potential reduction in the amount of time fishing gear (e.g., mini-longlines) 

contacts/impacts bottom habitat and EFH; neutral ESA-listed and MMPA protected 

resources; and neutral to slight negative socioeconomic impacts because of potential 

revenue losses in golden tilefish incidental trips when compared to the status quo and 

base line conditions. Alternative 3 impacts are expected to be similar to those described 

under alternative 2. 
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Cumulative Impacts  

 

For golden tilefish, the Council analyzed the biological, habitat (EFH), ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected species, and social and economic impacts of the Council-considered 

alternatives. When the proposed action is considered in conjunction with all the other 

pressures placed on fisheries by past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

it is not expected to result in any significant impacts, positive or negative; therefore, there 

are no significant cumulative effects on the human environment associated with the 

action proposed in this document (see section 7.5). 

 

Concussions  

 

A detailed description and discussion of the expected environmental impacts resulting 

from each of the alternatives, as well as any cumulative impacts, considered in this 

amendment document are provided in section 7.0. None of the preferred action 

alternatives are associated with significant impacts to the biological, social or economic, 

or physical environment individually or in conjunction with other actions under National 

Environmental Protection Act (NEPA); therefore, a “Finding of No Significant Impact” is 

warranted. [To be revised once the Council completes preferred alternatives 

selection] 
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Box ES-2. Overall qualitative summary of the expected impacts of various golden tilefish alternatives considered in 

this document. 

Issue Alternatives Biological Habitat 

ESA-Listed ad 

MMPA 

Protected 

Resources 

Socioeconomic 

Catch and 

Landings 

Limits Flow 

Chart 

Alternative 1                                        

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Preferred: 

Modification to the 

golden tilefish catch 

and landings limits 

flow chart) 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

 Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative 

in nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

IVR Reporting 

Requirements 

Alternative 1                                        

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Preferred: Eliminate 

the IVR reporting 

requirement) 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative 

in nature 

Slight Positive (+) 

because IFQ fishermen 

would not have to 

report via IVR system; 

which is not use by 

GARFO any longer to 

track landings 

Number of 

Allowable 

Fishing 

Allocations 

Alternative 1                                        

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Preferred: Prohibit 

vessels from fishing 

more than one 

allocation at a time) 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative 

in nature 

Neutral (0); because 

administrative in 

nature. This alternative 

would not affect 

fishing practices and 

operations or affect the 

IFQ leasing system 

Golden Tilefish 

Product Form 

Landings 

Requirements 

Alternative 1                              

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Preferred: Prohibit 

vessels from landing 

golden tilefish with 

the “head-off”) 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative 

in nature 

Neutral (0); 

administrative in 

nature 
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Box ES-2 (Continued). Overall qualitative summary of the expected impacts of various golden tilefish alternatives 

considered in this document. 

Issue Alternatives Biological Habitat 

ESA-Listed ad 

MMPA 

Protected 

Resources 

Socioeconomic 

Recreational 

Fishery Gear 

Requirements 

 

Alternative 1                                        

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Prohibit the use of 

mini-longlines) 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in 

discard 

mortality 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in the 

amount of time 

fishing gear 

contacts/impacts 

bottom habitat 

and EFH 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 3 

(Restrict the 

recreational golden 

tilefish fishery to rod 

and reel fishery only 

– with a five hook 

limit) 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in 

discard 

mortality 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in the 

amount of time 

fishing gear 

contacts/impacts 

bottom habitat 

and EFH 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Landings 

Ratios / 

Qualifiers for 

the Incidental 

Permit 

Category 

Alternative 1                                        

(No action/Status 

Quo) 

Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) Neutral (0) 

Alternative 2 

(Incidental permit 

holders cannot 

possess golden 

tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 

25% of the total of all 

combined species 

landed) 

Slight Negative 

(-) because of 

potential 

increase in 

discard 

mortality 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in the 

amount of time 

fishing gear 

contacts/impacts 

bottom habitat 

and EFH 

Neutral (0) 

Neutral (0) to Slight 

Negative (-) because of 

potential revenue 

losses in GTF 

incidental trips 

Alternative 3 

(Incidental permit 

holders cannot 

possess golden 

tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 

50% of the total of all 

combined species 

landed) 

Slight Negative 

(-) because of 

potential 

increase in 

discard 

mortality 

Neutral (0) to 

Slight Positive 

(+) because of 

potential 

reduction in the 

amount of time 

fishing gear 

contacts/impacts 

bottom habitat 

and EFH 

Neutral (0) 

Neutral (0) to Slight 

Negative (-) because of 

potential revenue 

losses in GTF trips 
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2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS  
 

To be completed prior to document submission.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

 

4.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION  

 

The purpose of this framework is to address issues related to the administration of the golden 

tilefish fishery, while continuing to achieve the management objectives of the Tilefish FMP as 

outlined in section 4.2 below. The need for this framework relates to a desire by the Council to 

optimize the management system for the golden tilefish fishery.  

 

This action is being considered to modify the present system of catch and landings limits 

derivation in the golden tilefish fishery. Under the current system to derive catch and landings 

limits, discards are subtracted from the annual catch target (ACT) for the overall fishery. 

However, commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery, which prohibits discarding. 

This action would modify the structure of the golden tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart 

to allow for discards to be deduct at for the specific commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or 

incidental fishery) generating them.  

 

In addition, this action would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements implemented to monitor 

landings when the IFQ system was first implemented. The IVR reporting system has become 

redundant as GARFO now uses landings reported in the dealer system as the primary tool to 

track landings in the fishery.  

 

This action would also address two additional issues raised by GARFO. The first issue raised by 

GARFO would prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at a time. IFQ holders 

designate vessels they own or lease that are authorized to land their IFQ. Under the current 

monitoring system, a vessel is authorized to land for a specific time period, and not for a specific 

number of pounds. During the period a vessel is authorized to harvest, all of its golden tilefish 

landings are counted against the allocation. The system is not designed to allow a trip to be split 

between multiple IFQ allocation numbers. This framework would consider prohibiting vessels 

from fishing more than one golden tilefish IFQ allocation at a time. However, this prohibition 

would not affect the leasing process for golden tilefish IFQs.4  

 

The second issue raised by GARFO would require golden tilefish to be landed with the head 

attached (i.e., head-on gutted or whole). In spring 2014, APSD and NEFSC decided to remove 

the “head-off” category from the dealer reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting 

head-on fish as head-off.5 The need for this action is to close the loop on the change already 

made to dealer reporting, as well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the 

incidental landing limit in landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of 

IFQ and incidental limits would be easier and more logical for industry and enforcement. This 

framework would consider requiring that golden tilefish be landed with the head attached in the 

commercial fishery.  

 

                                            
4 It is important to note that golden tilefish IFQ allocation holders can add or remove authorized vessel to harvest 

their allocations at any time during the fishing year by written request to NMFS (§648.294(b)(4)).  
5 Golden tilefish are landed with the head-on.  
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Lastly, this action is being considered to implement recreational gear requirements in the golden 

tilefish fishery. The purpose of implementing recreational gear requirements is to prohibit the use 

of non-recreational gear types in the fishery (e.g., mini-longlines).6  

 

This framework was developed in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA)7 and 

National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), the former being the primary domestic 

legislation governing fisheries in the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and the Tilefish 

Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The management regime and objectives of the fishery are 

detailed in the FMP, including any subsequent amendment, and are available at: 

http://www.mafmc.org. An overview of the amendment and framework actions that have 

affected management of golden tilefish are summarized in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. History of the Tilefish FMP amendments and framework actions.  

Year Document Management Action 

2001 Original FMP 

-Established management of the golden tilefish fishery  

-Limited entry into the commercial fishery  

-Implemented system for dividing Total allowable landings 

(TAL) among three fishing categories  

2001 Framework 1 Established quota set-aside for research  

2007 Amendment 2 -Standardized bycatch reporting methodology  

2009 Amendment 1 

-Implemented an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for 

the commercial fishery  

-Established new reporting requirements  

-Addressed recreational fishing issues  

-Reviewed the EFH components of the FMP  

2011 Amendment 3 
-Established annual catch limits (ACLs) and accountability 

measures (AMs)  

2015 Amendment 4 -Implemented Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology  

 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the impacts of each proposed action and their 

alternatives on the human environment. The aspects of the human environment that are likely to 

be directly or indirectly affected by the actions proposed in this document are described as 

valued ecosystem components (VECs; Beanlands and Duinker 1984). These VECs comprise the 

affected environment and are specifically defined as the managed resource (golden tilefish) and 

any non-target species; habitat, including EFH for the managed resource and non-target species; 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) protected 

                                            
6 Industry members have reported that anglers are fishing for golden tilefish using mini-longlines with up to 25 

hooks on the line. 
7 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), portions retained plus revisions made by 

the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 (MSRA). 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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species; and any human communities (social and economic aspects of the environment). The 

impacts of the alternatives are evaluated with respect to these VECs.  

 

All management alternatives under consideration were analyzed. A full description of each 

alternative and a discussion of a no action/status quo alternative are given in section 5.0. These 

impacts of the alternatives are described in section 7.0. 

 

5.0 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

 

5.1 Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives  

 

5.1.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this no action alternative, the flow chart used to derive catch and landings limits as 

established in Amendment 3 to the Golden Tilefish FMP would continue to apply (Figure 1).  

 

5.1.2 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Modification to the golden tilefish catch and landings limits 

flow chart)  

 

Under this alternative, the flow chart used to derive the golden tilefish catch and landings limits 

would be modified as specified in Figure 2. This alternative would allow for discards to be 

deducted from the specific sector of the fishery IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery generating 

the discards. As such, only the fishing sector producing discards would receive an adjustment. 

Industry members, Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel members, and Monitoring Committee 

members have discussed this issue and have endorsed a modification to the existing golden 

tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific 

sector of the fishery generating them. Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in nature.  

 

ACL: Under this alternative, the fishery level-ACL would be equal to the ABC (Annual 

Biological Catch) for the golden tilefish stock (as it is stipulated in the current regulations). 

 

ACL=ABC 

 

Use of ACTs: Under this alternative, existing allocations already defined in the FMP would be 

used to partition the ACL into sector-specific ACTs. Separate IFQ and incidental fishery ACTs 

would be specified. The Council has developed ACTs as they provide increased flexibility for 

dealing with management uncertainty and do not invoke automatic AMs if exceeded.8 Figure 2 

highlights the ACT structure if this alternative is selected. 

 

The Tilefish Monitoring Committee will be responsible for recommending ACTs to the Council 

which consider and address management uncertainty as defined under NS1 guidelines, as part of 

the specifications process for fishery management measures. The Monitoring Committee may 

provide other recommendations relevant to setting catch limits consistent with the MSA. The 

Monitoring Committee will consider all relevant sources of management uncertainty in this 

                                            
8 Additional information on the use and function of ACTs as envisioned by the Council for its managed resources 

can be found in section 4.1.1 of Amendment 3 (Omnibus Amendment; MAFMC 2011).  
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fishery and provide the technical basis, including any formulaic control rules if applied, for any 

reduction in catch when recommending an ACT. The ACTs, technical basis, and sources of 

management uncertainty would be described and provided to the Council at the time Monitoring 

Committee recommendations are made for the sector-specific fishery management measures for 

a single year or up to 3 years. 

 

If not accommodated under scientific uncertainty, uncertainty associated with the imprecision of 

the recreational fishery (i.e., inability to accurately capture the true magnitude of that fishery) 

would continue to be accommodated under management uncertainty stipulated in the current 

regulations. 

 

Accountability for Catch Components 

 

For tilefish, under this alternative the Council is proposing three reactive accountability 

mechanisms that respond to potential overages in the specific sectors or by non-landings, 

respectively. 

 

Reactive Accountability for the IFQ Component of the ACL: Irrespective of whether the ACL is 

or is not exceeded, the mechanisms to address IFQ overages already in the FMP described in (§ 

648.293(a)) would continue to be applied as needed.  

 

Reactive Accountability for the Incidental Landings Component of the ACL: Irrespective of 

whether the ACL is or is not exceeded, the mechanisms to address incidental overages already in 

the FMP described in (§ 648.292(d) and § 648.295(a)(b)) would continue to be applied as 

needed.  

 

If the ACL is exceeded and the incidental fishery landings are responsible for the overage, then 

accountability would occur at the fishery level and the ACL would be reduced. Specifically, the 

ACL would be reduced the following year by the overage amount (i.e., lb-for-lb repayment), as a 

single year adjustment. 

 

Reactive Accountability for Other Non-landings Components of the ACL: Accountability for 

other catch components (other than IFQ or incidental fishery landings) that result in the ACL 

being exceeded must also be addressed. In the event the ACL is exceeded, and that overage has 

not been accommodated through other mechanisms in the FMP (i.e., discards and/or unlikely 

event RSA is exceeded), then accountability would occur at the sector-specific ACT. 

Specifically, the amount by which the IFQ sector ACT and/or incidental sector ACT was 

exceeded would be used to adjust the ACT the following year (lb-for-lb repayment), as a single 

year adjustment.  
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Figure 1. Current golden tilefish catch and landings limits structure.  
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Figure 2. Modified golden tilefish catch and landings limits structure.  
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5.2. IVR Reporting Requirements  

 

5.2.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative, the IVR reporting requirements as established in Amendment 1 to the 

Golden Tilefish FMP would continue to apply. Current regulations specify that a vessel fishing 

under a Tilefish IFQ Allocation Permit must submit a tilefish catch report by using the IVR 

phone line system within 48 hours after returning to port and offloading. 

 

5.2.2 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Eliminate the IVR reporting requirement)  

 

Under this alternative, the IVR reporting requirement would be eliminated. While the IVR 

reporting system was initially implemented in 2001 to monitor golden tilefish landings in a 

timely basis, the implementation of electronic dealer reporting in 2004 and improved VTR 

reporting processing by the agency, the information provided by fishermen using the IVR system 

has become redundant. Currently, GARFO uses landings reported in the dealer and VTR systems 

as the primary tools to track landings in the fishery and not the landings reported via the IVR 

system. Furthermore, IVR landings have not been reconciled since 2008.9  

 

5.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations  

 

5.3.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative, multiple IFQ allocations (IFQ allocation numbers) could be use by a 

vessel at the same time.  

 

If this alternative is implemented, vessels could continue to harvest golden tilefish using more 

than one golden tilefish IFQ allocation numbers at a time. Since the system is not designed to 

allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ allocation numbers, this could create situations 

when it would be difficult to assign golden tilefish landed to a specific allocation number. This is 

due to the fact that there is no mechanism available to the vessel or dealer to correctly allocate 

fish landed to the specific allocation numbers used by the vessel performing the harvesting 

services.10  

 

 

 

                                            
9 It is important to note that the Council discussed the potential use of an IVR hail-in system to monitor the landings 

of the golden tilefish IFQ fishery. It was discussed, that for example, an IVR hail-in system may be useful in 

monitoring landings of this valuable IFQ fishery. However, the Council did not peruse this idea any further as 

GARFO may be undertaking an overhaul of the fisheries monitoring system that could address this issue. Otherwise, 

the Council could consider the idea of an IVR hail-in system to monitor the landings of the golden tilefish IFQ 

fishery in a future action.  
10 It is important to note that this deficiency could be corrected, if the NMFS were to create a reporting mechanism 

to facilitate vessels and dealers to report specific IFQ allocation numbers and associated pounds landed for each 

fishing trip. However, this would create additional reporting burden for all vessels and dealers and the cost of IFQ-

specific reporting would likely be recoverable, and therefore billed to the industry.  
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5.3.2 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at a 

time)  

 

In the golden tilefish fishery, IFQ holders designate vessels they own or lease that are authorized 

to land their IFQ. Under the current monitoring system, a vessel is authorized to land for a 

specific time period, and not for a specific number of pounds. During the period a vessel is 

authorized to harvest, all of its golden tilefish landings are counted against the allocation. The 

system is not designed to allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ allocation numbers.  

 

The implementation of this alternative would only prohibit two (or more) allocations numbers 

from authorizing one vessel to fish those allocations at the same time. Therefore, for example, a 

fishing vessel (with no associated golden tilefish IFQ allocation) cannot fish or perform 

harvesting services for two (or more) allocation owners at the same time. Equally, a golden 

tilefish allocation owner fishing his/her allocation pounds cannot fish or perform harvesting 

services for another allocation owner at the same time. However, this alternative would not 

preclude a vessel from leasing from one or more allocation holders by transferring golden tilefish 

pounds. As such, in the two hypothetical cases described above, if allocation pounds would had 

been transferred via the leasing process, the harvesting services could had been performed.11 As 

indicated before, Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in nature.  

 

5.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements  

 

5.4.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative, no product form landings requirements for golden tilefish would be 

implemented. 

 

5.4.2 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Prohibit vessels from landing golden tilefish with the “head-

off”)  
 

In spring 2014, APSD and NEFSC decided to remove the “head-off” category from the dealer 

reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off. The need for 

this action is to close the loop on the change already made to dealer reporting, as well as help 

GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental landing limit in landed weight, 

rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ and incidental limits would be easier 

and more logical for industry and enforcement. GARFO has indicated that this administrative 

adjustment would enhance the landings monitoring system. Alternative 2 is purely an 

administrative issue in nature.  

 

5.5 Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements  

 

5.5.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

                                            
11 It is also important to notice that golden tilefish IFQ allocation holders can add or remove authorized vessel to 

harvest their allocations at any time during the fishing year by written request to NMFS (§648.294(b)(4)).  
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Under this alternative no changes to the recreational gear requirements in the golden tilefish 

fishery would occur.  

 

5.5.2 Alternative 2 (Prohibit the use of mini-longlines)  

 

At the December 2014 Council meeting, it was discussed that industry members have reported 

that anglers are fishing for tilefish using mini-longlines with up to 25 hooks on the line. The 

Council discussed that this type of gear should not be used for recreational fishing purposes. This 

alternative would prohibit the use of mini-longlines in the recreational golden tilefish fishery.  

 

5.5.3 Alternative 3 (Restrict the recreational golden tilefish fishery to rod and reel 

fishery only – with a five hook limit)  
 

At the December 2015 Council meeting, Council members added this alternative to Framework 2 

for evaluation. Council members discussed that it would be beneficial to evaluate the possibility 

of defining a specific recreational fishing gear allowed in the fishery (typically use in the golden 

tilefish fishery) instead of prohibiting specific gear type(s) as done under Alternative 2 as this 

would not address the potential use of other non-traditional recreational fishing gears to be used 

in the recreational fishery in the future. The Council also asked the Advisory Panel members to 

comment on the applicability of this alternative.   

 

5.6 Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 

 
5.6.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  
 

Under this alternative no landings ratios/qualifiers would be implemented for the incidental 

permit category.  

 

5.6.2 Alternative 2 (Incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the 

time of landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed)  
 

Under this alternative, golden tilefish incidental permit holders, cannot land golden tilefish in 

excess of 25% of their total landings. As an example, if an incidental permit holder wants to land 

the incidental landings limit (currently 500 pounds), that permit holder would also need to land 

1,500 pounds of other species combined (excluding golden tilefish) in order to land the 500 

pounds of golden tilefish caught incidentally.  

 

5.6.3 Alternative 3 (Incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the 

time of landings in excess of 50% of the total of all combined species landed)  
 

Under this alternative, golden tilefish incidental permit holders, cannot land golden tilefish in 

excess of 50% of their total landings. As an example, if an incidental permit holder wants to land 

the incidental landings limit (currently 500 pounds), that permit holder would also need to land 

500 pounds of other species combined (excluding golden tilefish) in order to land the 500 pounds 

of golden tilefish caught incidentally.  
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6.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND FISHERIES  
 

6.1 Description of the Managed Resource  

 
6.1.1 Description of the Fisheries  

The management unit is all golden tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps) under U.S. 

jurisdiction in the Atlantic Ocean north of the Virginia/North Carolina border. The commercial 

fisheries for tilefish are fully described in Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). An 

overview of commercial and recreational landings for this fishery is provided below.  

 

Additional information on the golden tilefish fishery can be found in Council meeting materials 

available at: http://www.mafmc.org.  

 

Commercial Fishery 

 

For the 1970 to 2015 calendar years, golden tilefish landings have ranged from 128 thousand 

pounds (1970) to 8.7 million pounds (1979). For the 2001 to 2015 period, golden tilefish 

landings have averaged 1.9 million pounds, ranging from 1.3 (2015) to 2.5 (2004) million 

pounds (Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3. Commercial U.S. Golden Tilefish Landings (live weight) from Maine-Virginia, 

1970-2015. Source: 1970-1993 Golden Tilefish FMP. 1994-2015 NMFS unpublished dealer 

data. 

 

Golden tilefish are primarily caught by longline and bottom otter trawl. Based on dealer data 

from 2011 through 2015, the bulk of the golden tilefish landings are taken by longline gear (> 

98%) followed by bottom trawl gear (< 2%). No other gear had any significant commercial 

landings. Minimal catches were also recorded for hand line and gillnets (Table 2). 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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Table 2. Golden tilefish commercial landings ('000 pounds live weight) by gear, Maine 

through Virginia, 2011-2015 combined. 

Gear 

 

Pounds 

 

Percent 

 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 108 1.3 

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 11 * 

Lines Hand 17 * 

Lines Long Set with Hooks 8,550 98.4 

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 3 * 

All Gear 8,689 100.0 

Note: * = less than 1,000 pounds or less than 1 percent. 

 

A vessel that holds a Commercial/Incidental Permit can possess up to 500 pounds live weight 

(455 pounds gutted) at one time without an IFQ Allocation Permit. If the incidental harvest 

exceeds 5 percent of the TAL for a given fishing year, the incidental trip limit of 500 pounds 

may be reduced in the following fishing year. 

 

Golden tilefish incidental commercial fishery landings in FY 2016 are lagging behind FY 2015 

landings (Figure 4; as of week ending January 31, 2016). Incidental golden tilefish commercial 

landings for the last four fishing years are shown in Table 3. 
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Figure 4. Incidental commercial landings for 2016 FY to date (Through January 31, 2016). 

Blue Line = FY 2016, Orange Line = FY 2015. 

Source: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm. 

 

 

Table 3. Incidental commercial landings for 2012-2015 fishing years. 

Fishing Year 
Landings 

(pounds) 

Incidental Quota 

 (pounds) 

Percent of Quota 

Landed (%) 

2012 36,330 99,750 36 

2013 36,442 99,750 37 

2014 44,594 99,750 45 

2015 18,213 87,744 21 

Source: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm. 

 

Recreational Fishery 

 

A small recreational fishery briefly occurred during the mid 1970's, with less than 100,000 

pounds annually (MAFMC 2001). Subsequent recreational catches have been low for the 1982 - 

2015 period, ranging from zero for most years to approximately 30,000 fish in 2010 according to 

NMFS recreational statistics (Table 4). In 2013, approximately 370,000 fish were caught. 

 

Vessel trip report (VTR) data indicates that the number of golden tilefish caught by party/charter 

vessels from Maine through Virginia is low, ranging from 81 fish in 1996 to 7,633 fish in 2015 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm
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(Table 5). Mean party/charter effort ranged from less than one fish per angler in 1999 throughout 

2002 and 2005 to approximately eight fish per angler in 1998, averaging 2.4 fish for the entire 

time series. 

 

According to VTR data, for the 1996 through 2015 period, the largest amount of golden tilefish 

caught by party/charter vessels were made by New Jersey vessels (29,162), followed by New 

York (9,256), Virginia (663), Delaware (512), Massachusetts (496), Maryland (338), Rhode 

Island (182), and Connecticut (3). Party/charter boats from New Jersey have shown a significant 

uptrend in the number of golden tilefish caught during the time series while the boats from 

Rhode Island have shown a significant downward trend in the number of fish caught (Table 6). 

 

The number of golden tilefish discarded by recreational anglers is low. According to VTR data, 

on average, approximately 6 fish per year were discarded by party/charter recreational anglers 

for the 1996 through 2015 period. The quantity of golden tilefish discarded by party/charter 

recreational anglers ranged from zero in most years to 64 in 2015. 

 

Recreational anglers typically fish for golden tilefish when tuna fishing especially during the 

summer months (Freeman, pers. comm. 2006). However, some for hire vessels from New Jersey 

and New York are golden tilefish fishing in the winter months (Caputi pers. comm. 2006). In 

addition, recreational boats in Virginia are also reported to be fishing for golden tilefish (Pride 

pers. comm. 2006). However, it is not known with certainty how many boats may be targeting 

golden tilefish. Nevertheless, accounting for information presented in the Fishery Performance 

Reports (FPR; 2012-2014) and a brief internet search conducted by Council Staff in 2014 

indicates that there have been approximately 10 headboats actively engaged in the tilefish fishery 

in the Mid-Atlantic canyons in recent years. It is estimated that approximately 4 of these boats 

conducted direct tilefish fishing trips, while the other 6 boats may have caught tilefish while 

targeting tuna/swordfish or fishing for assorted deep water species. In addition, it appears that 

recreational interest onboard headboats for tilefish has increase in the last few years as seen in 

the FPRs, internet search conducted by Council staff, and recent VTR recreational party/charter 

statistics (MAFMC 2014). The most recent FPR (2016) indicates that 5 or 6 headboats directly 

fish for golden tilefish but not 100% or full time. During the winter period there are no tilefish 

party/charter boat trips as dogfish are just too abundant (MAFMC 2016).  

 

Anglers are highly unlikely to catch golden tilefish while targeting tuna on tuna fishing trips. 

However, these boats may fish for golden tilefish at any time during a tuna trip (i.e., when the 

tuna limit has been reached, on the way out or on the way in from a tuna fishing trip, or at any 

time when tuna fishing is slow). While fishing for tuna recreational anglers may trawl using rod 

and reel (including downriggers), handline, and bandit gear. Rod and reel is the typical gear used 

in the recreational golden tilefish fishery. Because golden tilefish are found in relatively deep 

waters, electric reels may be used to facilitate landing (Freeman and Turner 1977). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

28 

 

Table 4. Recreational golden tilefish data from the NMFS recreational statistics databases, 

1982-2015.  

Year 

Landed no. 

A and B1 
Released no. B2 

private 
party/charter Private 

1982 0 984 0 

1983 0 0 0 

1984 0 0 0 

1985 0 0 0 

1986 0 0 0 

1987 0 0 0 

1988 0 0 0 

1989 0 0 0 

1990 0 0 0 

1991 0 0 0 

1992 0 0 0 

1993 0 0 0 

1994 608 0 0 

1995 0 0 0 

1996 6,842 0 0 

1997 0 0 0 

1998 0 0 0 

1999 0 0 0 

2000 0 0 0 

2001 148 0 0 

2002 0 20,068 1,338 

2003 722 0 0 

2004 62 0 0 

2005 0 0 0 

2006 541 0 0 

2007 1,330 0 0 

2008 0 0 0 

2009 177 0 0 

2010 2,812 27,514 0 

2011 0 0 0 

2012 0 0 0 

2013 365,843 0 0 

2014 0 0 0 

2015 0 0 0 

Source: Recreational Fisheries Statistics Queries: http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-

data/run-a-data-query/queries/index 
 

 

 

 

 

http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-data/run-a-data-query/queries/index
http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/access-data/run-a-data-query/queries/index
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Table 5. Number of golden tilefish kept by party/charter anglers and mean effort from 

Maine through Virginia, 1996 through 2015.  

Year 
Number of 

golden tilefish kept 

Mean 

effort 

1996 81 1.4 

1997 400 7.5 

1998 243 8.1 

1999 91 0.4 

2000 147 0.5 

2001 172 0.7 

2002 774 0.9 

2003 991 1.6 

2004 737 1.2 

2005 498 0.9 

2006 477 1.2 

2007 1,077 1.2 

2008 1,100 1.3 

2009 1,451 1.3 

2010 1,866 2.0 

2011 2,938 3.4 

2012 6,424 2.8 

2013 6,560 3.2 

2014 6,856 3.2 

2015 7,633 4.2 

All 40,516 2.4 
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Table 6. Number of golden tilefish caught by party/charter vessels by state, 1996 through 

2015.  

Year 

 

MA 

 

RI 

 

CT 

 

NY 

 

NJ 

 

DE 

 

MD 

 

VA 

 

All 

 

1996 0 0 0 81 0 0 0 0 81 

1997 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 0 400 

1998 0 102 0 141 0 0 0 0 243 

1999 0 1 0 88 0 0 2 0 91 

2000 0 0 0 108 39 0 0 0 147 

2001 0 0 0 122 51 0 0 0 173 

2002 0 0 0 401 373 0 0 0 774 

2003 0 3 0 86 902 0 0 0 991 

2004 0 0 0 12 628 0 0 104 744 

2005 0 72 0 82 318 14 0 16 502 

2006 0 0 0 265 65 2 133 12 477 

2007 0 0 0 447 459 88 5 80 1,079 

2008 0 3 0 488 545 22 32 10 1,100 

2009 0 0 0 720 675 18 7 31 1,451 

2010 0 0 0 595 1,194 19 23 48 1,879 

2011 496 0 0 720 1,654 60 5 14 2,949 

2012 0 1 0 1,116 5,146 42 23 98 6,426 

2013 0 0 0 1,900 4,568 39 12 41 6,560 

2014 0 0 3 957 5,677 116 40 73 6,866 

2015 0 0 0 527 6,868 92 56 136 7,697 

All 496 182 3 9,256 29,162 512 338 663 40,630 

 

Fishery Performance  

 

The principal measure used to manage golden tilefish is monitoring via dealer weighout data that 

is submitted weekly. The directed fishery is managed via an IFQ program. If a permanent IFQ 

allocation is exceeded, including any overage that results from golden tilefish landed by a lessee 

in excess of the lease amount, the permanent allocation will be reduced by the amount of the 

overage in the subsequent fishing year. If a permanent IFQ allocation overage is not deducted 

from the appropriate allocation before the IFQ allocation permit is issued for the subsequent 

fishing year, a revised IFQ allocation permit reflecting the deduction of the overage will be 

issued. If the allocation cannot be reduced in the subsequent fishing year because the full 

allocation had already been landed or transferred, the IFQ allocation permit would indicate a 

reduced allocation for the amount of the overage in the next fishing year.  

 

Table 7 summarizes the golden tilefish management measures for the 2002-2017 fishing years 

(FYs). With the exception of FY 2003, 2004, and 2010 commercial golden tilefish landings have 

been below the commercial quota specified each year since the Golden Tilefish FMP was first 

implemented.  

 

 

 



 

31 

 

Table 7. Summary of management measures and landings for FYa 2002 through 2017.  

Management 

measures 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

ABC (m lb) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.013 2.013 1.766 1.898 1.898 

TAL (m lb)  1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. quota-initial 

(m lb)  
1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. quota-

adjusted  

(m lb)  

1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.755 1.887 1.887 

Com. landings  1.935 2.318b 2.622b 1.497 1.897  1.776 1.672 1.887 1.997 1.946 1.874 1.841 1.830 1.346 - - 

Com. 

overage/underage  

(m lb) 

-0.060 +0.323 +0.627 -0.498 -0.098 -0.219 -0.323 -0.108 +0.002 -0.049 -0.121 -0.154 -0.165 -0.409 - - 

Incidental trip limit 

(lb) 
300 300 300 133 300 300 300 300 300 300 500 500 500 500 500 500 

Rec. possession 

limit 
- - - - - - - - 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 

a FY 2002 (November 1, 2001 - October 31, 2002). 
b Lawsuit period (see text above). 
c Eight fish per person per trip 
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6.1.2 Description of the Stock (Including Status, Stock Characteristics, and Ecological 

Relationships)  

 

Reports on stock status, including Stock Assessment Workshop (SAW) reports, and Stock 

Assessment Review Committee (SARC) reports, and assessment update reports are available 

online at the NEFSC website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/. The EFH Source Document, which 

includes details on stock characteristics and ecological relationships, is available at the following 

website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  

 

The golden tilefish stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management at 

Stock Assessment Workshop 58 (SAW 58; NEFSC 2014). A statistical catch at age model called 

ASAP (Age Structured Assessment Program) was used in this assessment to incorporate newly 

available length and age data to better characterize the population dynamics of the stock. The 

golden tilefish resource is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring in 2012. SSB was 

estimated to be 11.53 million pounds (5,229 mt) in 2012, about 101% of the biomass target 

SSBMSY proxy = SSB25% = 11.36 million pounds (5,153 mt). The fishing mortality rate was 

estimated to be 0.275 in 2012, below the fishing mortality threshold FMSY proxy = F25% = 0.370. 

The golden tilefish stock was previously under a rebuilding plan, but was declared rebuilt by 

NMFS in 2014 based on SAW 58.  

 

6.1.3 Non-Target Species  

 
The term "bycatch" as defined by the MSA, means fish that are harvested in a fishery but that are 

not sold or kept for personal use. Bycatch includes the discard of whole fish at sea or elsewhere, 

including economic and regulatory discards, and fishing mortality due to an encounter with 

fishing gear that does not result in capture of fish (i.e., unobserved fishing mortality).  

 

According to VTR data, very little (< 0.3%) discarding was reported by longline vessels that 

targeted tilefish for the 2005 through 2014 period (Table 8). In addition, the 2014 stock 

assessment indicates that approximately 95% of the commercial landings are taken by the 

directed longline fishery, and that tilefish discards in the trawl and longline fishery are negligible 

(NEFSC 2014). The golden tilefish fishery is a target fishery and live bycatch constitutes a small 

percentage of the total catch. 

 

6.2 Habitat (Including Essential Fish Habitat)  

 
A description of the habitat associated with the tilefish fishery is presented in Amendment 1 to 

the FMP (MAFMC 2009), and a brief summary of that information is given here. The impact of 

fishing on tilefish habitat (and EFH) and the impact of the tilefish fishery on other species’ 

habitat and EFH can be found in the original FMP (MAFMC 2001) and in Amendment 1 to the 

FMP (MAFMC 2009). Potential impacts associated with the measures proposed in this 

specifications document on habitat (including EFH) are discussed in section 7.2.  

 

 

 

 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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Table 8. Catch disposition for directed golden tilefish tripsa, Maine through Virginia, 2005-

2014 combined. 

 

 

Common Name 
Kept 

 pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Discarded 

pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Total 

 pounds 

Disc: Kept 

Ratio 

GOLDEN TILEFISH 15,549,080 100.00% 99.08% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15,549,080 0.00 

SPINY DOGFISH 94,828 85.55% 0.60% 16,018 14.45% 37.63% 110,846 0.17 

BLUELINE TILEFISH 15,388 100.00% 0.10% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15,388 0.00 

CONGER EEL 9,013 93.87% 0.06% 589 6.13% 1.38% 9,602 0.07 

BLACK BELLIED ROSEFISH 4,269 100.00% 0.03% 0 0.00% 0.00% 4,269 0.00 

SKATES, OTHER 3,201 67.66% 0.02% 1,530 32.34% 3.59% 4,731 0.48 

SNOWY GROUPER 3,100 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,100 0.00 

TILEFISH, OTHER 2,692 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,692 0.00 

DOGFISH SMOOTH 2,634 76.26% 0.02% 820 23.74% 1.93% 3,454 0.31 

EEL, OTHER 1,809 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,809 0.00 

WRECKFISH 1,240 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,240 0.00 

BLUEFISH 898 22.63% 0.01% 3,070 77.37% 7.21% 3,968 3.42 

MONKFISH 742 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 742 0.00 

YELLOWFIN TUNA 680 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 680 0.00 

DOLPHIN FISH 627 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 627 0.00 

BLACK SEA BASS 563 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 563 0.00 

MAKO SHORTFIN SHARK 524 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 524 0.00 

BLUEFIN TUNA 440 91.67% 0.00% 40 8.33% 0.09% 480 0.09 

RED HAKE 438 79.20% 0.00% 115 20.80% 0.27% 553 0.26 

SILVER HAKE (WHITING) 300 93.75% 0.00% 20 6.25% 0.05% 320 0.07 

MAKO SHARK, OTHER  284 89.03% 0.00% 35 10.97% 0.08% 319 0.12 

FISH, OTHER 218 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 218 0.00 

AMERICAN EEL 150 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 150 0.00 

REDFISH 147 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 147 0.00 

MIX RED & WHITE HAKE 125 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 125 0.00 

CUSK 97 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 97 0.00 

ALBACORE TUNA 75 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 75 0.00 

PORBEAGLE SHARK 75 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 75 0.00 

WHITE HAKE 74 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 74 0.00 
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Table 8 (continued). Catch disposition for directed golden tilefish tripsa, Maine through 

Virginia, 2005-2014 combined.  

a Directed trips for golden tilefish were defined as trips comprising 75 percent or more by weight of golden tilefish 

landed. Number of trips = 1,161. 

 

Common Name 
Kept 

 pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Discarded 

pounds 

% 

species 

% 

 total 

Total 

 pounds 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

SUMMER FLOUNDER 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

BLACK WHITING 24 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 24 0.00 

AMBER JACK 18 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 18 0.00 

POLLOCK 17 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 17 0.00 

TIGER SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 10,400 100.00% 24.43% 10,400 -- 

SKATE BARNDOOR 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,881 100.00% 9.12% 3,881 -- 

DOGFISH CHAIN 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,722 100.00% 6.39% 2,722 -- 

JONAH CRAB 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,273 100.00% 2.99% 1,273 -- 

LOBSTER 0 0.00% 0.00% 775 100.00% 1.82% 775 -- 

BLUE SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 725 100.00% 1.70% 725 -- 

SKATE ROSETTE 0 0.00% 0.00% 398 100.00% 0.93% 398 -- 

HAMMERHEAD SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 100.00% 0.23% 100 -- 

SHARK, OTHER 0 0.00% 0.00% 60 100.00% 0.14% 60 -- 

ALL SPECIES 15,693,842 99.73% 100.00% 42,571 0.27% 100.00% 15,736,413 0.00 
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6.2.1 Physical Environment  

 
Detailed information on the affected physical and biological environments inhabited by the 

managed resource is available in Stevenson et al. (2004). Golden tilefish inhabit the Northeast 

U.S. Shelf Ecosystem, which has been described as including the area from the Gulf of Maine 

south to Cape Hatteras, extending from the coast seaward to the edge of the continental shelf, 

including the slope sea offshore to the Gulf Stream. The continental slope includes the area east 

of the shelf, out to a depth of 2000 m. Four distinct sub-regions comprise the NOAA Fisheries 

Greater Atlantic Region: the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the Mid-Atlantic Bight, and the 

continental slope. The Gulf of Maine is an enclosed coastal sea, characterized by relatively cold 

waters and deep basins, with a patchwork of various sediment types. Georges Bank is a relatively 

shallow coastal plateau that slopes gently from north to south and has steep submarine canyons 

on its eastern and southeastern edge. It is characterized by highly productive, well-mixed waters 

and strong currents. The Mid-Atlantic Bight is comprised of the sandy, relatively flat, gently 

sloping continental shelf from southern New England to Cape Hatteras, NC. The continental 

slope begins at the continental shelf break and continues eastward with increasing depth until it 

becomes the continental rise. It is fairly homogenous, with exceptions at the shelf break, some of 

the canyons, the Hudson Shelf Valley, and in areas of glacially rafted hard bottom.  

 

The environment that could potentially be affected by the proposed action overlaps with EFH for 

the managed resource. The following sections describe where to find detailed information on 

EFH and any past actions taken in the FMPs to minimize adverse EFH effects to the extent 

practicable.  

 

6.2.2 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)  

 

Information on tilefish habitat requirements can be found in the document titled, Essential Fish 

Habitat Source Document: Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, Life History and Habitat 

Characteristics" (Steimle et al. 1999). An electronic version of this source document is available 

at the following website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. The current designation 

of EFH by life history stage for tilefish is provided here:  

 

Eggs and Larvae: EFH for tilefish eggs and larvae is the water column on the outer continental 

shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the Virginia/North Carolina boundary in 

mean water column temperatures between 7.5°C and 17.5°C (45.5oF to 63.5oF).  

 

Juveniles and Adults: EFH for tilefish juveniles and adults is semi-lithified clay substrate on the 

outer continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the Virginia/North 

Carolina boundary in bottom water temperatures which range from 9°C to 14°C (48.2oF to 

57.2oF), which generally occur in depths between 100 and 300 meters (328 to 984 ft). Tilefish 

create horizontal or vertical burrows in semi-lithified clay sediments, a substrate type with 

cohesive properties that allow the burrows to maintain their shape. Tilefish may also utilize 

rocks, boulders, scour depressions beneath boulders, and exposed rock ledges as shelter.  

 

Although the revised designations emphasize temperature and substrate type (clay) over depth as 

being indicative of EFH, depth was used for the purposes of mapping the EFH designations. 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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Depth is fixed and not seasonally variable, therefore the depth ranges that define the area where 

the preferred bottom temperatures conditions typically prevail (100 to 300 meters, or 328 ft to 

984 ft) were used to create maps of benthic EFH for juvenile and adult tilefish on the outer 

continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the Virginia/North Carolina 

boundary.  

 

Tilefish are primarily caught by bottom longline and otter trawl. Based on dealer data from 2011-

2015, the bulk of the tilefish landings are taken by longline gear (> 98%) followed by bottom 

trawl gear (< 2%). No other gear had any significant commercial landings. Minimal catches were 

also recorded for hand line, dredge (other), gillnets, and lobster pot/traps (Table 2).  

 

There are other federally-managed species with lifestages that occupy essential benthic habitats 

that may be susceptible to adverse impacts from otter trawl gear; descriptions of these are given 

in Table 1 of Appendix A (from Stevenson et al. 2004) and are available at: 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/habitat/publications/publications.html.  

 

6.2.3 Fishery Impact Considerations  

 

The directed commercial fishery for golden tilefish is largely by bottom longline gear. Otter 

trawls may also be used, but have limited utility because of the habitat preferred by tilefish. Otter 

trawls are only effective where the bottom is firm, flat, and free of obstructions. Soft mud 

bottom, rough or irregular bottom, or areas with obstructions, which are those that are most 

frequented by golden tilefish, are not conducive to bottom trawling. However, golden tilefish are 

often taken incidental to other directed fisheries, such as the trawl fisheries for lobster and 

flounder (Freeman and Turner 1977) and hake, squid, Atlantic mackerel and butterfish (NMFS, 

unpublished landings data).  

 

A panel of experts who participated in a 2001 workshop to evaluate the potential habitat impacts 

of fishing gears used in the Northeast region concluded that longlines (which land the bulk of the 

tilefish) cause some low degree impacts in mud, sand, and gravel habitats. Bottom trawls, which 

account for nearly all of the rest of the landings, and which are mostly incidental catches, had the 

greatest impacts which occur in low and high energy gravel habitats and in hard clay 

outcroppings (NEFSC 2002).  

 

Golden tilefish are restricted to the continental shelf break south of the Gulf of Maine (Steimle et 

al. 1999). They occupy a number of habitats, including scour basins around rocks or other rough 

bottom areas that form burrow-like cavities, and pueblo habitats in clay substrate. The dominant 

habitat type is a vertical burrow in a substrate of semi-hard silt-clay, 6 to 10 feet deep and 12 to 

16 feet in diameter with a funnel shape. These burrows are excavated by tilefish, secondary 

burrows are created by other organisms, including lobsters, conger eels, and galatheid crabs. 

Tilefish are visual daytime feeders on galatheid crabs, mollusks, shrimps, polychaetes, and 

occasionally fish. Mollusks and echinoderms are more important to smaller tilefish. Little is 

known about juveniles of this species. A report to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

(Able and Muzeni 2002), based upon a review of archived video surveys in areas of tilefish 

habitat, did not find visual evidence of direct impacts to burrows due to otter trawls. The 

Northeast Region EFH Steering Committee Workshop (NEFSC 2002) concluded that there was 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/habitat/publications/publications.html
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the potential for a high degree of impact to the physical structure of hard clay outcroppings 

(pueblo village habitat) by trawls that would result in permanent change to a major physical 

feature which provides shelter for tilefish as well as their benthic prey. Although Able and 

Muzeni's (2002) review did not offer any evidence of this type of negative effect, their sample 

size for this habitat type was very small. Due to the tilefish's reliance on structured shelter and 

benthic prey, as well as the benthic prey's reliance on much of the same habitat, and the need for 

further study, the vulnerability of tilefish EFH to otter trawls was ranked as high (Stevenson et 

al. 2004). Clam dredges operate in shallow, sandy waters typically uninhabited by tilefish 

(Wallace and Hoff 2005), so EFH vulnerability was rated as none for this gear. Scallop vessel 

monitoring data indicate that scallop dredges operate to a small extent in areas overlapping 

tilefish EFH; therefore, EFH vulnerability to scallop dredges was ranked as low (Stevenson et al. 

2004). Tilefish eggs and larvae are pelagic: therefore, EFH vulnerability to gear is not applicable.  

 

Amendment 1 to the Tilefish FMP (MAFMC 2009) prohibited the use of bottom-tending mobile 

gear within specific areas of the Oceanographer, Lydonia, Veacth, and Norfolk canyons12. The 

gear restricted areas in these four canyons were chosen to providing protection to areas that are 

known to have clay outcrop/pueblo habitats.  

 

6.3 ESA-Listed Species and MMPA Protected Species  

 

6.3.1 Species in the Fisheries Environment  

 

There are numerous species inhabiting the environment, within the management unit of tilefish, 

that are afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (i.e., for those 

designated as threatened or endangered) and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 

(MMPA). Table 8 provides species formally listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA, 

with 2 additional candidate species, that occur within the management unit for tilefish.  

 

Two species (dusky shark and cusk) are candidate species for listing under the ESA (Table 8). 

Candidate species receive no substantive or procedural protection under the ESA (i.e., 

conference provisions requirement of the ESA applies only if a candidate species is proposed for 

listing); however, NMFS recommends that project proponents consider implementing 

conservation actions to limit the potential for adverse effects on candidate species from any 

proposed project. The Protected Resources Division of the NMFS GARFO has initiated a review 

of recent stock assessments, bycatch information, and other information for the candidate 

species. Any conservation measures deemed appropriate for these species will follow the 

information from these reviews. Section 6.3.2 below documents any commercial fishery 

interactions. More detailed description of the species listed in Table 8, including their 

environment, ecological relationships and life history information including recent stock status, 

is available at: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/.  

 

 

 

 

                                            
12 See golden tilefish regulations at: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/regs/fr.html for specific coordinates of the closed 

areas.  

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/regs/fr.html
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Table 8. Species Protected Under the ESA and/or MMPA that May Occur in the Affected 

Environment of the Golden Tilefish Fishery.  

Species Status 

Potentially 

affected by this 

action? 

Cetaceans   

North Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) Endangered No 

Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) Endangered No 

Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) Endangered No 

Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis) Endangered No 

Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus) Endangered No 

Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus Endangered No 

Sea Turtles   

Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered No 

Kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii) Endangered No 

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) Endangered1  No 

Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), Northwest 

Atlantic DPS 

Threatened No 

Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricate) Endangered No 

Fish   

Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) Endangered No 

Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) Endangered No 

Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus)   

    Gulf of Maine DPS Threatened No 

    New York Bight DPS, Chesapeake Bay DPS,  

Carolina DPS & South Atlantic DPS 

Cusk (Brosme brosme)                                                   

Endangered 

 

Candidate 

No 

 

No 

Dusky shark (Carcharhinus Obscuras) Candidate No 

Critical Habitat   

North Atlantic Right Whale2  No 

Northwest Atlantic DPS of  

Loggerhead Sea Turtle 

 No 

Notes: 
1 Green turtles are currently listed in U.S. waters as threatened except for the Florida breeding population 

which is listed as endangered. Due to the inability to distinguish between these populations away from the 

nesting beach, green turtles are considered endangered wherever they occur in U.S. waters. On March 23, 

2015, a proposed rule was issued to remove the current range-wide listing and, in its place, list eight DPSs as 

threatened and three as endangered (80 FR 15272). 
 

2Originally designated June 3, 1994 (59 FR 28805); Newly proposed February 20, 2015 (80 FR 9314). 

 

6.3.2 Commercial Fisheries Interactions  

 

A description of the areas fished commercially for golden tilefish (i.e., area affected by the 

proposed action) is given in section 6.4.2. The directed commercial fishery for tilefish is 

prosecuted with bottom longline gear. While some tilefish (< 5 percent) are landed incidentally 

to other fisheries, those fisheries are not directly targeting tilefish. The List of Fisheries (LOF) 

classifies U.S. commercial fisheries into Categories according to the level of interactions that 

result in incidental mortality or serious injury of marine mammals (Table 9).  
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6.3.3 Description of Species with Interactions  

 

There are no documented interactions with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species with bottom 

longline gear in the tilefish fishery. Detailed descriptions of other ESA-listed and MMPA 

protected species that are distributed within the management unit of tilefish are available at the 

following website: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/. This site also contains general information on 

marine mammals (cetaceans and pinnipeds), marine turtles, marine and anadromous fish, and 

marine invertebrates and plants.  

 

Table 9. Commercial Fisheries Classification based on 2015 List of Fisheries (LOF).  

Fishery (Action 

Area)  
Resource Gears  LOF  Potential for Interactions 

See section 6.4.2 

for a description 

of the areas fished 

the managed 

resource 

Golden 

tilefish 

U.S. Mid-Atlantic 

bottom longline 
Cat. III 

No documented interactions 
where marine mammal 

species and stocks 

incidentally killed or injured 

 

 

6.4 Human Communities and Economic Environment  

 
A detailed description of the social and economic aspects of the fishery for tilefish was presented 

in Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). Montauk (New York) and Barnegat Light (New 

Jersey) continue to be the ports with the vast amount of landings. Recent trends in the fishery are 

presented below.  

 

6.4.1 Fishery Descriptions  

 

Commercial golden tilefish ex-vessel revenues have ranged from $2.5 (year 2000) to $5.9 (year 

2013) million for the 1999 through 2015 period. The mean price for golden tilefish (adjusted) has 

ranged from $1.11 per pound in 2004 to $4.26 per pound in 2015 (Figure 5). 

 

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/
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Figure 5. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price for golden tilefish, Maine through Virginia 

combined, 1999-2015. Note: Prices were adjusted to 2015 values using the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics Producer Price Index.  

 

The 2011 through 2015 coastwide average ex-vessel price per pound for all market categories 

combined was $3.47. Price differential indicates that larger fish tend to bring higher prices 

(Table 10). Commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery due to the fact that all fish 

caught (given the standard hook size/type use by the industry) are marketable. In addition, even 

though there is a price differential for various sizes of golden tilefish landed, golden tilefish 

fishermen land all fish caught as the survival rate of discarded fish is very low (L. Nolan 2006; 

Kitts et al. 2007). Furthermore, Amendment 1 to the Tilefish FMP prohibited the practice of 

highgrading (MAFMC 2009). 

 

Table 10. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price of golden tilefish by size category, from 

Maine thought Virginia, 2011 through 2015. 

Size 

Category 

Landed Weight 

(pounds) 

Value 

($) 

Price 

($/pound) 

Extra large 308,830 1,287,824 4.17 

Large 2,445,307 9,918,655 4.06 

Large/Medium 371,189 1,509,810 4.07 

Medium 2,588,999 8,414,090 3.25 

Small or Kittens 1,404,182 3,802,300 2.71 

Extra small 139,649 333,758 2.39 

Unclassified 716,299 2,434,470 3.40 

All 7,974,455 27,700,907 3.47 
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6.4.2 Description of the Areas Fished  

 

A detailed description of the areas fished by the fishery for tilefish was presented in Amendment 

1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). The following provides information about recent fishery 

conditions.  

 

Approximately 55 percent of the landings for 2015 were caught in statistical area 616 (includes 

Hudson Canyon); statistical area 626 (includes Norfolk Canyon) had 6 percent; statistical areas 

525 (includes Oceanographer, Lydonia, and Gilbert Canyons) and 539 had 3 percent (Table 11). 

NMFS statistical areas are shown in Figure 6. 
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Table 11. Golden tilefish percent landings by statistical area and year, 1996-2015. 

Year Unk 513 525 526 533 536 537 539 612 613 614 615 616 622 626 Other                                   

1996 19.76 0.14 0.07 5.15 0.61 - 43.76 0.38 * 1.06 - - 27.82 0.01 - 1.24 

1997 23.29 0.39 0.03 0.67 0.01 - 56.21 0.02 * 2.59 - * 16.40 0.01 * 0.37 

1998 16.21 * 1.24 2.15 0.04 - 65.84 0.04 - 5.44 - 0.03 8.53 * * 0.46 

1999 2.57 * 0.97 0.22 0.01 - 55.07 0.01 0.11 3.68 - 0.16 36.78 0.02  0.02 0.38 

2000 * - 0.36 3.76 0.99 - 45.64 0.01 0.05 2.35 - 1.26 43.49 0.47 0.14 1.49 

2001 - 0.03 0.23 3.09 0.01 - 23.91 * 0.01 3.16 - 0.02 68.96 * 0.10 0.46 

2002 - - 0.12 8.73 - - 35.86 0.07 0.01 15.39 - * 39.64 0.02 0.02 0.13 

2003 - - 0.88 1.79 0.08 - 38.45 0.10 - 11.84 0.01 * 46.47 0.05  0.05 0.28 

2004 - * 1.02 2.59 0.01 - 61.66 0.06 5.28 0.70 - 0.02 25.91 0.03 0.06 2.64 

2005 - - 0.12 0.24 1.98 - 6174 0.02 0.03 5.99 - 1.81 25.17 0.03 0.20 2.66 

2006 - - * 1.54 * 1.96 61.69 0.50 1.24 0.71 - 0.07 30.09 0.04 0.05 2.09 

2007 - - 0.02 0.40 * 4.56 52.45 0.01 - 5.26 4.95 0.38 30.00 0.81 0.41 0.78 

2008 - - 1.02 0.05 * 7.61 36.83 * - 4.30  6.92 0.94 40.27 1.91 0.02 0.13 

2009 - - 2.06 0.01 - 3.97 40.53 1.23 0.04 4.15 4.90 0.01 39.67 1.27 1.11 1.04 

2010 - - 0.01 0.01 0.01 - 57.13 0.55 0.02 7.28 * 0.05 33.94 0.69 0.04 0.26 

2011 - 2.86 0.02 * - - 53.06 0.01 - 3.12 - 0.37 39.98 0.31 0.06 0.21 

2012 - - 0.01 0.01 - - 52.54 0.03 * 0.58 - 2.58 43.92 0.20 0.10 0.03 

2013 - - * 0.67 - - 56.23 1.06 0.03 0.69 - 0.01 35.39 1.21 4.59 0.13 

2014  - 0.01 0.43 *  48.55 1.92 0.01 1.31 - 0.34 43.62 2.72 0.36 0.74 

2015 - 1.00 3.12 1.00 * - 28.62 2.59 - 0.01 - * 55.14 2.32 5.66 1.54 

All 4.41 0.19 0.53 1.63 0.16 0.79 50.27 0.39 0.49 3.91 0.73 0.34 34.22 0.52 0.55 0.86 

Note: - = no landings; * = less than 0.01 percent. 
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Figure 6. NMFS Statistical Areas. 
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6.4.3 Port and Community Description  

 

The ports and communities that are dependent on golden tilefish are fully described in 

Amendment 1 to the FMP (section 6.5; MAFMC 2009; found at 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf). Additional information 

on "Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries" can be found at 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/. 

 

To examine recent landings patterns among ports, 2014-2015 NMFS dealer data are used. 

The top commercial landings ports for golden tilefish are shown in Table 12. A “top port” 

is defined as any port that landed at least 10,000 pounds of golden tilefish. Ports that 

received 1% or greater of their total revenue from golden tilefish are shown in Table 13.  

 

Table 12. Top ports of landing (in pounds) for golden tilefish, based on NMFS 2014 - 

2015 dealer data. Since this table includes only the “top ports,” it may not include 

all of the landings for the year. (Note: values in parenthesis correspond to IFQ 

vessels). 

Port 

2014 2015 

Landings 

(pounds) 
# Vessels 

Landings 

(pounds) 
# Vessels 

Montauk, NY 
1,181,086 

(1,177,286) 

14 

(4) 

822,677 

(821,195) 

7 

(4) 

Barnegat Light/Long Beach, NJ 
376,226 

(372,013) 

12 

(8) 

362,979 

(362,976) 

10 

(9) 

Hampton Bays, NY 
168,883 

(C) 

4 

(1) 

56,930 

(C) 

3 

(1) 

Point Judith, RI 
14,406 

(0) 

45 

(0) 

4,929 

(0) 

47 

(0) 

Shinnecock, NY 
C 

(C) 

2 

(1) 

C 

(C) 

1 

(1) 

East Hampton, NY 
0 

(0) 

0 

(0) 

C 

(C) 

1 

(1) 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
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Table 13. Ports that generated 1% or greater of total revenues from golden tilefish, 

2011-2015. 

Port State 

East Hampton New York 

Montauk New York 

Hampton Bays New York 

Barnegat Light/Long Beach New Jersey 

Shinnecock New York 

Other Monmouth New Jersey 

 

6.4.4 Vessels, Permits, Dealers, and Markets  

 

Data from the Greater Atlantic permit application database shows that in 2015 there were 

1,492 vessels that held a valid tilefish open access commercial/incidental permit and 273 

vessels held a valid open access party/charter permit. However, not all of those vessels 

are active participants in the fishery. In 2015 there were 43 federally permitted dealers 

who bought golden tilefish from 97 vessels that landed this species from Maine through 

Virginia. In addition, 64 dealers bought golden tilefish from 112 vessels in 2014. These 

dealers bought approximately $5.1 and $5.7 million of golden tilefish in 2015 and 2014, 

respectively, and are distributed by state as indicated in Table 9. Table 10 shows relative 

dealer dependence on golden tilefish. Furthermore, 23 party/charter vessels reported 

catching tilefish in 2015.  

 

Table 14. Dealers reporting buying golden tilefish, by state in 2014 - 2015.  

 

# 

of 

Dealers 

 

MA RI CT NY NJ MD VA Other 

'14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 '14 '15 

7 6 9 8 10 6 20 13 9 6 3 C 4 3 2 1 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

Table 15. Dealer dependence on golden tilefish, 2011-2015. 

Number of Dealers Relative Dependence on Tilefish 

83 <5% 

4 5%-10% 

5 10% - 25% 

2 25% - 50% 

1 50% - 75% 

1 90%+ 
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Most tilefish are sold fresh. The bulk of the catch is gutted at sea and iced during long 

trips. Incidental catches are not gutted. When the catch arrives at the dock it is sorted, 

washed, weighted, boxed and iced in 60 pound cartons. Tilefish are generally transported 

to the Fulton Market by truck. Traditionally, the majority of the tilefish landings were 

sold to ethnic customers (e.g., the Korean markets). Due to marketing efforts, tilefish has 

become a very well-known popular item. They are found as a “regular” on the menus 

rather than an occasional “special.” Local fish markets, as well as grocery stores like 

Whole Foods, carry tilefish. Business like Sea to Table, a door-to-door seafood delivery 

service, have also helped spread the word on what a great eating fish tilefish are. Having 

a steady year round supply of tilefish has influenced the positive market development for 

this product.13  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
13 2016 Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report. http://www.mafmc.org/fishery-performance-
reports/ 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/fishery-performance-reports/
http://www.mafmc.org/fishery-performance-reports/
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7.0 ENVIROMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVES   

 

This EA analyzes the impacts of the alternatives described in section 5.0. These 

alternatives mostly specify administrative changes to the fishery, recreational gear 

requirements, and qualifier in the incidental commercial fishery. In summary, they 

include: 

 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart (section 5.1)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Modification to the golden tilefish catch and landings 

limits flow chart)  

IVR Reporting Requirements (section 5.2)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Eliminate the IVR reporting requirement)  

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations (section 5.3)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at 

a time)  

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements (section 5.4)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Preferred: Prohibit vessels from landing golden tilefish with the 

“head-off”)  

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements (section 5.5)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Prohibit the use of mini-longlines)  

 Alternative 3 (Restrict the recreational golden tilefish fishery to rod and reel 

fishery only with a five hook limit)  

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category (section 5.6)  

 Alternative 1 (No Action)  

 Alternative 2 (Incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time 

of landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed)  

 Alternative 3 (Incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time 

of landings in excess of 50% of the total of all combined species landed)  

 

The aspects of the environment (Valued Ecosystem Components - VECs) that could be 

affected by the proposed actions are detailed in section 6.0, and the analysis in this 

section focuses on impacts relative to those (managed resources and non-target species, 

habitat (including EFH), ESA listed and MMPA protected resources, and human 

communities). Other aspects of the human environment, such as historic and cultural 

resources, invasive species, and others, have no potential to be impacted by any of the 

alternatives and are not analyzed further in this document. For each suite of alternatives, a 

no action (status quo) alternative is presented as alternative 1.  

 

In the following sections, the direction of the impacts on each of the VECs are described 

as negative, neutral, or positive. If the magnitude of the impact is expected to be 

moderate, the impact is described with only a directional indicator (i.e., “positive” and 
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“negative” should be read as “moderate positive” and “moderate negative”). If the 

magnitude of the impact is expected to be minor, the impact is described as “slight”, as in 

slight negative or slight positive. If the magnitude of the impact is expected to be 

substantial, the impact is described as “high”, as in high positive or high negative. If there 

is some degree of uncertainty associated with the impact, it is described as “likely”. More 

information on how impacts to the VECs are described in shown in Table 16.  

 

Table 16. Definition of impact and impact qualifiers.  

Impact Definition 

 Directional Impact 

VEC Positive (+) Negative (-) Neutral (0) 

Allocated Target 

Species, Other 

Landed Species, and 

Protected Resources 

Actions that increase 

stock / populations 

size 

Actions that decrease 

stock / populations 

size 

Actions that have no 

positive or negative 

impacts on stock / 

populations size 

Physical 

Environment / 

Habitat / EFH 

Actions that improve 

the quality or reduce 

disturbance of habitat 

Actions that degrade 

the quality or increase 

disturbance of habitat 

Actions that have no 

positive or negative 

impacts on habitat 

quality 

Human 

Communities 

(Socioeconomic) 

Actions that increase 

revenue and social 

well-being of 

fishermen and/or 

associated business 

Actions that decrease 

revenue and social 

well-being of 

fishermen and/or 

associated business 

Actions that have no 

positive or negative 

impacts on revenue 

and social well-being 

of fishermen and/or 

associated business 

Impact Qualifiers 

Slight (sl), as in slight positive or slight 

negative) 
To a lesser degree / minor 

No qualifier, as in positive or negative 
To an average degree (i.e., more than “slight”, but 

not “high”) 

High (H), as in high positive or high 

negative 
To a substantial degree 

Likely 
Some degree of uncertainty associated with the 

impact 

 

 
 

 

Throughout section 7.0, the preferred and non-preferred alternatives are compared to the 

status quo alternatives and the current environmental baseline conditions (baseline 

conditions). As described in section 5.0, the status quo alternatives described in this 

document represent the current state of management and fishing operations. The baseline 

conditions are the conditions of the golden tilefish fishery and its interactions with the 
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VECs over the most recent 3-5 years. More information on the baseline conditions for the 

VECS (i.e., affected environment) can be found in section 6.0. 

 

The baseline condition does not describe “what if” the golden tilefish fishery did not exist 

and those interactions between the fisheries and the specific VEC were not occurring. 

That would be an unrealistic baseline because these fisheries do occur, have occurred for 

many decades, and are expected to continue to occur into the foreseeable future. This 

document was developed to evaluate the consequences of implementing a reasonable 

range of alternatives for the golden tilefish fishery, which necessitates comparison to a 

realistic and reasonable baseline condition.   

 

The alternatives are compared to the baseline conditions in recent years to determine if 

the extent of the interactions with the VECs are expected to be different as a result of 

implementing the proposed alternatives presented in this documents. More specifically, 

the comparison to the baseline condition is used as a metric to determine if there are 

additional negative or positive impacts associated with the proposed measures (i.e., 

preferred, non-preferred, and status quo measures). 

 

7.1 Biological Impacts   

   

7.1.1 Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) would not modify the existing golden tilefish system for 

deriving catch and landings limits. This alternative would continue to deduct discards 

(regardless of the sector producing them-IFQ fishery or incidental fishery) from the ACT 

in order to derive the TAL. Alternative 1 would not allow for discards to be deducted 

from the specific component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental 

fishery) generating them. This alternative is not expected to have any impact on fishing 

methods and practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. 

Alternative 1 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on the golden tilefish 

stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the baseline condition.  

 

Alternative 2 (preferred) would modify the catch and landings limits flow chart for 

golden tilefish in order to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific component 

of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating them. 

Alternatives 2 is purely administrative as it deals with minor modifications to the golden 

tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart. Commercial discards are not generated by 

the IFQ fishery due to the fact that all fish caught (given the standard hook size/type use 

by the industry) are marketable. Furthermore, the FMP prohibits discarding when fishing 

under an IFQ allocation. Industry members fishing for golden tilefish using IFQ system 

have indicated that it would be more reasonable to deduct discards from the specific 

fishing sector generating them and not from the overall fishery (IFQ and incidental 

fisheries combined) when setting quotas. VTR data indicates that for the 2004 to 2014 

period, there were no golden tilefish discarded in the directed fishery (Table 8). A small 

amount of discards is generated by the incidental fishery According to the last golden 

tilefish assessment (SAW 58; NEFSC 2014), the combined discards of golden tilefish for 
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2010-2012 for the large and small mesh trawl and gillnet gear averaged 11,023 pounds. 

Modifying the catch and landings limits flow chart for golden tilefish in order to allow 

for discards to be deducted from the specific component of the commercial sector (IFQ 

fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating them would not change fishing patterns or 

affect the performance of the IFQ fishery or incidental fishery. The incidental category is 

allocated 5% of the quota and trip limits are used to achieve the incidental target quota. 

Current regulations indicate that incidental permit holders cannot possess more than 500 

pounds (458 pounds gutted) of golden tilefish per trip. The incidental fishery has not 

harvested their allocation since the Amendment 1 was implemented in 2009. More 

recently, for example, in the last 4 fishing years (2012-2015), the incidental fishery 

landed from 21% of their 87,744 pound allocation in 2015 to 45% of their 99,750 pound 

allocation in 2014 (Table 3). Therefore, slightly adjusting the incidental quota downward 

to fully account for discards in that sector of the fishery would not likely constraint 

landings in the incidental fishery given recent fishing patterns. Alternative 2 is purely an 

administrative issue in nature. This alternative is not expected to have any impact on 

fishing methods and practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. 

Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on the golden tilefish 

stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the status quo alternative, 

and when compared to baseline conditions. Therefore, biological impacts from 

alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to be similar.  

 

7.1.2 IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) would not modify the existing IVR reporting requirements for 

the golden tilefish IFQ fishery. As such, vessels fishing under a Golden Tilefish IFQ 

Allocation Permit must submit a tilefish catch report by using the IVR phone line system 

within 48 hours after returning to port and offloading. This alternative is not expected to 

have any impact on fishing methods and practices or the interaction of this fishery with 

non-targeted species. Alternative 1 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on 

the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the 

baseline condition.  

 

Alternative 2 (preferred) would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements in the golden 

tilefish IFQ fishery. Alternatives 2 is purely administrative as it deals with the elimination 

of a reporting system that is not used to track golden tilefish landings any longer. As 

previously indicated, with the implementation of electronic dealer reporting in 2004 and 

improved VTR reporting processing by the agency, the information provided by 

fishermen using the IVR system has become redundant. Currently, GARFO uses landings 

reported in the dealer system as the primary tool to track landings in the fishery. This 

alternative is not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices or the 

interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 2 is purely an 

administrative issue in nature. Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral biological 

impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when 

compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. 

Therefore, biological impacts from alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to be similar. 
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7.1.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations Alternatives   
 

Alternative 1 (No action) vessels could harvest golden tilefish using more than one 

golden tilefish IFQ allocation numbers at a time. In the golden tilefish fishery, IFQ 

holders designate vessels they own or lease that are authorized to land their IFQ. Under 

the current monitoring system, a vessel is authorized to land for a specific time period, 

and not for a specific number of pounds. During the period a vessel is authorized to 

harvest, all of its golden tilefish landings are counted against the allocation. The system is 

not designed to allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ allocation numbers. This 

could create situations when it would be difficult to assign golden tilefish landed to a 

specific allocation number. This is due to the fact that there is no mechanism available to 

the vessel or dealer to correctly allocate fish landed to the specific allocation numbers 

used by the vessel performing the harvesting services. GARFO has indicated that since 

the IFQ system was implemented (6 years ago), they only encountered one case where a 

vessel was performing harvesting services for two allocation holders that had small 

amounts of golden tilefish pounds left at the end of the fishing year. In that case, when 

the vessel landed the golden tilefish harvested, there was no mechanism available to the 

vessel or dealer to correctly allocate fish landed to the specific allocation numbers used 

by the vessel performing the harvesting services. In that case, GARFO staff had to 

manually track landings and talk to vessel captains/allocation owners to apportion golden 

tilefish landings to their respective allocation numbers. 14 This alternative is not expected 

to have any impact on fishing methods and practices or the interaction of this fishery with 

non-targeted species. Alternative 1 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on 

the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the 

baseline condition.15  

 

 

Alternative 2 (preferred) would prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at 

a time. The implementation of this alternative would only prohibit two (or more) 

allocations numbers from authorizing one vessel to fish those allocations at the same 

time. Therefore, for example, a fishing vessel (with no associated golden tilefish IFQ 

allocation) cannot fish or perform harvesting services for two (or more) allocation owners 

at the same time. Equally, a golden tilefish allocation owner fishing his/her allocation 

pounds cannot fish or perform harvesting services for another allocation owner at the 

same time. However, this alternative would not preclude a vessel from leasing from one 

or more allocation holders by transferring golden tilefish pounds. As such, in the two 

hypothetical cases described above, if allocation pounds would had been transferred via 

                                            
14 It is important to note that this deficiency could be corrected, if the NMFS were to create a reporting 

mechanism to facilitate vessels and dealers to report specific IFQ allocation numbers and associated pounds 

landed for each fishing trip. However, this would create additional reporting burden for all vessels and 

dealers and the cost of IFQ-specific reporting would likely be recoverable, and therefore billed to the 

industry.  
15 Current golden tilefish accountability measures (§648.293(a)) state that if the ACL is exceeded, the 

amount of the ACL overage that cannot be directly attributed to IFQ allocation holders having exceeded 

their IFQ allocation will be deducted from the ACL in the following fishing year. All overages directly 

attributable to IFQ allocation holders will be deducted from the appropriate IFQ allocation(s) in the 

subsequent fishing year, as required by §648.294(f).  
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the leasing process, the harvesting services could had been performed.16 Alternative 2 is 

purely an administrative issue in nature. Lastly, GARFO has indicated to the Council that 

this administrative change would enhance the management process for the golden tilefish 

IFQ system. GARFO has also indicated that while it is not common for vessels to fish 

with more than one golden tilefish allocation at a time, this alternative if implemented 

would close the loop for potential IFQ monitoring issue in the future. Lastly, industry 

members have also indicated that the implementation of this alternative should not 

adversely affect their fishing practices and operations. Alternative 2 is purely an 

administrative issue in nature. Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral biological 

impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when 

compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. 

Therefore, biological impacts from alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to be similar. 

 

7.1.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) would not implement product form landings requirements for 

golden tilefish. This alternative is not expected to have any impact on fishing methods 

and practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 1 is 

expected to result in neutral biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-

target species or bycatch when compared to the baseline condition.  

 

Alternative 2 (preferred) would make an administrative change to the current regulations 

that would require vessels to land golden tilefish with the head attached. In spring 2014, 

the APSD and the NEFSC decided to remove the “head-off” category from the dealer 

reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off.17 The 

need for this action is to close the loop on the change already made to dealer reporting, as 

well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental landing limit in 

landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ and incidental 

limits would be easier and more logical for industry and enforcement. This alternative is 

not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices or the interaction of 

this fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 2 is purely an administrative issue in 

nature. Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on the golden 

tilefish stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. Therefore, biological impacts 

from alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to be similar.  

 

7.1.5 Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements   

 

Under the current golden tilefish regulations, there is no quota allocation to the 

recreational fishery. When the Tilefish FMP was developed in 1999, the recreational 

landings were considered insignificant and available data suggested that there was not a 

substantial directed recreational fishery for golden tilefish (MAFMC 1999). Furthermore, 

                                            
16 It is also important to notice that golden tilefish IFQ allocation holders can add or remove authorized 

vessel to harvest their allocations at any time during the fishing year by written request to NMFS 

(§648.294(b)(4)).  
17 Golden tilefish are landed with the head-on. 
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the FMP states that “although tilefish were a popular recreational fish during the early to 

mid-1970s, due to fluctuations in the availability of fish and changes in angling 

preference, the number of recreational fishing trips targeting tilefish has precipitously 

declined.” The Tilefish FMP did not contain management measures for the recreational 

fishery.  

 

Amendment 1 to the Tilefish FMP implemented an IFQ system, modified EFH/HAPC 

designations and implemented measures to reduce gear impacts on EFH, and 

implemented a fee and cost recovery program among others (MAFMC 2009). During the 

development of Amendment 1, Council members indicated that they had seen an increase 

in recreational golden tilefish landings. In addition, it was thought that much of the catch 

by the recreational sector was not captured through federal reporting requirements. As a 

result, the Amendment established a party/charter tilefish vessel permit and party/charter 

vessel reporting requirements and a possession limit (eight fish per angler per trip). At the 

December 2014 Council meeting, it was discussed that industry members have reported 

that anglers are fishing for golden tilefish using mini-longlines with up to 25 hooks on the 

line.  

 

Alternative 1 (No-action) would not make a modification to the current gear requirements 

for the fishery. The Tilefish FMP and subsequent Amendment have not implemented any 

gear requirements in the recreational golden tilefish fishery. Prior to the implementation 

of the Tilefish FMP, the NMFS revised the list of authorized fisheries and fishing gear 

used in those fisheries (LOF) contained in 50 CFR 600.725(v). That list of fisheries and 

authorized gear included the MAFMC Tilefish Fishery (Non-FMP), and rod and real and 

spear were the authorized gear types for the recreational fishery. While this is an 

overarching regulation covering all fisheries and gears authorized under 50 CFR 

600.725(v), the FR notice also states that “effective December 1, 1999, no person or 

vessel may employ fishing gear or participate in a fishery in the exclusive economic zone 

(EEZ) not included in this LOF without giving 90 days’ advance notice to the appropriate 

Fishery Management Council (Council) or, with respect to Atlantic highly migratory 

species (HMS), the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary);” therefore, “if a state’s 

regulations authorize the conduct of a fishery in the EEZ or authorize or require the use 

of gear in the EEZ, that is not listed or authorized in the LOF, then any fisherman 

intending to fish under such state’s regulations must afford the Secretary or appropriate 

Council with 90 days prior written notice of his/her intent to conduct such a fishery or to 

use such gear. Whether notice was given to the Secretary or appropriate Council, the 

Secretary may issue regulations to prohibit the fishery in the EEZ or the use of such gear 

in the EEZ. In such a case, the Federal regulations prohibiting the fishery or the use of the 

gear would pre-empt the state regulations authorizing the fishery in the EEZ or 

authorizing or requiring the use of the gear in the EEZ.” The Council discussed that 

relaying on this 1999 rule for gear restrictions in this recreational fishery may not provide 

adequate time for Council action in response to any potential intent of a fisherman to 

participate in the recreational fishery using other gear types not listed on the final rule. 

Alternative 1 is not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices or the 

interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 1 is expected to result in 
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neutral biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or 

bycatch when compared to the baseline condition. 

 

Alternative 2 would prohibit the use of mini-longlines in the golden tilefish recreational 

fishery. Council members discussed reports that mini-longlines have been used in the 

recreational golden tilefish fishery. While there is no a clear understanding of how 

prevalent this activity is, the Council has indicated that fishing with mini-longlines for 

golden tilefish should not be considered a recreational fishery. Since there is no a clear 

definition (e.g., line length, number of hooks) of what a mini-longline is,18 the Council 

was concerned that there is a potential for other modifications to existing gear types could 

result in some type of mini-longline.19 The Council discussed that while the golden 

tilefish recreational fishery is limited by the recreational regulations (i.e., possession 

limit) regardless of the recreational gear type used, employing mini-longlines with large 

number of hooks could increase the success rate of catching fish, and if the number of 

fish caught is above the possession limit, discards mortality in the recreational fishery 

could increase. There is no information available to describe how prevalent the use of 

mini-longlines in the golden tilefish fishery is. Some commercial and recreational golden 

tilefish fishermen have indicated that they have seen greenstick boats tuna fishing that 

may be confused with recreational mini-longlines use. This alternative is not expected to 

have a significant impact on fishing methods and practices or the interaction of this 

fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral to slight 

positive biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species or 

bycatch when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline 

conditions due to the potential reduction of the use of mini-longline gear in the 

recreational fishery.  

 

Alternative 3 would restrict the golden tilefish recreational fishery to rod and reel fishery 

only - with a five hook limit. This alternative would only allow the recreational golden 

tilefish fishery to be conducted using rod and reel with a five hook limit. Rod and reel is 

the typical gear used in the recreational tilefish fishery (MAFMC 1999). The Council 

believes that limiting the number of hooks that can be used while fishing with rod and 

reel gear for golden tilefish to five hooks is about the limit that is currently used by 

recreational anglers. For example limiting the number of hooks to less than 5 (e.g., 2 or 3) 

would likely result fishermen having to check their bait more frequently which anglers 

may want to avoid when fishing at depths of 400 to 800 feet. In addition, for-hire vessels 

                                            
18 Longline - Fishing method using a horizontal mainline to which weights and baited hooks are attached at 

regular intervals. The horizontal mainline is connected to the surface by floats. The mainline can extend 

from several hundred yards to several miles and may contain several hundred to several thousand baited 

hooks. https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st4/documents/FishGlossary.pdf. Recreational style mini-longline - 

Spool 2.5 – 3 feet in diameter set of the gunwale with pre-baited hooks within the core of the spool/circle. 

Hooks are deployed by putting the boat in (~ 30 pre-baited hooks). Hook retrieval performed by several 

means including hydraulic and electric gear.  

 
19 The Council indicated that it may be more reasonable to define gear types that are allow in the 

recreational golden tilefish fishery instead of exempting specific gear types; as this could potentially avoid 

having to do the same thing in the future, as other non-recreational gear types could be modified for use in 

the golden tilefish fishery (see alternative 3). 

https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st4/documents/FishGlossary.pdf
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limit the number of hooks fishermen use and do not typically use more than 5 as this 

increases the potential for gear entanglement. The Council discussed that while the 

golden tilefish recreational fishery is limited by the recreational regulations (possession 

limit) regardless of the recreational gear type used, alternative 3 would not allow for 

other gear types (e.g., mini-longlines with large number of hooks) that could increase the 

success rate of catching fish, and if the number of fish caught is above the possession 

limit discards mortality in the recreational fishery could increase. This alternative is not 

expected to have a significant impact on fishing methods and practices or the interaction 

of this fishery with non-targeted species. Alternative 3 is expected to result in neutral to 

slight positive biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock, and any non-target species 

or bycatch when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the 

baseline conditions due to the potential reduction of the use of mini-longline gear in the 

recreational fishery. The, biological impacts from alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to be 

similar.  

 

7.1.6 Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category   

 

Alternative 1 (No-action) would not implement landings ratios/qualifiers for the 

incidental permit category. This alternative is not expected to have any impact on fishing 

methods and practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species. 

Alternative 1 is expected to result in neutral biological impacts on the golden tilefish 

stock, and any non-target species or bycatch when compared to the baseline condition.  

 

Alternative 2 would establish that incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish 

at the time of landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed. 

Therefore, under this alternative, for example, if an incidental permit holder wants to land 

the incidental landings limit (currently 500 pounds), that permit holder would also need 

to land 1,500 pounds of other species combined (excluding golden tilefish) in order to 

land the 500 pounds of golden tilefish caught incidentally.  

 

When the FMP was implemented in 2001, an incidental category was developed to 

accommodate landings from “incidental” vessels (mostly otter trawls and a few gillnet 

vessels; MAFMC 2001) that would encounter golden tilefish while fishing for other 

species. The incidental category is allocated 5% of the quota and trip limits are used to 

achieve the incidental target quota. Current regulations indicate that incidental permit 

holders cannot possess more than 500 pounds (458 pounds gutted) of golden tilefish per 

trip. Some industry members have indicated that incidental permit holders are targeting 

golden tilefish and this does not qualify as incidental landings. They have argued that this 

goes against the intent of the incidental permit category as presented under the original 

FMP. Table 17 and Figure 6 show the contribution (pounds and value) of golden tilefish 

to total landings for trips that incidentally caught golden tilefish for various threshold 

levels (according to dealer data from calendar year 2011-2015).20 Table 17 indicates that 

for trips that incidentally landed between 0-100 pounds of golden tilefish, this species 

contributed with 0.2% of the total landings and 0.3% of the total value (column 2, rows 5 

                                            
20 The excel files used to create the Tables and Figure presented in this section were provided by Dr. Jay 

Hermsen (GARFO). 
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and 7). Associated gear types, species landed, and port state for various thresholds are 

also presented in Table 17. It is noted that as the threshold levels of golden tilefish landed 

increase, the contribution of golden tilefish to the total landings and values also increase 

(Table 17 and Figure 6). In addition, the combination of species landed and gears types 

used decrease as the golden tilefish threshold levels increase (Table 17). Overall, this 

indicates that golden tilefish becomes more important to the total landings of incidental 

trips as the threshold levels (amount of golden tilefish landed on a per trip basis) 

increases.  

 

Table 18 shows the pounds and value of golden tilefish landed for incidental trips where 

only golden tilefish was landed for various threshold levels. There were 67 trips for the 

2011-2015 period (1.9% of the total incidental golden tilefish trips) that landed only 

golden tilefish. While there were golden tilefish landed at every threshold level, they 

were larger at the upper end of the range (≥ 400 pound range; Table 18). This indicates 

that it is possible that some trips may be targeting golden tilefish under the incidental 

trips limit regulations. While all of these trips would not technically qualify as golden 

tilefish incidental trips (only golden tilefish was landed), it is difficult to assess how 

many of those trips were taken with the sole purpose of landing golden tilefish under the 

incidental trip limit regulations; specially at the lower threshold levels (e.g., < 300-400 

lb). It is possible that some of these trips were targeting other species and they just landed 

golden tilefish as they did not or cloud not land other species.  

 

Under alternative 2, incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed. Table 19 shows the 

potential impacts of alternative 2 if it would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 

time period. If alternative 2 would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 time 

period, vessels that incidentally landed golden tilefish on trips for which golden tilefish 

contributed in excess of 25% of the total catch of all combined species landed would had 

not been able to land 33,546 pounds of golden tilefish caught. The implementation of this 

alternative would had not just prevented the landings of golden tilefish on trips where 

golden tilefish were only landed 21,399 pounds (Table 18) but also prevented landings of 

12,147 pounds of golden tilefish on trips where golden tilefish contributed with more 

than 25% of the total catch (33,546 pounds - 21,399 pounds (Tables 18 and 19). This 

alternative may have prevented some trips from targeting golden tilefish under the 

incidental trip regulation for this species; however, it would had also likely increased 

commercial discard mortality if it would had been impended during the 2011-2015 time 

period.  

 

Alternative 2 is not expected to have a significant impact on fishing methods and 

practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species for trips that land 

golden tilefish incidentally while targeting other species. However, due to the landings 

ratio/qualifier under this alternative, it is expected that it would result in slight negative 

biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Since this alternative is 

addressing the incidental golden tilefish fishery, there are no associated impacts on other 
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non-target species or bycatch when compared to the status quo alternative or baseline 

conditions.  

 

Under alternative 3, incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 50% of the total of all combined species landed. Table 20 shows the 

potential impacts of alternative 3 if it would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 

time period. If alternative 3 would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 time 

period, vessels that incidentally landed golden tilefish on trips for which golden tilefish 

contributed in excess of 50% of the total catch of all combined species landed would had 

not been able to land 30,521 pounds of golden tilefish caught. The implementation of this 

alternative would had not just prevented the landings of golden tilefish on trips where 

golden tilefish were only landed 21,399 pounds (Table 18) but also prevented landings of 

9,122 pounds of golden tilefish on trips where golden tilefish contributed with more than 

25% of the total catch (30,521 pounds - 21,399 pounds (Tables 18 and 19). This 

alternative may have prevented some trips from targeting golden tilefish under the 

incidental trip regulation for this species; however, it would had also likely increased 

commercial discard mortality if it would had been impended during the 2011-2015 time 

period.  

 

Alternative 3 is not expected to have a significant impact on fishing methods and 

practices or the interaction of this fishery with non-targeted species for trips that land 

golden tilefish incidentally while targeting other species. However, due to the landings 

ratio/qualifier under this alternative, it is expected that it would result in slight negative 

biological impacts on the golden tilefish stock when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Since this alternative is 

addressing the incidental golden tilefish fishery, there are no associated impacts on other 

non-target species or bycatch when compared to the status quo alternative or baseline 

conditions. The, biological impacts from alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to be similar.  
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Table 17. Golden tilefish contribution ($ and pounds) for trips that incidentally caught golden tilefish, and associated gear 

types, species landed, and port state for various thresholds, 2011-2015 dealer data combined (3,565 trips).  

GTF 

landings 

threshold 

(pounds) 

Total 

landings 

(pounds) 

GTF 

landings 

(pounds) 

GTF % 

of total 

landings 

Total 

Value 

($) 

GTF 

Value 

($) 

GTF % 

of total 

value 

# of gears types 

(GTs) used; 

including 

top 5 GTs (in 

order of 

importance) 1 

# of species 

landed; including 

top 5 spp (in order 

of importance) 2 

Port 

State 4 

0-99 45,577,174 68,514 0.2% 44,249,579 140,082 0.3% 
17 GTs;  

a, b, c, d, e 

77 spp; 3 

a, b, c, d, e 

RI, NY, 

MA, CT, 

NJ, VA, 

MD, (1 C) 

100-199 4,697,589 34,081 0.7% 4,422,909 73,408 1.7% 
11 GTs;  

a, f, c, e, g 

49 spp; 

a, c, b, d, f 

RI, NY, 

NJ, VA, 

MA, CT 

200-299 932,899 14,880 1.6% 936,524 35,021 3.7% 
5 GTs; 

a, f, h, c, i 

24 spp; 

a, b, c, f, e 

RI, MA, 

NY, NJ, 

CT VA 

300-399 422,489 13,091 3.1% 445,725 33,164 7.4% 
5 GTs; 

a, f, j, i, k 

23 spp; 

c, a, f, b, g,  

NJ, RI, 

MA, CT, 

NY, (1C) 

400-499 277,113 23,309 8.4% 362,971 82,093 22.6% 
4 GTs; 

a, f, j, i 

27 spp; 

a, c, b, h, f 

NJ, RI, 

MD, (3C) 

≥500 191,865 15,544 8.1% 308,373 46,484 15.1% 
4 GTs; 

a, f, j, i 

28 spp; 

c, a, b, I, h 

NJ, NY, 

(3C) 

Total 52,079,129 169,419 0.3% 50,724,074 410,252 0.8% --- --- --- 
1 Gear Types: a = trawl, otter, bottom, fish; b = trawl line, other/NK species; c = gillnet, fixed or anchored, sink, other/NK species; d=trawl, otter, midwater; e = 

dredge, other/NK species; f = unknown; g = trawl line, other/NK species; h = pound net, other/NK species; i = hand line; j = longline, bottom; k = handline, auto 

jig. 
2 Species: a = squid (loligo); b = silver hake; c = scup; d = squid (Illex); e = angler; f = summer flounder; g = little skate; h = golden tilefish; i = yellowfin tuna. 
3 Species with greater than 100 lb considered. 4 Ports with the largest number of permitted vessel that landed listed first. 

(C) = Confidential. 
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 Figure 6. . Golden tilefish contribution ($ and pounds) for trips that incidentally 

caught golden tilefish for various thresholds, 2011-2015 dealer data combined (3,565 

trips).  

 

Table 18. Pounds and value of golden tilefish landed for incidental trips where only 

golden tilefish was landed for various threshold, 2011-2015 dealer data combined 

(68 trips). 
GTF landings 

threshold 

(pounds) 

GTF landings 

(pounds) 

GTF 

Value 

($) 

Examples of gear 

types 

used 

Port 

State, 

# boats 

Number of 

trips 

0-99 766 2,307 a, b, d, f, g 
MA (5), NJ 

(3), NY (3) 
19 

100-199 858 3,079 b, d, e, f   
NJ (4); Other 

(2) 
6 

200-299 516 1,733 d, e 1 Other (2) 2 

300-399 1,252 4,167 d, e, f 2 Other (3) 4 

400-499 12,934 47,974 d, e, h NJ (4) 27 

≥500 5,073 15,968 d, e, h C 9 

Total 21,399 75,228 --- 28 67 
1 Gear Types: a = trawl, otter, bottom, fish; b = gillnet, fixed or anchored, sink, other/NK species; c = 

unknown; d = hand line; e = longline, bottom; f = handline, auto jig; g = pot/trap, lobster insh NK; h = 

unknown. 
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Table 19. Impacted golden tilefish landings if alternative 2 (> 25% qualifier) would had been implemented during the 2011-

2015 time period, combined impacts according to dealer data.  
GTF 

landings 

threshold 

(pounds) 

Total 

landings 

GTF 

landings 

GTF % 

of total 

landings 

Total 

Value 

GTF 

Value 

GTF % 

of total 

value 

Examples of gear 

types 

used 1 

Example of 

species landed 2 

Port 

State, 

# boats 

0-100 2,652 1,386 52.3% 9,751 4,421 43.5% 
a, c, d, e, j, 

i, k, l, m 

a, b, c, d, e, f, 

g, h, i, j, k, l 

28 boats. 

MA, MD, NJ, 

NY, RI, 1 other 

(C) 

100-200 5,528 2,746 49.7% 16,130 9,364 58.1% c, j, k, m, i 
a, d, i, j, k, 

l, m, n 

12 boats. 

NJ, 3 other (C) 

200-300 2,335 1,802 77.2% 7,541 6,156 81.6% c, i, j, m a, i, j, o 
6 boats. 

NJ, 1 other (C) 

300-400 4,238 3,139 74.1% 12,221 10,197 83.4% a, j, i, m a, i, j, p, q, r 
6 boats. 

NJ, 2 other (C) 

400-500 20,245 17,899 88.4% 75,872 68,085 89.7% j, i, m i, j, m, n, s 
8 boats. 

NJ, 1 other (C) 

>500 6,937 6,574 94.8% 23,209 21,021 90.6% i, j, l, m c, i, j, k, l, m 
3 boats. 

NJ 

Total 41,935 33,546 80.0% 144,724 119,244 82.4% --- --- 40 boats. 
1 Gear Types: a = trawl, otter, bottom, fish; b = trawl line, other/NK species; c = gillnet, fixed or anchored, sink, other/NK species; d=trawl, otter, midwater; e = 

dredge, other/NK species; f = unknown; g = trawl line, other/NK species; h = pound net, other/NK species; i = hand line; j = longline, bottom; k = handline, auto 

jig; l = pot/trap, lobster insh NK; m = unknown. 
2 Species: a = angler; b = dogfish; c = dolphinfish; d = summer flounder; e = hake (red, white, silver); f = john dory; g = lobster; h = skates; i = blueline tilefish; j 

= golden tilefish; k = albacore tuna; l = yellowfin tuna; m = big eye tuna; n = conger eel; o = winter skate; p = Atl. mackerel; q= Illex squid; r = Loligo squid; s = 

wahoo;  

(C) = Confidential. 
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Table 20. Impacted tilefish landings if Alternative 3 (> 50% qualifier) would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 time 

period, combined impacts according to dealer data.  
GTF 

landings 

threshold 

(pounds) 

Total 

landings 

GTF 

landings 

GTF % 

of total 

landings 

Total 

Value 

GTF 

Value 

GTF % 

of total 

value 

Examples of gear 

types 

used 

Example of 

species landed 

Port 

State, 

# boats 

0-100 834 766 91.8% 2,961 2,421 81.8% 

Similar trends as 

those described 

in Table 19. 

Similar trends as 

those described 

in Table 19. 

17 boats. 

MA, NJ, NY, 3 

other (C) 

 

100-200 1,801 1,436 79.7% 5,839 5,118 87.7% 

8 boats. 

NJ, 2 other (C) 

 

200-300 1,838 1,573 85.6% 5,715 5,314 93.0% 

6 boats. 

NJ, 1 other (C) 

 

300-400 3,010 2,756 91.6% 9,598 8,835 92.1% 
4 boats. 

NJ 

400-500 19,140 17,416 91.0% 70,863 65,663 92.7% 

8 boats. 

NJ, 1 other (C) 

 

>500 6,937 6,574 94.8% 23,209 21,021 90.6% 

3 boats. 

NJ 

 

Total 33,560 30,521 90.9% 118,185 108,372 91.7% --- --- 28 boats. 

(C) = Confidential. 
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7.2 Habitat Impacts   

 

7.2.1 Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 (preferred) would modify the catch 

and landings limits flow chart for golden tilefish in order to allow for discards to be 

deducted from the specific component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or 

incidental fishery) generating them. Alternative 2 is purely administrative. Alternative 2 

is not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices and is not expected 

to result in changes in fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is 

expected to have effects on habitat and EFH that are neutral when compared to the status 

quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the 

alternatives under consideration are expected to have adverse impacts to the marine 

habitats or EFH.  

 

7.2.2 IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives 

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 (preferred) would eliminate the IVR 

reporting requirements in the golden tilefish IFQ fishery. Alternatives 2 is purely 

administrative as it deals with the elimination of a reporting system that is not used to 

track golden tilefish landings any longer. Alternative 2 is not expected to have any 

impact on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in 

fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is expected to have effects 

on habitat and EFH that are neutral when compared to the status quo alternative, and 

when compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the alternatives under 

consideration are expected to have adverse impacts to the marine habitats or EFH. 

 

7.2.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations Alternatives 
 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 (preferred) would prohibit vessels 

from fishing more than one allocation at a time. The implementation of this alternative 

would only prohibit two (or more) allocations numbers from authorizing one vessel to 

fish those allocations at the same time. Alternative 2 is purely administrative. Alternative 

2 is not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices and is not 

expected to result in changes in fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. 

Alternative 2 is expected to have effects on habitat and EFH that are neutral when 

compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. 

Therefore, none of the alternatives under consideration are expected to have adverse 

impacts to the marine habitats or EFH. 
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7.2.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements  

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 (preferred) would make an 

administrative change to the current regulations that would require vessels to land 

golden tilefish with the head attached. Alternative 2 is not expected to have any impact 

on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in fishing effort 

or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is expected to have effects on habitat and 

EFH that are neutral when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to 

the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the alternatives under consideration are 

expected to have adverse impacts to the marine habitats or EFH.  

 

7.2.5 Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 would prohibit the use of mini-

longlines in the golden tilefish recreational fishery. Council members discussed reports 

that mini-longlines have been used in the recreational golden tilefish fishery. There is no 

clear indication of how prevalent the use of mini-longlines in the golden tilefish fishery 

is. Some commercial and recreational golden tilefish fishermen have indicated that they 

have seen greenstick boats tuna fishing that may be confused with recreational mini-

longlines use. Alternative 2 is not expected to have a significant impact on fishing 

methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in recreational fishing 

effort or redistribution in fishing effort. However, it is possible that with a potential 

reduction in the use of mini-longline gear in the recreational fishery, could reduce the 

amount of time fishing gear contacts/impacts the bottom habitat and EFH for the 

managed resource and other species. Therefore, alternative 2 is expected to have neutral 

to slight positive impacts on EFH and marine habitat when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. Alternative 3 would restrict the 

golden tilefish recreational fishery to rod and reel fishery only - with a five hook limit. 

Rod and reel is the typical gear used in the recreational tilefish fishery (MAFMC 1999). 

Alternative 3 is not expected to have a significant impact on fishing methods and 

practices and is not expected to result in changes in recreational fishing effort or 

redistribution in fishing effort. However, it is possible that with a potential reduction in 

the use of mini-longline gear in the recreational fishery, could reduce the amount of time 

fishing gear contacts/impacts the bottom habitat and EFH for the managed resource and 

other species. Therefore, alternative 3 is expected to have neutral to slight positive 

impacts on EFH and marine habitat when compared to the status quo alternative, and 

when compared to baseline conditions. Hence, EFH and marine habitat impacts from 

alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to be similar.  

 

7.2.6 Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on habitat when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 would require that incidental permit 

holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of landings in excess of 25% of the 
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total of all combined species landed. Alternative 2 is not expected to have a significant 

impact on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in 

fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. However, it is possible that with a 

potential reduction on the amount of time fishing gear contact/impacts the bottom habitat 

and EFH for the managed resource and other species, could result in neutral to slight 

positive impacts on EFH and marine habitat when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. Alternative 3 would require that 

incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of landings in excess 

of 50% of the total of all combined species landed. Alternative 3 is not expected to have 

a significant impact on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in 

changes in fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. However, it is possible that 

with a potential reduction on the amount of time fishing gear contact/impacts the bottom 

habitat and EFH for the managed resource and other species, could result in neutral to 

slight positive impacts on EFH and marine habitat when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to baseline conditions. Hence, EFH and marine habitat 

impacts from alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to be similar. 

 

7.3 Impacts on ESA-Listed Species and MMPA Protected Species   

 

7.3.1 Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 is 

purely administrative. Alternative 2 is not expected to have any impact on fishing 

methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in fishing effort or 

redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is expected to have effects on ESA-listed 

and MMPA protected resources that are neutral when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the 

alternatives under consideration are expected to have adverse impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources. 

 

Overall, it is expected that these alternatives (as well as the rest of the alternative 

described below) would result in relatively similar year to year fishing effort, and the 

duration of time fishing gear fishing gear is in the water. According to the List of 

Fisheries for 2015, there are no documented interactions/takes in the directed tilefish 

fishery. As such, minimal interaction is expected between bottom longline gear, and rod 

and reel, and these protected resources, regardless of whether changes in fishing effort 

occur. Therefore, impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources will be neutral, 

when compared to current conditions.  

 

7.3.2 IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives 

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements in the golden tilefish IFQ 

fishery. Alternatives 2 is purely administrative as it deals with the elimination of a 
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reporting system that is not used to track golden tilefish landings any longer. Alternative 

2 is expected to have effects on ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources that are 

neutral when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline 

conditions. Therefore, none of the alternatives under consideration are expected to have 

adverse impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources. 

 

7.3.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations Alternatives 
 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) would prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at a time. The 

implementation of this alternative would only prohibit two (or more) allocations 

numbers from authorizing one vessel to fish those allocations at the same time. 

Alternative 2 is purely administrative. Alternative 2 is not expected to have any impact 

on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in fishing effort 

or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is expected to have effects on ESA-listed 

and MMPA protected resources that are neutral when compared to the status quo 

alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the 

alternatives under consideration are expected to have adverse impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources. 

 

7.3.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) would make an administrative change to the current regulations that would 

require vessels to land golden tilefish with the head attached. Alternative 2 is not 

expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to 

result in changes in fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternative 2 is 

expected to have effects on ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources that are neutral 

when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline 

conditions. Therefore, none of the alternatives under consideration are expected to have 

adverse impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources. 

 

7.3.5 Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

would prohibit the use of mini-longlines in the golden tilefish recreational fishery and 

alternative 3 would restrict the golden tilefish recreational fishery to rod and reel fishery 

only - with a five hook limit. Alternatives 2 and 3 are not expected to have any impact 

on fishing methods and practices and is not expected to result in changes in fishing effort 

or redistribution in fishing effort. Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to have effects on 

ESA-listed and MMPA protected resources that are neutral when compared to the status 

quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the 

alternatives under consideration are expected to have adverse impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources. 
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7.3.6 Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected resources when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

would require that incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed. Alternative 3 

would require that incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 50% of the total of all combined species landed. Alternatives 2 and 

3 are not expected to have any impact on fishing methods and practices and is not 

expected to result in changes in fishing effort or redistribution in fishing effort. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to have effects on ESA-listed and MMPA protected 

resources that are neutral when compared to the status quo alternative, and when 

compared to the baseline conditions. Therefore, none of the alternatives under 

consideration are expected to have adverse impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA protected 

resources. 

 

7.4 Socioeconomic Impacts   

 

7.4.1 Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart Alternatives   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and economic 

environment when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the 

baseline conditions. This action merely modifies the catch and landings limits flow chart 

for golden tilefish in order to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific 

component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating 

them. The proposed action is purely administrative; therefore, it does not alter the catch 

and landings limits for this species or the allocation of the resource among user groups, 

with no direct impact on fishing effort or effort distribution in the golden tilefish fishery.  

 

7.4.2 IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives 

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) deals with the elimination of a reporting system that is not used to track 

golden tilefish landings any longer. The proposed action is purely administrative; 

therefore, it does not alter the catch and landings limits for this species or the allocation 

of the resource among user groups, with no direct impact on fishing effort or effort 

distribution in the golden tilefish fishery. However, it is possible that slight positive 

economic and social impacts would be obtained from not reporting landings via the IVR 

system as they are no longer used for management purposes for this species. Alternative 

2 is expected to result in neutral to slight positive impacts on the social and economic 

environment when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the 

baseline conditions. 

 



 

67 

 

7.4.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations Alternatives 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 

(preferred) would prohibit vessels from fishing more than one allocation at a time. The 

implementation of this alternative would only prohibit two (or more) allocations 

numbers from authorizing one vessel to fish those allocations at the same time. 

Therefore, for example, a fishing vessel (with no associated golden tilefish IFQ 

allocation) cannot fish or perform harvesting services for two (or more) allocation 

owners at the same time. Equally, a golden tilefish allocation owner fishing his/her 

allocation pounds cannot fish or perform harvesting services for another allocation 

owner at the same time. However, this alternative would not preclude a vessel from 

leasing from one or more allocation holders by transferring golden tilefish pounds. As 

such, in the two hypothetical cases described above, if allocation pounds would had been 

transferred via the leasing process, the harvesting services could had been performed.21 

Industry members have indicated that the implementation of alternative 2 would not 

affect their fishing practices and thus would no create efficiency issues or affect the IFQ 

leasing system. The proposed action is purely administrative; therefore, it does not alter 

the catch and landings limits for this species or the allocation of the resource among user 

groups, with no direct impact on fishing effort or effort distribution in the golden tilefish 

fishery. Alternative 2 is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and economic 

environment when compared to the status quo alternative, and when compared to the 

baseline conditions. 

 

7.4.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 would 

make an administrative change to the current regulations that would require vessels to 

land golden tilefish with the head attached. In spring 2014, the APSD and the NEFSC 

decided to remove the “head-off” category from the dealer reporting software to avoid 

dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off (Golden tilefish are landed with 

the head-on). The need for this action is to close the loop on the change already made to 

dealer reporting, as well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the 

incidental landing limit in landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, 

monitoring of IFQ and incidental limits would be easier and more logical for industry 

and enforcement. Alternative 2 (preferred) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the 

social and economic environment when compared to the status quo alternative, and 

when compared to the baseline conditions.  

 

7.4.5 Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 would 

                                            
21 It is also important to notice that golden tilefish IFQ allocation holders can add or remove authorized 

vessel to harvest their allocations at any time during the fishing year by written request to NMFS 

(§648.294(b)(4)).  
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prohibit the use of mini-longlines in the golden tilefish recreational fishery. Industry 

members and Tilefish Advisors Panel members have indicated that using mini-longlines 

to fish for golden tilefish recreationally is likely to be a very rare and not a typical 

recreational fishing activity. Alternative 3 would restrict the golden tilefish recreational 

fishery to rod and reel fishery only - with a five hook limit. Rod and reel is the typical 

gear used in the recreational tilefish fishery (MAFMC 1999). Is not expected that 

alternative 2 and 3 will affect recent trends in recreational catches or recreational trips 

for golden tilefish. Furthermore, alternatives 2 and 3 are not expected to have any impact 

on fishing methods and practices and are not expected to result in changes in fishing 

effort or redistribution in fishing effort. Both alternative 2 and 3 are expected to result in 

neutral impacts on the social and economic environment when compared to the status 

quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions.  

  

7.4.6 Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category   

 

Alternative 1 (No action) is expected to result in neutral impacts on the social and 

economic environment when compared to the baseline conditions. Alternative 2 would 

require that incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of 

landings in excess of 25% of the total of all combined species landed. If alternative 2 

would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 period, it would had resulted in a 

loss of golden tilefish revenues of $33,546. This would had resulted in an average loss in 

revenues of approximately $839 per vessel (40 vessels) for the 2011-2015 period 

combined. If alternative 3 would had been implemented during the 2011-2015 period, it 

would had resulted in a loss of golden tilefish revenues of $30,521. This would had 

resulted in an average loss in revenues of approximately $1,090 per vessel (28 vessels) 

for the 2011-2015 period combined. Both alternative 2 and 3 are expected to result in 

slight negative impacts on the social and economic environment when compared to the 

status quo alternative, and when compared to the baseline conditions. 

 

7.5 Cumulative Effects Analysis  

 

A cumulative effects analysis (CEA) is required by the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR part 1508.7). The purpose of CEA is to consider the combined 

effects of many actions on the human environment over time that would be missed if 

each action were evaluated separately. CEQ guidelines recognize that it is not practical 

to analyze the cumulative effects of an action from every conceivable perspective, but 

rather, the intent is to focus on those effects that are truly meaningful. A formal 

cumulative impact assessment is not necessarily required as part of an EA under NEPA 

as long as the significance of cumulative impacts have been considered (U.S. EPA 

1999). The following remarks address the significance of the expected cumulative 

impacts as they relate to the federally managed tilefish fishery.  
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7.5.1 Consideration of the VECs  
 

In section 6.0 (Description of the Affected Environment), the VECs that exist within 

tilefish fishery environment are identified. Therefore, the significance of the cumulative 

effects will be discussed in relation to the VECs listed below.  

 

1. Managed resource (golden tilefish) 

2. Non-target species 

3. Habitat including EFH for the managed resource and non-target species 

4. ESA-listed and MMPA protected species 

5. Human communities 

 

7.5.2 Geographic Boundaries  

 

The analysis of impacts focuses on actions related to the harvest of golden tilefish. The 

core geographic scope for each of the VECs is focused on the Western Atlantic Ocean 

(section 6.0). The core geographic scope for the managed resource is the range of the 

management unit (section 6.1). For non-target species, that range may be expanded and 

would depend on the biological range of each individual non-target species in the 

Western Atlantic Ocean. For habitat, the core geographic scope is focused on EFH 

within the EEZ but includes all habitat utilized by golden tilefish and other non-target 

species in the Western Atlantic Ocean. The core geographic scope for endangered and 

protected resources can be considered the overall range of these VECs in the Western 

Atlantic Ocean. For human communities, the core geographic boundaries are defined as 

those U.S. fishing communities directly involved in the harvest or processing of the 

managed resource, which were found to occur in coastal states from Maine through 

Virginia (section 6.4).  

 

7.5.3 Temporal Boundaries  

 

The temporal scope of past and present actions for VECs is primarily focused on actions 

that have occurred after FMP implementation (2001). For endangered and other 

protected resources, the scope of past and present actions is on a species-by-species basis 

(section 6.3) and is largely focused on the 1980s and 1990s through the present, when 

NMFS began generating stock assessments for marine mammals and sea turtles that 

inhabit waters of the U.S. EEZ. The temporal scope of future actions for all five VECs 

extends about three years (2019). This period was chosen because the dynamic nature of 

resource management and lack of information on projects that may occur in the future 

make it very difficult to predict impacts beyond this timeframe with any certainty.  

 

7.5.4 Actions Other Than Those Proposed in this Amendment  
 

The impacts of each of the alternatives considered in this specifications document are 

given in section 7.1 through 7.4. Table 21 presents meaningful past (P), present (Pr), or 

reasonably foreseeable future (RFF) actions to be considered other than those actions 

being considered in this framework document. These impacts are described in 
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chronological order and qualitatively, as the actual impacts of these actions are too 

complex to be quantified in a meaningful way. When any of these abbreviations occur 

together (i.e., P, Pr, RFF), it indicates that some past actions are still relevant to the 

present and/or future actions.  

 

Past and Present Actions  

 

The historical management practices of the Council have resulted in positive impacts on 

the health of the golden tilefish stock (section 6.1). Numerous actions have been taken to 

manage this fishery through amendment and framework adjustment actions. The 

specifications process provides the opportunity for the Council and NMFS to regularly 

assess the status of the fishery and to make necessary adjustments to ensure that there is 

a reasonable expectation of meeting the objectives of the FMP. The statutory basis for 

federal fisheries management is the MSA. To the degree with which this regulatory 

regime and National Standards are complied with, the cumulative impacts of past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future federal fishery management actions on the 

VECs should generally be associated with positive long-term outcomes, which should 

bring about long-term sustainability of a given resource, and as such, should, in the long-

term, promote positive effects on human communities, especially those that are 

economically dependent upon the golden tilefish stock.  

 

Non-fishing activities that introduce chemical pollutants, sewage, changes in water 

temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, and suspended sediment into the marine 

environment pose a risk to all of the identified VECs. Human-induced non-fishing 

activities tend to be localized in nearshore areas and marine project areas where they 

occur. Examples of these activities include, but are not limited to agriculture, port 

maintenance, beach nourishment, coastal development, marine transportation, marine 

mining, dredging and the disposal of dredged material. Wherever these activities co-

occur, they are likely to work additively or synergistically to decrease habitat quality 

and, as such, may indirectly constrain the sustainability of the managed resources, non-

target species, and protected resources. Decreased habitat suitability would tend to 

reduce the tolerance of these VECs to the impacts of fishing effort. Mitigation of this 

outcome through regulations that would reduce fishing effort could then negatively 

impact human communities. The overall impact to the affected species and their habitats 

on a population level is unknown, but likely neutral to low negative, since a large portion 

of this species have a limited or minor exposure to these local non-fishing perturbations.  

 

In addition to guidelines mandated by the MSA, NMFS reviews these types of effects 

through the review processes required by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for certain activities that are regulated by 

federal, state, and local authorities. The jurisdiction of these activities is in "waters of the 

U.S." and includes both riverine and marine habitats.  

 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  
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In the reasonably foreseeable future, annual or multi-year specifications for the golden 

tilefish fishery in future years should maintain the benefits as described above.  

In some cases, fishery management plan actions are developed in an omnibus fashion to 

update many plans at once. These amendments are considered amendments to the 

individual fishery management plans, and the actions associated with these amendments 

are described in the table below as needed, by FMP. One special case set of omnibus 

actions are the Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM) amendments, 

which cover Federal waters fisheries managed by the New England and/or the Mid-

Atlantic Councils. The first SBRM amendment became effective in 2008, and an update 

to these measures was finalized in June 2015 (80 FR 37182). The updated regulations 

modify the following elements of the monitoring program: new prioritization process for 

allocation of observers if agency funding is insufficient to achieve target observer 

coverage levels; bycatch reporting and monitoring mechanisms; analytical techniques 

and allocation of at sea fisheries observers; a precision-based performance standard for 

discard estimates; a review and reporting process; framework adjustment and annual 

specifications provisions; and provisions for industry-funded observers and observer set-

aside programs. Separate from the SBRM amendment, NMFS, in collaboration with the 

MAFMC and NEFMC, is currently developing an industry-funded monitoring 

amendment. The Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment will not necessarily result in 

immediately increased observer coverage because sufficient funds (from both industry 

for at-sea costs and NOAA for shoreside costs) may not be available. Rather, this 

amendment will set up a mechanism for increasing observer coverage should sufficient 

funding become available.  

 

The NEFMC has also developed a comprehensive Omnibus Habitat Amendment 

(submitted January 2016) which includes the closure of some New England fishing 

grounds to certain gear types. The NEFMC is also developing a Deep Sea Corals 

Amendment for coral protections within their management region, which is expected to 

contain similar measures to those proposed in this document. This action may or may not 

be completed prior to 2018.  

 

The MAFMC is also developing an Omnibus Unmanaged Forage Amendment, to 

prohibit the development of new, or expansion of existing, directed fisheries on 

unmanaged forage species until adequate scientific information is available to promote 

ecosystem sustainability. 

 

The development of the ABC Omnibus Framework is likely to be completed in the next 

three years and would consider adopting automatic incorporation of new 

accepted/approved biological reference points status determination for tilefish and 

develop consistency with the Council’s risk policy for the SSC to specify constant multi-

year ABCs if the average of overfishing equal the appropriate goal depending on current 

procedures. As a result, this Reasonably Foreseeable Future Action over the next three 

years will address outstanding issues for the management of tilefish and other Council 

managed species.  
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For many of the proposed non-fishing activities to be permitted under other federal 

agencies (such as beach nourishment, offshore wind facilities, etc.), those agencies 

would conduct examinations of potential impacts on the VECs. The MSA (50 CFR 

600.930) imposes an obligation on other federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of 

Commerce on actions that may adversely affect EFH. The eight Fishery Management 

Councils are engaged in this review process by making comments and recommendations 

on any federal or state action that may affect habitat, including EFH, for their managed 

species and by commenting on actions likely to substantially affect habitat, including 

EFH.  

 

In addition, under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Section 662), “whenever the 

waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed or authorized to be impounded, 

diverted, the channel deepened, or the stream or other body of water otherwise 

controlled or modified for any purpose whatever, including navigation and drainage, by 

any department or agency of the U.S., or by any public or private agency under federal 

permit or license, such department or agency first shall consult with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS), Department of the Interior, and with the head of the agency 

exercising administration over the wildlife resources of the particular state wherein the” 

activity is taking place. This act provides another avenue for review of actions by other 

federal and state agencies that may impact resources that NMFS manages in the 

reasonably foreseeable future.  

 

In addition, NMFS and the USFWS share responsibility for implementing the ESA. ESA 

requires NMFS to designate "critical habitat" for any species it lists under the ESA (i.e., 

areas that contain physical or biological features essential to conservation, which may 

require special management considerations or protection) and to develop and implement 

recovery plans for threatened and endangered species. The ESA provides another avenue 

for NMFS to review actions by other entities that may impact endangered and protected 

resources whose management units are under NMFS’ jurisdiction.  

 

Non Fishing Impacts - Global Climate Change  

 

Global climate change will affect all components of marine ecosystems, including 

human communities. Physical changes that are occurring and will continue to occur to 

these systems include sea-level rise, changes in sediment deposition, changes in water 

circulation, increased frequency, intensity and duration of extreme climate events, 

changing water chemistry, and warming ocean temperatures. Emerging evidence 

demonstrates that these physical changes are resulting in direct and indirect ecological 

responses within marine ecosystems which may alter the fundamental production 

characteristics of marine systems (Stenseth et. al. 2002). Climate change will potentially 

exacerbate the stresses imposed by harvesting (fishing) and other non-fishing human 

activities and stressors (described in this section). Overall, climate change is expected to 

have negative impacts on all VECs. However, future mitigation and adaptation strategies 

to climate change may mitigate some of these impacts as the science surrounding 

predicting, evaluating, monitoring and categorizing these changes evolves. 
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7.5.5 Magnitude and Significance of Cumulative Effects  

 
In determining the magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects, the additive and 

synergistic effects of the proposed action, as well as past, present, and future actions, 

must be taken into account. The following section discusses the effects of these actions 

on each of the VECs.  
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Table 21. Impacts of Past (P), Present (Pr), and Reasonably Foreseeable Future (RFF) Actions on the five VECs (not 

including those actions considered in this framework document).  

Action Description 
Impacts on 

Managed Resource 

Impacts on Non-

target 

Species 

Impacts on 

Habitat and 

EFH 

Impacts on 

Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 

Human 

Communities 

P, Pr Original FMP 

and subsequent 

Amendments and 

Frameworks to the 

FMP  

Established 

management 

measures  

Indirect Positive 

Regulatory tool 

available to rebuild 

and manage stocks 

Indirect Positive 

Reduced fishing 

effort 

Indirect Positive 

Reduced fishing 

effort 

Indirect Positive 

Reduced fishing 

effort 

Indirect Positive 
Benefited domestic 

businesses 

 Pr Golden Tilefish 

Specifications  

Establish quotas, 

other fishery 

regulations  

Indirect Positive 

Regulatory tool to 

specify catch limits, 

and other regulation; 

allows response to 

annual stock updates 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced effort 

levels and gear 

requirements 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced effort 

levels and gear 

requirements 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced effort 

levels and gear 

requirements 

Indirect Positive 
Benefited domestic 

businesses  

P, Pr, RFF 

Developed, 

Applied, and Redo 

of Standardized 

Bycatch Reporting 

Methodology  

Established 

acceptable level of 

precision and 

accuracy for 

monitoring of 

bycatch in fisheries 

Neutral 
May improve data 

quality for 

monitoring total 

removals of 

managed resource 

Neutral 
May improve data 

quality for 

monitoring 

removals of non-

target species 

Neutral 
Will not affect 

distribution of 

effort 

Neutral 
May increase 

observer coverage 

and will not affect 

distribution of 

effort 

Potentially 

Indirect Negative 
May impose an 

inconvenience on 

vessel operations 

P, Pr, RFF 
Agricultural 

runoff  

Nutrients applied to 

agricultural land are 

introduced into 

aquatic systems 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Direct Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality negatively 

affects resource  

P, Pr, RFF Port 

maintenance 

Dredging of coastal, 

port and harbor 

areas for port 

maintenance  

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Direct 

Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

P, Pr, RFF Offshore 

disposal of 

dredged materials 

Disposal of dredged 

materials  

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Direct Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality negatively 

affects resource 

viability 
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Table 21 (Continued). Impacts of Past (P), Present (Pr), and Reasonably Foreseeable Future (RFF) Actions on the five 

VECs (not including those actions considered in this framework document).  

Action Description 
Impacts on 

Managed Resource 

Impacts on Non-

target 

Species 

Impacts on 

Habitat and 

EFH 

Impacts on 

Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 

Human 

Communities 

P, Pr, RFF Beach 

nourishment 

Offshore mining of 

sand for beaches  

 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Direct Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 

decreases in habitat 

quality  

Mixed 

Positive for mining 

companies, 

possibly negative 

for fishing industry 

Placement of sand 

to nourish beach 

shorelines 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Direct Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 

decreases in habitat 

quality  

Positive 

Beachgoers like 

sand; positive for 

tourism 

P, Pr, RFF Marine 

transportation 

Expansion of port 

facilities, vessel 

operations and 

recreational marinas  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality  

Direct Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 

decreases in habitat 

quality  

Mixed 

Positive for some 

interests, potential 

displacement for 

others 

P, Pr, RFF National 

Offshore 

Aquaculture Act of 

2007  

Bill that grants DOC 

authority to issue 

permits for offshore 

aquaculture in 

federal waters 

Uncertain -

Potentially Indirect 

Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality 

possible 

Potentially Indirect 

Negative 
Localized decreases 

in habitat quality 

possible 

Direct Negative 

Localized 

decreases in 

habitat quality 

possible 

Potentially 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 

decreases in habitat 

quality possible 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Costs/benefits 

remain unanalyzed 

P, Pr, RFF Renewable 

and Non-

renewable 

Offshore and 

Nearshore Energy 

Development 

Transportation of 

oil, gas, and electric 

through pipelines 

and cables; 

Construction of oil 

platforms, wind 

facilities, liquefied 

natural gas 

facilities; Additional 

port development 

infrastructure  

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Direct 

Negative 

Reduced habitat 

quality; offshore 

platforms may 

benefit structure 

oriented fish 

species habitat 

Potentially Direct 

Negative 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 
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Table 21 (Continued). Impacts of Past (P), Present (Pr), and Reasonably Foreseeable Future (RFF) Actions on the five 

VECs (not including those actions considered in this framework document).  

Action Description 
Impacts on 

Managed Resource 

Impacts on Non-

target 

Species 

Impacts on 

Habitat and 

EFH 

Impacts on 

Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 

Human 

Communities 

RFF Convening of 

Gear Take 

Reduction Teams 

(periodically) 

Recommend 

measures to reduce 

mortality and injury 

to marine mammals 

Indirect Positive 
Will improve data 

quality for 

monitoring total 

removals 

Indirect Positive 

Reducing 

availability of gear 

could reduce 

bycatch 

Indirect Positive 

Reducing 

availability of gear 

could reduce gear 

impacts 

Indirect Positive 

Reducing 

availability of gear 

could reduce 

encounters 

Indirect Negative 

Reducing 

availability of gear 

could reduce 

revenues 

 

RFF Protection for 

Deep Sea Corals in 

the Mid-Atlantic 

(within next 1 

year) 

 

Minimize the 

impacts of fishing 

gear on deep sea 

corals in the Mid-

Atlantic 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 
Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

 

RFF ABC Omnibus 

Framework 

 

 

Automatic 

incorporation of 

new accepted / 

approved biological 

reference points 

status 

determination. 

Addresses constant 

multi-year ABCs 

specifications 

Neutral 

Administrative - no 

direct or indirect 

impacts 

Neutral 

Administrative - no 

direct or indirect 

impacts 

 

Neutral 

Administrative - 

no direct or 

indirect impacts 

 

Neutral 

Administrative - no 

direct or indirect 

impacts 

 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

RFF  NEFMC 

Omnibus Habitat 

Amendment 2 

Review/revision of 

EFH designations; 

actions to minimize 

adverse effects of 

fishing on EFH 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 
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Table 21 (Continued). Impacts of Past (P), Present (Pr), and Reasonably Foreseeable Future (RFF) Actions on the five 

VECs (not including those actions considered in this framework document).  

Action Description 
Impacts on 

Managed Resource 

Impacts on Non-

target 

Species 

Impacts on 

Habitat and 

EFH 

Impacts on 

Protected 

Species 

Impacts on  

Human 

Communities 

RFF  NEFMC 

Omnibus Deep Sea 

Coral Amendment 

Amendment to 

protect deep sea 

corals from the 

impacts of fishing 

gear in the NEFMC 

region 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – Likely 

Indirect Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

Uncertain – 

Likely Mixed 

Dependent on 

mitigation effects 

RFF  Omnibus 

Observer Coverage 

Amendment 

Measures to 

implement 

industry-funded 

monitoring 

coverage in some 

FMPs above levels 

required by SBRM 

Likely Indirect 

Positive  

May improve 

monitoring and 

reporting for 

managed resources 

Likely Indirect 

Positive  

May improve 

monitoring and 

reporting for 

managed resources 

Uncertain – 

Likely Neutral 

Depending on 

actions 

implemented, will 

not likely result in 

significant 

changes to fishing 

behavior 

Likely Indirect 

Positive  

May improve 

monitoring and 

reporting for 

protected resources 

interactions 

Likely Direct 

Negative 

Likely to impose 

additional costs on 

fishing operations 
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7.5.5.1 Managed Resources  
 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact 

the managed resource and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in 

Table 21. The indirectly negative actions described in Table 21 are mainly localized in 

nearshore areas and marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of 

those impacts on the managed resource is expected to be limited due to a lack of exposure 

to the population at large. Agricultural runoff may be much broader in scope, and the 

impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, although 

the impact on productivity of the managed resource is unquantifiable. As described above 

(section 7.5.4), NMFS has several means under which it can review non-fishing actions 

of other federal or state agencies that may impact NMFS’ managed resources prior to 

permitting or implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the extent and 

magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actions could have on resources under 

NMFS’ jurisdiction.  

 

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had a positive cumulative 

effect on the managed resource. It is anticipated that the future management actions, 

described in Table 22, will result in additional indirect positive effects on the managed 

resource through actions which reduce and monitor bycatch, protect habitat, and protect 

ecosystem services on which golden tilefish productivity depends. The 2012 fishing year 

was the first year of implementation for an Amendment which requires specification of 

ACLs and ACTs, and this process has been carried forward into the 2015-2017 proposed 

measures. This represents a major change to the current management program and is 

expected to lead to improvements in resource sustainability over the long-term. These 

impacts could be broad in scope. Overall, the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions that are truly meaningful to tilefish have had a positive cumulative effect.  
 

Catch limits and commercial quotas for the managed resource has been specified to 

ensure the stock is managed in a sustainable manner, and measures are consistent with 

the objectives of the FMP under the guidance of the MSA. The impacts of management 

measures established in previous years on the managed resource are largely dependent on 

how effective those measures were in meeting their intended objectives (i.e., preventing 

overfishing, achieve OY) and the extent to which mitigating measures were effective.  

 

The proposed action in this document would positively reinforce the past and anticipated 

positive cumulative effects on the golden tilefish stock, by achieving the objectives 

specified in the FMP. Therefore, the proposed action would not have any significant 

effect on the managed resources individually or in conjunction with other anthropogenic 

activities (see Table 22).  
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Table 22. Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on the managed resource.  

Action  Past to the Present  Reasonably Foreseeable Future  

Original FMP and subsequent Amendments and Frameworks to the FMP  Indirect Positive  

Golden Tilefish Specifications  Indirect Positive  

Developed, Apply, and Redo Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Neutral 

Agricultural runoff  Indirect Negative 

Port maintenance Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Offshore disposal of dredged materials Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Offshore mining Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Sand placement Indirect Negative 

Marine transportation Indirect Negative 

National Offshore Aquaculture Act of 2007  Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Renewable and Non-renewable Offshore and Nearshore Energy 

Development 
Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Convening Gear Take Reduction Teams   Indirect Positive 

Protection for Deep Sea Corals in the Mid-Atlantic   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

ABC Omnibus Framework   Neutral 

NEFMC Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

NEFMC Omnibus Deep Sea Coral Amendment   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment   Likely Indirect Positive 

Summary of past, present, and future actions excluding those proposed 

in this specifications document 

Overall, actions have had, or will have, positive impacts on the 

managed resources.  

* See section 7.5.5.1 for explanation. 
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7.5.5.2 Non-Target Species or Bycatch  
 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact 

non-target species and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in Table 

21. The effects of indirectly negative actions described in Table 21 are localized in 

nearshore areas and marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of 

those impacts on non-target species is expected to be limited due to a lack of exposure to 

the population at large. Agricultural runoff may be much broader in scope, and the 

impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, although 

the impact on productivity of non-target resources and the oceanic ecosystem is 

unquantifiable. As described above (section 7.5.4), NMFS has several means under 

which it can review non-fishing actions of other federal or state agencies that may impact 

NMFS’ managed resources prior to permitting or implementation of those projects. At 

this time, NMFS can consider impacts to non-target species (federally-managed or 

otherwise) and comment on potential impacts. This serves to minimize the extent and 

magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actions could have on resources within 

NMFS’ jurisdiction.  
 

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had a positive cumulative 

effect on non-target species. Implementation and application of a standardized bycatch 

reporting methodology (SBRM) would have a particular impact on non-target species by 

improving the methods which can be used to assess the magnitude and extent of a 

potential bycatch problem. The redevelopment of the SBRM will result in better 

assessment of potential bycatch issues and allow more effective and specific management 

measures to be developed to address a bycatch problem. It is anticipated that future 

management actions, described in Table 23, will result in additional indirect positive 

effects on non-target species through actions which reduce and monitor bycatch, protect 

habitat, and protect ecosystem services on which the productivity of many of these non-

target resources depend. The impacts of these future actions could be broad in scope, and 

it should be noted the managed resource and non-target species are often coupled in that 

they utilize similar habitat areas and ecosystem resources on which they depend. Overall, 

the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that are truly meaningful have 

had a positive cumulative effect on non-target species.  
 

Catch limits and commercial quotas for the managed resources have been specified to 

ensure the stock is managed in a sustainable manner, and measures are consistent with 

the objectives of the FMP under the guidance of the MSA. The proposed actions in this 

document have impacts that range from neutral to positive impacts, and would not change 

the past and anticipated positive cumulative effects on non-target species and thus, would 

not have any significant effect on these species individually or in conjunction with other 

anthropogenic activities (Table 23).  
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Table 23. Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on the non-target species.  

Action  Past to the Present  Reasonably Foreseeable Future  

Original FMP and subsequent Amendments and Frameworks to the FMP  Indirect Positive  

Golden Tilefish Specifications  Indirect Positive  

Developed, Apply, and Redo Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Neutral 

Agricultural runoff  Indirect Negative 

Port maintenance Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Offshore disposal of dredged materials Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Offshore mining Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Sand placement Indirect Negative 

Marine transportation Indirect Negative 

National Offshore Aquaculture Act of 2007  Potentially Indirect Negative 

Renewable and Non-renewable Offshore and Nearshore Energy 

Development 
Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Convening Gear Take Reduction Teams   Indirect Positive 

Protection for Deep Sea Corals in the Mid-Atlantic   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

ABC Omnibus Framework   Neutral 

NEFMC Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

NEFMC Omnibus Deep Sea Coral Amendment   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment   Likely Indirect Positive 

Summary of past, present, and future actions excluding those proposed 

in this specifications document 

Overall, actions have had, or will have, positive impacts on the non-

target species 

* See section 7.5.5.2 for explanation. 
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7.5.5.3 Habitat (Including EFH)  

 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact 

habitat (including EFH) and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in 

Table 21. The direct and indirect negative actions described in Table 21 are localized in 

nearshore areas and marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of 

those impacts on habitat is expected to be limited due to a lack of exposure to habitat at 

large. Agricultural runoff may be much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient 

inputs to the coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, although the impact on habitat 

and EFH is unquantifiable. As described above (section 7.5.4), NMFS has several means 

under which it can review non-fishing actions of other federal or state agencies that may 

impact NMFS’ managed resources and the habitat on which they rely prior to permitting 

or implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the extent and magnitude of 

direct and indirect negative impacts those actions could have on habitat utilized by 

resources under NMFS’ jurisdiction.  

 

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had a positive cumulative 

effect on habitat and EFH. The actions have constrained fishing effort at a large scale and 

locally, and have implemented gear requirements, which may reduce habitat impacts. As 

required under these FMP actions, EFH and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 

(HAPCs) were designated for the managed resource. It is anticipated that the future 

management actions, described in Table 24, will result in additional direct or indirect 

positive effects on habitat through actions which protect EFH for federally-managed 

species and protect ecosystem services on which these species’ productivity depends. 

These impacts could be broad in scope. All of the VECs are interrelated; therefore, the 

linkages among habitat quality and EFH, managed resources and non-target species 

productivity, and associated fishery yields should be considered. For habitat and EFH, 

there are direct and indirect negative effects from actions which may be localized or 

broad in scope; however, positive actions that have broad implications have been, and it 

is anticipated will continue to be, taken to improve the condition of habitat. There are 

some actions, which are beyond the scope of NMFS and Council management such as 

coastal population growth and climate changes, which may indirectly impact habitat and 

ecosystem productivity. Overall, the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions that are truly meaningful to habitat have had a neutral to positive cumulative 

effect.  

 

Catch limits and commercial quotas for the managed resources have been specified to 

ensure the stock is managed in a sustainable manner, and measures are consistent with 

the objectives of the FMP under the guidance of the MSA. The proposed actions in this 

document would not change the past and anticipated cumulative effects on habitat and 

thus, would not have any significant effect on habitat individually or in conjunction with 

other anthropogenic activities (Table 24).  
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Table 24. Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on the habitat.  

Action  Past to the Present  Reasonably Foreseeable Future  

Original FMP and subsequent Amendments and Frameworks to the FMP  Indirect Positive  

Golden Tilefish Specifications  Indirect Positive  

Developed, Apply, and Redo Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Neutral 

Agricultural runoff  Direct Negative 

Port maintenance Uncertain – Likely Direct Negative 

Offshore disposal of dredged materials Direct Negative 

Beach nourishment – Offshore mining Direct Negative 

Beach nourishment – Sand placement Direct Negative 

Marine transportation Direct Negative 

National Offshore Aquaculture Act of 2007  Direct Negative 

Renewable and Non-renewable Offshore and Nearshore Energy 

Development 
Uncertain – Likely Direct Negative 

Convening Gear Take Reduction Teams   Indirect Positive 

Protection for Deep Sea Corals in the Mid-Atlantic   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

ABC Omnibus Framework   Neutral 

NEFMC Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

NEFMC Omnibus Deep Sea Coral Amendment   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment   Uncertain - Likely Neutral 

Summary of past, present, and future actions excluding those proposed 

in this specifications document 

Overall, actions have had, or will have, neutral to positive impacts 

on habitat, including EFH 

* See section 7.5.5.3 for explanation. 
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7.5.5.4 ESA-Listed and MMPA Protected Species  

 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact 

the protected resources and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in 

Table 21. The indirectly negative actions described in Table 21 are localized in nearshore 

areas and marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of those 

impacts on protected resources, relative to the range of many of the protected resources, 

is expected to be limited due to a lack of exposure to the population at large. Agricultural 

runoff may be much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal 

system may be of a larger magnitude, although the impact on protected resources either 

directly or indirectly is unquantifiable. As described above (section 7.5.4), NMFS has 

several means, including ESA, under which it can review non-fishing actions of other 

federal or state agencies that may impact NMFS’ protected resources prior to permitting 

or implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the extent and magnitude of 

indirect negative impacts those actions could have on protected resources under NMFS’ 

jurisdiction.  

 

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP and annual specification process 

have had a positive cumulative effect on ESA-listed and MMPA protected species 

through the reduction of fishing effort (potential interactions) and implementation of gear 

requirements. It is anticipated that the future management actions, specifically those 

recommended by the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Plan (ALWTRT) and the 

development of strategies for sea turtle conservation described in Table 25, will result in 

additional indirect positive effects on protected resources. These impacts could be broad 

in scope. Overall, the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that are 

truly meaningful to protected resources have had a positive cumulative effect.  

 

Catch limits and commercial quotas for managed resources have been specified to ensure 

the stock is managed in a sustainable manner, and measures are consistent with the 

objectives of the FMP under the guidance of the MSA. The proposed actions in this 

document would not change the past and anticipated cumulative effects on ESA-listed 

and MMPA protected species and thus, would not have any significant effect on 

protected resources individually or in conjunction with other anthropogenic activities 

(Table 25).  
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Table 25. Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on the protected resources.  

Action  Past to the Present  Reasonably Foreseeable Future  

Original FMP and subsequent Amendments and Frameworks to the FMP  Indirect Positive  

Golden Tilefish Specifications  Indirect Positive  

Developed, Apply, and Redo Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Neutral 

Agricultural runoff  Indirect Negative 

Port maintenance Uncertain – Likely Indirect Negative 

Offshore disposal of dredged materials Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Offshore mining Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Sand placement Indirect Negative 

Marine transportation Indirect Negative 

National Offshore Aquaculture Act of 2007  Potentially Indirect Negative 

Renewable and Non-renewable Offshore and Nearshore Energy 

Development 
Potentially Direct Negative 

Convening Gear Take Reduction Teams   Indirect Positive 

Protection for Deep Sea Corals in the Mid-Atlantic   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

ABC Omnibus Framework   Neutral 

NEFMC Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

NEFMC Omnibus Deep Sea Coral Amendment   
Uncertain – Likely Indirect 

Positive 

Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment   Likely Indirect Positive 

Summary of past, present, and future actions excluding those proposed in 

this specifications document 

Overall, actions have had, or will have, positive impacts on protected 

resources 

* See section 7.5.5.4 for explanation. 
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7.5.5.5 Human Communities  

 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact 

human communities and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in 

Table 21. The indirectly negative actions described in Table 21 are localized in nearshore 

areas and marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of those 

impacts on human communities is expected to be limited in scope. It may, however, 

displace fishermen from project areas. Agricultural runoff may be much broader in scope, 

and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal system may be of a larger magnitude. 

This may result in indirect negative impacts on human communities by reducing resource 

availability; however, this effect is unquantifiable. As described above (section 7.5.4), 

NMFS has several means under which it can review non-fishing actions of other federal 

or state agencies prior to permitting or implementation of those projects. This serves to 

minimize the extent and magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actions could have 

on human communities.  
 

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had both positive and 

negative cumulative effects by benefiting domestic fisheries through sustainable fishery 

management practices, while at the same time potentially reducing the availability of the 

resource to all participants. Sustainable management practices are, however, expected to 

yield broad positive impacts to fishermen, their communities, businesses, and the nation 

as a whole. It is anticipated that the future management actions, described in Table 26, 

will result in positive effects for human communities due to sustainable management 

practices, although additional indirect negative effects on the human communities could 

occur through management actions that may implement gear requirements or area 

closures and thus, reduce revenues. Overall, the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions that are truly meaningful to human communities have had an overall 

positive cumulative effect.  
 

Catch limits and commercial quotas for the managed resources have been specified to 

ensure the stock is managed in a sustainable manner, and measures are consistent with 

the objectives of the FMP under the guidance of the MSA.  
 

Despite the potential for negative short-term effects on human communities, the 

expectation is that there would be a positive long-term effect on human communities due 

to the long-term sustainability of golden tilefish. Overall, the proposed actions in this 

document would not change the past and anticipated cumulative effects on human 

communities and thus, would not have any significant effect on human communities 

individually, or in conjunction with other anthropogenic activities (Table 26).  
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Table 26. Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on human communities.  

Action  Past to the Present  Reasonably Foreseeable Future  

Original FMP and subsequent Amendments and Frameworks to the FMP  Indirect Positive  

Golden Tilefish Specifications  Indirect Positive  

Developed, Apply, and Redo Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology Potentially Indirect Negative 

Agricultural runoff  Indirect Negative 

Port maintenance Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

Offshore disposal of dredged materials Indirect Negative 

Beach nourishment – Offshore mining Mixed 

Beach nourishment – Sand placement Positive 

Marine transportation Mixed 

National Offshore Aquaculture Act of 2007  Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

Renewable and Non-renewable Offshore and Nearshore Energy 

Development 
Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

Convening Gear Take Reduction Teams   Indirect Negative 

Protection for Deep Sea Corals in the Mid-Atlantic   Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

ABC Omnibus Framework   Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

NEFMC Omnibus Habitat Amendment 2   Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

NEFMC Omnibus Deep Sea Coral Amendment   Uncertain – Likely Mixed 

Omnibus Observer Coverage Amendment   Likely Direct Negative 

Summary of past, present, and future actions excluding those proposed 

in this specifications document 

Overall, actions have had, or will have, positive impacts on human 

communities 

* See section 7.5.5.5 for explanation. 
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7.5.6 Preferred Action on all the VECS  
 

The Council has identified its preferred action alternatives in section 5.0 [For 5 out of 7 

issues addressed in this framework document]. The cumulative effects of the range of 

actions considered in this document can be considered to make a determination if 

significant cumulative effects are anticipated from the preferred action. The direct and 

indirect impacts of the proposed action on the VECs are described in sections 7.1 through 

7.4. The magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects, which include the additive 

and synergistic effects of the proposed action, as well as past, present, and future actions, 

have been taken into account throughout this section 7.5. The action proposed in this 

annual specifications document builds off action taken in the original FMP and 

subsequent amendments and framework documents. When this action is considered in 

conjunction with all the other pressures placed on fisheries by past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions, it is not expected to result in any significant 

impacts, positive or negative. Based on the information and analyses presented in these 

past FMP documents and this document, there are no significant cumulative effects 

associated with the action proposed in this document (Table 27). [To be completed prior 

to document submission.]  
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Table 27. Magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects; the additive and synergistic effects of the preferred action, as well as 

past, present, and future actions.  

VEC Status in 2016 

Net Impact of  

P, Pr, and RFF 

Actions 

Impact of the Preferred Action 

Significant 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Managed 

Resource 

Complex and variable 

 (Section 6.1) 

Positive 

(Sections 7.5.4 and 

7.5.5.1)  

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart 

None 

IVR Reporting Requirements 

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 

Non-target 

Species 

Complex and variable 

(Section 6.1) 

Positive 

(Sections 7.5.4 and 

7.5.5.2) 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart 

None 

IVR Reporting Requirements 

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 

Habitat 
Complex and variable 

(Section 6.2) 

Neutral to positive 

(Sections 7.5.4 and 

7.5.5.3) 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart 

None 

IVR Reporting Requirements 

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 



 

90 

 

Table 27 (Continued). Magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects; the additive and synergistic effects of the preferred 

action, as well as past, present, and future actions.  

VEC Status in 2016 

Net Impact of  

P, Pr, and RFF 

Actions 

Impact of the Preferred Action 

Significant 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Protected 

Resources 

Complex and variable  

(Section 6.3) 

Positive 

(Sections 7.5.4 and 

7.5.5.4) 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart 

None 

IVR Reporting Requirements 

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 

Human 

Communities 

Complex and variable 

(Section 6.4) 

Positive 

(Sections 7.5.4 and 

7.5.5.5) 

Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart 

None 

IVR Reporting Requirements 

Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements 

Recreational Fishery Gear Requirements 

Landings Ratios/Qualifiers for the Incidental Permit Category 
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8.0 APPLICABLE LAWS  
 

To be completed prior to document submission.  

 

9.0 LITERATURE CITED  

 

To be completed prior to documents submission.  

 

10.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED  

 

In preparing this framework document, the Council consulted with NMFS, The New 

England and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, Fish and Wildlife Service, 

and the states of Maine through North Carolina through their membership on the Council. 

To ensure compliance with NMFS formatting requirements, the advice of NMFS 

GARFO personnel was sought.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copies of the specifications document, including the Environmental Assessment and 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis and other supporting documents for the 

specifications are available from Dr. Christopher M. Moore, Executive Director, 

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

Dover, DE 19901  
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APPENDIX A  

 

Table 1. Essential Fish Habitat descriptions for federally-managed species/life stages 

in the U.S. Northeast Shelf Ecosystem that are vulnerable to bottom tending fishing 

gear.  

Species 
Life 

Stage 
Geographic Area of EFH 

Depth 

(meters) 
Bottom Type 

American 

plaice  
juvenile 

GOM, including estuaries from Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco 

Bay, ME and from Massachusetts Bay to Cape Cod Bay 
45 - 150 

Fine grained sediments, 

sand, or gravel 

American 

plaice  
adult 

GOM, including estuaries from Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco 

Bay, ME and from Massachusetts Bay to Cape Cod Bay 
45 - 175 

Fine grained sediments, 

sand, or gravel 

Atlantic 

cod 
juvenile 

GOM, GB, eastern portion of continental shelf off SNE, 

these estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco Bay, 

Massachusetts Bay, Boston Harbor, Cape Cod Bay, 

Buzzards Bay 

25 - 75 Cobble or gravel 

Atlantic 

cod 
adult 

GOM, GB, eastern portion of continental shelf off SNE, 

these estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco Bay, 

Massachusetts Bay, Boston Harbor, Cape Cod Bay, 

Buzzards Bay 

10 - 150 

 
Rocks, pebbles, or gravel 

Atl halibut  juvenile GOM and GB  20 - 60 Sand, gravel, or clay 

Atl halibut  adult GOM and GB 100 - 700 Sand, gravel, or clay 

Barndoor 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 

Eastern GOM, GB, SNE, Mid-Atlantic Bight to Hudson 

Canyon 

l0-750, most 

< 150 
Mud, gravel, and sand  

Black sea 

bass 
juvenile 

GOM to Cape Hatteras, NC, including estuaries from 

Buzzards Bay to Long Island Sound, Gardiners Bay, 

Barnegat Bay to Chesapeake Bay, Tangier/ Pocomoke 

Sound, and James River 

1 - 38 

Rough bottom, shellfish/ 

eelgrass beds, manmade 

structures, offshore clam 

beds, and shell patches  

Black sea 

bass 
adult 

GOM to Cape Hatteras, NC, including Buzzards Bay, 

Narragansett Bay, Gardiners Bay, Great South Bay, 

Barnegat Bay to Chesapeake Bay, and James River 

20 - 50 

Structured habitats 

(natural and manmade), 

sand and shell substrates 

preferred 

Clearnose 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 

GOM, along continental shelf to Cape Hatteras, NC, 

including the estuaries from Hudson River/Raritan Bay 

south to the Chesapeake Bay mainstem  

0 – 500, 

most < 111 

Soft bottom and rocky or 

gravelly bottom 

Haddock juvenile GB, GOM, and Mid-Atlantic south to Delaware Bay 35 - 100 Pebble and gravel 

Haddock adult GB, eastern side of Nantucket Shoals, and throughout GOM 40 - 150 

Broken ground, pebbles, 

smooth hard sand, and 

smooth areas between 

rocky patches 

Little skate 
juvenile/ 

adult 

GB through Mid-Atlantic Bight to Cape Hatteras, NC; 

includes estuaries from Buzzards Bay south to mainstem 

Chesapeake Bay 

0-137, most 

73 - 91 

Sandy or gravelly 

substrate or mud 

Ocean 

pout 
eggs 

GOM, GB, SNE, and Mid-Atlantic south to Delaware Bay, 

including the following estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to 

Saco Bay, Massachusetts Bay and Cape Cod Bay 

<50 

Generally sheltered nests 

in hard bottom in holes or 

crevices 

Ocean 

pout 
juvenile 

GOM, GB, SNE, Mid-Atlantic south to Delaware Bay and 

the following estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco Bay, 

Massachusetts Bay, and Cape Cod Bay 

< 50 

 

Close proximity to hard 

bottom nesting areas 

Ocean 

pout 
adult 

GOM, GB, SNE, Mid-Atlantic south to Delaware Bay and 

the following estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco Bay, 

MA Bay, Boston Harbor, and Cape Cod Bay 

< 80 
Smooth bottom near rocks 

or algae 
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Species 
Life 

Stage 
Geographic Area of EFH 

Depth 

(meters) 
Bottom Type 

Pollock adult 

GOME, GB, SNE, and Mid-Atlantic south to New Jersey 

and the following estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay, 

Damariscotta R., MA Bay, Cape Cod Bay, Long Island 

Sound 

15 – 365 
Hard bottom habitats 

including artificial reefs 

Red hake juvenile 

GOM, GB, continental shelf off SNE, and Mid-Atlantic 

south to Cape Hatteras, including the following estuaries: 

Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco Bay, Great Bay, MA Bay to 

Cape Cod Bay; Buzzards Bay to CT River, Hudson River, 

Raritan Bay, and Chesapeake Bay 

< 100 

Shell fragments, including 

areas with an abundance 

of live scallops 

Red hake adult 

GOM, GB, continental shelf off SNE, Mid-Atlantic south to 

Cape Hatteras, these estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay to Saco 

Bay, Great Bay, MA Bay to Cape Cod Bay; Buzzards Bay to 

CT River, Hudson River, Raritan Bay, Delaware Bay, and 

Chesapeake Bay 

10 - 130 

 

In sand and mud, in 

depressions  

Redfish juvenile GOM, southern edge of GB  25 - 400 Silt, mud, or hard bottom  

Redfish adult GOM, southern edge of GB  50 - 350 Silt, mud, or hard bottom  

Rosette 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 

Nantucket shoals and southern edge of GB to Cape Hatteras, 

NC 

33-530, 

most 74-274 

Soft substrate, including 

sand/mud bottoms 

Scup 
juvenile/

adult 

GOM to Cape Hatteras, NC, including the following 

estuaries: MA Bay, Cape Cod Bay to Long Island Sound, 

Gardiners Bay to Delaware inland bays, and Chesapeake 

Bay 

0-38 for juv 

 

2-185 for 

adult 

Demersal waters north of 

Cape Hatteras and inshore 

estuaries (various 

substrate types) 

Silver hake juvenile 

GOM, GB, continental shelf off SNE, Mid-Atlantic south to 

Cape Hatteras and the following estuaries: Passamaquoddy 

Bay to Casco Bay, ME, MA Bay to Cape Cod Bay 

20 – 270 All substrate types 

Summer 

Flounder 

juvenile/

adult 

GOM to Florida – estuarine and over continental shelf to 

shelf break 
0-250 

Demersal/estuarine waters, 

varied substrates. Mostly 

inshore in summer and 

offshore in winter. 

Smooth 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 
Offshore banks of GOM 

31–874, 

most 110-

457 

Soft mud (silt and clay), 

sand, broken shells, gravel 

and pebbles 

Thorny 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 

GOM and GB 

 

 

18-2000, 

most 111-

366 

Sand, gravel, broken shell, 

pebbles, and soft mud 

Tilefish 

juvenile/ 

adult 

 

Outer continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian 

boundary to the Virginia/North Carolina boundary 
100 - 300 

Burrows in clay (some 

may be semi-hardened 

into rock) 

White 

hake 
juvenile 

GOM, southern edge of GB, SNE to Mid-Atlantic and the 

following estuaries: Passamaquoddy Bay, ME to Great Bay, 

NH, Massachusetts Bay to Cape Cod Bay 

5 - 225 
Seagrass beds, mud, or 

fine grained sand 

Winter 

flounder 
adult 

GB, inshore areas of GOM, SNE, Mid- Atlantic south to 

Delaware Bay and the estuaries from Passamaquoddy Bay, 

ME to Chincoteague Bay, VA 

1 - 100 Mud, sand, and gravel 

Winter 

skate 

juvenile/ 

adult 

Cape Cod Bay, GB, SNE shelf through Mid-Atlantic Bight 

to North Carolina; includes the estuaries from Buzzards Bay 

south to the Chesapeake Bay mainstem 

0 - 371, 

most < 111 
Sand and gravel or mud 

Witch 

flounder 
juvenile 

GOM, outer continental shelf from GB south to Cape 

Hatteras 

50 - 450 to 

1500 
Fine grained substrate 

Witch 

flounder 
adult 

GOME, outer continental shelf from GB south to 

Chesapeake Bay 
25 - 300 Fine grained substrate 
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Species 
Life 

Stage 
Geographic Area of EFH 

Depth 

(meters) 
Bottom Type 

Yellowtail 

flounder 
adult 

GB, GOM, SNE and Mid-Atlantic south to Delaware Bay 

and these estuaries: Sheepscot River and Casco Bay, ME, 

MA Bay to Cape Cod Bay 

20 - 50 Sand or sand and mud 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date: April 1, 2016 

To: Chris Moore 

From: Julia Beaty 

Subject: Scup Gear Restricted Areas Framework 

A draft framework document for the Scup Gear Restricted Areas Framework, including a draft 
environmental assessment, will be posed to the website for the April 2016 Council meeting 
(http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016) by 5:00 pm on Tuesday April 5, 2016.  

 

Public comments on the framework received since the February 2016 Council meeting are 
included with this tab. 

 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

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

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2016
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Beaty, Julia

From: Hank Lackner <jdhlcl@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 8:07 PM
To: Moore, Christopher
Cc: Beaty, Julia
Subject: Re: Recent council meeting in Bern NC/ scup,squid GRA

Hello Chris,  
   Thanks for the quick response. As i read this, its data at the last minute AGAIN, Is Julia on overload.  Industry deserves 
a chance to read it, analyze it, and decide if attending a meeting is necessary .. Its just not fair to industry!!!  24%  more 
scup exposed..Are you telling me 24% of the scup population lives in that small area we requested?? You believe this .. 
Are we including area 616 for scup.. If so the percentage will again change.  
There is currently no gra there. As for the amount of squid , yes a lot of squid lives in our area maybe not 50% ,but a lot!!
I just got in from another scup trip.. My forth in 13 days. I understand and agree with the large changes to my initial 
proposal, but i knew they would not fly . Remember I am not  the only AP member.. I get the process, I  don't know if 
they do.. That is why I made the initial line as tight as I could.. I believe my initial recommendation is the right 
choice..please keep that in mind.. 
   I am troubled with the fact that the council must work off any data produced by the trawl survey. The trawl survey is 
under review/ revamp, hence the trawl advisory panel. The trawl survey does a horrible job at assessing a data poor 
species . Uncertainty goes two ways!!  Industry input should count. There are plenty of scup .Please remember the 
survey missed 42 days that year and data is being guessed at.. I see lots of small and large fluke, and small scup and a 
large biomass is present everywhere!!   Please remember a few years ago there was no scup recruitment , nor biomass,  
yet in a few short years we were 200% rebuilt.. Remember ,el nino as well as climate changes weigh heavily on recent 
surveys..It  is crucial to include these factors in your speaking with council members..I have always brought truthful real 
time data to the council and you are making a large mistake not listening to industry. Isn't the trawl survey in the middle 
of a revamp,to use that as a mechanism for your decision making is troubling. 
  EFP'S are nonsense. They were never recommended by Ap, though they were mentioned by a AP member,who spoke 
from past experience. An EFP is a quick way to eliminate the moving of the line..An EFP allows total access to the GRA.. 
Which industry is not in favor of.. 
 
 
 
    Exposed scup as well as potential squid caught in a GRA is a worthless analysis.. How do you know what industry 
would catch for squid inside a GRA, let alone scup outside one.. Use The trawl survey as an index?  How can you 
extrapolate scup by catch..is it regulatory..what if the new spec package increases by catch allowance  of scup in the 
small mesh fishery to 5000 lbs, where does Julia's analysis stand then.. 
  Gear has changed,by catch has substantially decreased ,considering we are now dealing with a resource that is 2oo% 
rebuilt. The fleet is also 33% of what it used to be..that seems to be forgotten!!! 
 
  I don't believe any of this was done fairly. Please allow moving of the GRA and industry will not let you down.. It is 
structured in such a way the pros will far exceed the slight chance of a con.. 
     Thanks , Hank Lackner 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
> On Feb 16, 2016, at 4:39 PM, Moore, Christopher <cmoore@mafmc.org> wrote: 
>  
>  
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> Hank ‐ Julia presented the staff (not her) recommendations at the Council meeting ‐ unfortunately she was not able to 
complete the analysis until just before the meeting.  However, all of the alternatives, including the AP alternative 
developed at the January AP meeting, were included in the briefing book and presented at the Council meeting. Given 
that this was the first time the Council had a chance to discuss the AP alternative, the Council chose not to adopt a 
preferred alternative until the April Council meeting.  At that meeting, we hope to have some additional economic 
analyses available as well as discuss any enforcement concerns.   
>  
> Julia presented the results of her analysis without bias. Analysis of the AP alternative indicates that 24% more scup 
could be exposed to capture with small mesh, while allowing access to 51% more squid ‐ however since these numbers 
are from the spring survey, January and February are not included.  Given the potential impact on scup, the recent 
declines in scup stock biomass and recruitment, as well as the uncertainty associated with current scup biomass 
estimates, staff were unwilling to recommend the AP alternative to the Council.  We also thought that a streamlined EFP 
program would allow industry folks access the GRAs to allow for the collection of additional data. As I understand it, AP 
members indicated that fishing gear and technique had changed substantially since the GRAs were first introduced and 
such a program would give them an opportunity to show how scup could be avoided and discards reduced. The EFP 
recommendation was developed by Council and GARFO staff after the AP meeting. 
>  
> I appreciate all the effort you have put into developing alternatives for the Council to consider and I look forward to 
our discussions in April.  As soon as it's available, we will make sure all the advisors receive the complete framework 
document to review. 
>  
> Please call or write if you have any additional comments or concerns.  
>  
> Also ‐ I'm sorry to hear about your Mom. My deepest condolences to you and your family.  
>  
> Chris 
>  
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Hank Lackner [mailto:jdhlcl@aol.com]  
> Sent: Friday, February 12, 2016 5:16 PM 
> To: Moore, Christopher <cmoore@mafmc.org> 
> Cc: Beaty, Julia <jbeaty@mafmc.org> 
> Subject: Recent council meeting in Bern NC/ scup,squid GRA 
>  
> Hello Chris, 
>  I just got in from fishing and wanted to check in..I am quite surprised at Julias presentation and have a few questions.. 
Why was her analysis not made public prior to the council meeting. This is the second time this type of thing has 
happened.. Who was it that requested it, and why was it done in only one persons perspective.. Maybe the AP would 
have requested a few other analysis's as well..  
> There was over 200 years of fishing experience at the AP meeting. I was there 1 day after my mothers passing, Chris 
Roebuck flew up from Florida and others gave up a weeks work. I think industry deserves better..  
>  When Julia said staff does not recommend moving the boundary, was she speaking personally or is staff plural..If so 
who else was involved..It sounded to me ,as if the meeting was talking about a squid GRA not a scup GRA. Where did 
this EFP thing come from..Imagine the enforcement issues there..  
>     Speaking about enforcement,it sounds like Patricia from the coast guard agrees with the new AP proposal..That 
shows we tried to make this work for all concerned entities.. 
>  
>  
>  
>   I do not think its fair that an economic analysis was not presented. Why didn't staff choose to do the economic 
analysis first.. Maybe nothing should have been presented if the entire package was not completed. 
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> Why didn't Julia make it clear that both commercial and recreation interests agreed at the AP meeting.. 
>    Why wasn't Julia's time spent analyzing the AP recommendation, not what she felt was important. 
>    All things considered , I don't believe this was done fairly and a biased report was given to the council.   I apologize 
for my anger, but this multi year lobby by the industry ,who spoke with intimate knowledge is being undermined by 
garbage statistics.. I equate it to using the word RELATIVELY LARGE to describe discards without attaching a percentage..
>      Thanks ,Hank Lackner 
>  
>  
> Sent from my iPad 
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Beaty, Julia

From: Chris Roebuck <roebuck3@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 8:45 AM
To: Moore, Christopher
Cc: Robins, Rick; Beaty, Julia
Subject: Scup GRA

Hi Chris, 
I'm sorry I wasn't able to attend the February council meeting regarding the scup GRA's. A couple of windy days are 
allowing me to try to catch up and understand what happened.  
I have read and reread all the presentations and information provided online including the AP meeting summary and 
council presentation and still cannot understand how such a well attended AP meeting could lead to the 
recommendation from council staff. 
The effort that industry members made to attended the AP meeting should speak for itself how important this issue is to 
the longfin squid fleet. To have several members who spend more time living next to the GRA line than they do on land 
was very fortunate.  
When I left that room I was under the impression that with unanimous consent among industry we had the problem 
solved. We want to catch squid and not anything else as bycatch. Through technological advances in both gear and 
acoustics and focusing efforts on avoiding non targeted species the longfin fleet has reduced bycatch numbers despite 
having some non targeted species such as scup exceed 200% of the biomass target. The best way to avoid bycatch of any 
species is to allow the fleet room to move around to naturally find clean concentrations of the targeted species. The 
current situation with the southern GRA closing off a large portion of the edge actually has the potential to increase 
bycatch by forcing the fleet to fish in a confined area which may contain more mixed species and therefore more 
bycatch. 
The ocean is not the same place it was in 1989. Many of the species that once existed in certain areas no longer migrate 
there and if they do it may be later in the calendar year due to an elongated cooling period in the fall. Scup is a prime 
example of a species that doesn't migrate as far south and moves out to the edge later than ever because of warming 
ocean trends and therefore data from two decades ago is not relevant and imposing regulations based on a calendar 
that scup no longer adhere to just doesn't make sense. 
I thought the panel members including myself made these issues clear at the AP meeting so I'm sure you can imagine 
why I was quite surprised at the recommendation put forth by council staff.  
After consulting with a council member who was at the meeting I learned that the alternative to be analyzed included 
the line drawn by industry at the AP meeting. For the longfin squid fleet, moving the eastern boundary shoaler is the 
crucial change we need. It's a small percentage in terms of square mileage but would make a huge difference to the 
squid fleet trying to access clean fishing. Eliminating areas 632 and 626 are not crucial for the squid fleet as long as the 
eastern boundary is changed but is just something that just doesn't make sense to maintain as a restricted area if none 
of those fish migrate there anymore.  
I was the member mentioned in the meeting summary who recommended moving the southern GRA start date and 
several others agreed. Due to climate change, all species which are temperature dependant and migrate to the edge 
take longer to get there because the water is not cooling as early or as fast as it used to. Scup are a prime example. 
Boats who are fishing for scup now fish in 30‐40 fathom in January not in the 40‐300 fathom range now covered by the 
southern GRA therefore the timing of the GRA just doesn't make sense in 2016. 
Just to be clear, changing the eastern boundary to what industry recommended at the AP meeting is the most important 
issue, but to leave additional regulations in place that are not justified or beneficial just doesn't make sense. 
I would have expected the staff recommendation would have taken some of these issues into account as I thought they 
were well represented at the AP meeting. 
Thanks for your time and look forward to seeing you in April. 
Good luck 
Chris Roebuck 



My name is Mark Phillips and I would like to address some of the misconceptions of the scup GRAs  and 

in order to do that the council and NOAA need a history lesson about scup management. There was 

NONE it was unimportant because it was a poor people’s fish.  Toward the latter part of the first 

summer flounder  FMP development I started asking for a simple plan for scup a federal size limit of 9 

inch this was based on 95% sexual maturity at 8.75 inches, I was trying to stop the killing of scup by 

bringing them to the dock and having the dock sort the fish, this would force fishermen that were 

targeting  scup to pull a bigger bag. The council listened and dismissed me but I persisted and kept 

coming back and I would get laughed at buy the council  this went on for 9 years but I did make friends 

even though they didn’t agree with me. The sad part is the scup biomass kept getting smaller and the 

research ship was having trouble finding scup.  

I tried to get the council to just do something on the commercial side, I tried to get the council to do 2 

size limits 9” commercial and 7” recreational nothing it was almost like the council and NOAAA wanted 

the stock to collapse. I persisted with encouragement from 2 people Jim  Ruhle and Jim King who kept 

telling me not to compromise my principles. I was being attacked by almost all the commercial 

fishermen, Cape May hated me, the recreational kept complaining they wouldn’t be able keep anything, 

Tony DeLernia said the small charterboats wouldn’t be able to keep any scup.  Everyone had a fixation 

on keeping small scup and I just wanted the fish to be able to spawn once.  I thought I had gotten the 

council to make a recommendation for the states to put a minimum size of 9” in, but NY and NJ scuttled 

it in a meeting at Gurney”s Inn in Montauk.  

About 1 or 2 years before the scup FMP went through we had a huge year class or two of scup and I 

knew if they could spawn once we would see a huge uptick in the stock size. I would steam for 25 miles 

through nothing but small scup meanwhile the council and NOAA drag their feet about doing anything 

and making something very simple become more and more complicated then we go through more of 

the blame game I was at a joint ASMFC/Council meeting and the accusations were flying from the 

ASMFC/Council that it was the commercial guys that destroyed the fishery, it was and  it wasn’t yes 

some boats were bringing a lot of small scup to the dock and getting nothing out of it, but you had some 

fishermen who figured out if you pulled a big bag you caught bigger fish with very little discard and the 

council refused to listen to them and laughed at me.  

As we get closer to the scup FMP we argue about different mesh sizes Joel Hovanesian and I do a mesh 

size and scup demonstration we got told not to ever do that again but it was a good visual tool. Those 

same big schools of scup are getting bigger and miraculously nobody is working on them.  

When the FMP is implemented scup are in a good position to rebound quickly because we have 1 or 2 

good year classes reaching sexual maturity at the same time we are implementing a minimum fish size, a 

mesh size and a trip limit. NOAA and the council pat themselves on the back because mother nature was 

good to them, but why was it necessary to destroy the stock because NOAA and the council refused to 

listen to fishermen? 



Because we didn’t have a stock assessment we didn’t realize how fast the stock is rebuilding and NOAA 

was doing everything it can to discredit fishermen’s observations and again we have issues with the 

research vessel and timely data matching reality.  

Several years after the scup FMP Gordon Colvin from NY DEC told me if we had listened to me in the first 

place there would never have been the stock problem we had and now fishermen that disagreed with 

me say I was right and can’t believe they use to save scup smaller than 9”.  I still firmly believe the most 

important thing for scup is the 9” fish size and the ability to have spawned once. I don’t believe the 

mesh size was necessary (with scup you cannot physically handle large discards so you have to pull the 

correct bag size), the scup GRAs have done nothing. The 9” fish with or without the GRAs are the reason 

scup were rebuilt. Throughout the FMP process I was the most active fisherman in the process Chris 

Moore and Tony DeLernia are probably the only 2 that were involved in the scup FMP process that are 

still here. 

Mark S Phillips 

210 Atlantic Ave  

Greenport NY 11944 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: March 29, 2016   

TO: Council 

FROM: Jason Didden 

SUBJECT: Spiny Dogfish Trip Limit 

 

 

During the specifications process, the Councils took no action to change the current 5,000 pound trip 

limit.  On February 5, 2016 the ASMFC sent a letter to John Bullard/NMFS requesting that the spiny 

dogfish trip limit be increased to 6,000 pounds.  The letter is attached below.  The submitted 

Environmental Assessment (EA) considers a trip limit range of 5,000 (currently preferred), 6,000 

pounds, or 7,000 pounds.  While NMFS and Council staffs are currently working to perfect the EA and 

publish a proposed rule maintaining the 5,000 pound trip limit, the Council(s) could communicate to 

NMFS that a 6,000 pound trip limit is now preferred, and NMFS could select that alternative for the 

final rule. 

 

Staff analyzed preliminary 2015 (calendar year) commercial Vessel Trip Report (VTR) data, which is 

the first full year when a 5,000 pound trip limit was in effect.  There were approximately 1,100 trips that 

caught between 4,600 pounds and 5,000 pounds of spiny dogfish, which are the trips that might likely 

take advantage of a higher trip limit.  While not all of those trips would catch 1,000 extra pounds, as an 

approximation, one might expect around 1.1 million extra pounds of dogfish as a result of the higher trip 

limit if the fishery otherwise operates similarly in the future (1,100*1,000 = 1.1 million).  Given the low 

price of dogfish, it is not expected that a relatively small trip limit increase would substantially change 

effort.  Also, it is likely that fish availability and market conditions will influence future catches more 

than a minor change to the trip limit.  Accordingly, it is not expected that an increase to 6,000 pounds 

would appreciably increase the risk of a fishery closure at the anticipated quota levels, but any trip limit 

increase will add some probability of reaching the quota, especially if there are favorable market 

conditions.        

 

Staff has previously noted that there are a variety of perspectives across the fishery regarding the spiny 

dogfish trip limit.  For example, see related discussion in the last Advisory Panel fishery performance 

report (http://www.mafmc.org/s/2015-Dogfish_FPR.pdf).  The Council is hosting a public 

information/input webinar on the spiny dogfish trip limit on Thursday, April 7 

(http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2016/public-information-meeting-dogfish-trip-limits), and a 

summary of that meeting will be provided to the Council ASAP afterward.    

 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/s/2015-Dogfish_FPR.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2016/public-information-meeting-dogfish-trip-limits








DRAFT

Draft National Bycatch 
Reduction Strategy 

NOAA Fisheries’ core mission is to promote productive and sustainable fisheries and improve the recovery 
and conservation of protected resources—all backed by sound science and an ecosystem-based approach to 
management. One key aspect of fulfilling this mission is reducing bycatch. This National Bycatch Reduction 
Strategy is intended to guide and coordinate our efforts to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality in the  
coming years. 

Bycatch occurs when fishing operations unintentionally catch and discard 
fish, cause unobserved injury and mortality, or interact with living marine 
resources such as marine mammals, sea turtles, seabirds, protected fish, 
corals, and sponges. 

NOAA Fisheries has mandates under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (MSA), Marine Mammal Protection 
Act (MMPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and other domestic laws and 
international agreements to reduce and minimize bycatch, but these  
mandates address bycatch in different ways. Under the MSA, bycatch is 
defined as fish1 that are harvested in a fishery, but which are not sold or kept 
for personal use, and includes both economic and regulatory discards. An economic discard is a fish that is 
caught but is discarded because it has a low market value--for example, it may be too small, of poor quality, or 
discarded for other economic reasons. A regulatory discard is a fish that is discarded because regulations do not 
allow fishermen to retain the fish when it is caught. 

For protected species under the ESA and MMPA, bycatch is a type of “take.” The ESA and MMPA have different 
definitions of take; however, in general, take includes any of the following actions: capturing, collecting, 
harming, harassing, hunting, killing, pursuing, shooting, trapping, or wounding any species protected by the 
MMPA or the ESA, or attempting to engage in any such conduct. While “take” is generally prohibited for species 
protected under the MMPA and ESA, both laws include exemptions to prohibitions on incidental take in  
some circumstances. 

For the purposes of this document, NOAA Fisheries defines “bycatch” broadly, as discarded fish or interactions 
between fishing operations and protected species. This definition is not specific to any one statute, but broadly 
encompasses the many statutes NOAA Fisheries implements. 

Similarly, “reducing bycatch” refers to efforts that can minimize the amount of bycatch, as well as minimize the 
mortality, serious injury, and impact (e.g. biological, economic social) of bycatch that does occur. Reducing 
bycatch may also include efforts to encourage utilization of economic discards in commercial fisheries. 

INTRODUCTION

1Fish, as defined in the MSA, “means finfish, mollusks, crustaceans, and all other forms of marine animal and plant life other than 
marine mammals and birds.” 16 U.S.C. § 1802(12). The MSA definition of fish includes sea turtles, corals, and sponges. 

What is bycatch?

1



Why can bycatch be a problem?

Impacts from bycatch and bycatch mortality vary across fisheries, and can have significant biological, 
economic, and social consequences. Bycatch can affect protected species by harming individuals, contributing 
to population declines, and impeding population recovery. Bycatch can also contribute to overfishing 
and impede fishery rebuilding plans. There can be economic and social impacts to fishermen and their 
communities if bycatch levels trigger a regulatory action, such as closure of a fishery. When one stock in a 
multi-stock fishery has regulatory limits on bycatch, catch of other stocks within the fishery may be restricted 
when the limit is met. This can create economic costs and uncertainty for fishermen and fishing communities. 
Bycatch can also have ecological impacts on foraging, predation, or other processes that affect marine 
ecosystems and fishery productivity. Bycatch of habitat-forming benthic species, such as corals and sponges, 
can cause damage to habitats for fish and other species. 

What is NOAA Fisheries doing about bycatch?

For many years, NOAA Fisheries and our partners have made significant investments in bycatch reduction 
programs. To ensure we continue to make advancements in addressing bycatch both domestically and 
internationally, we have reviewed our programs and identified new strategies to further this work. We 
conducted the first review of our bycatch work in 1997-1998, which resulted in the 1998 report, Managing the 
Nation’s Bycatch: Priorities, Programs and Actions for the National Marine Fisheries Service. In 2003, NOAA 
Fisheries’ National Bycatch Strategy built on that work and outlined concrete actions to enhance NOAA 
Fisheries’ bycatch efforts. 

Since publishing the 2003 strategy, we have worked closely with our partners to develop and implement 
bycatch reduction efforts across many program areas, including: 

Although some of the activities outlined in the 2003 National Bycatch Strategy are still relevant, many 
have been completed. In addition, the 2007 MSA reauthorization created new requirements for bycatch 
minimization. This National Bycatch Reduction Strategy reflects current efforts and ensures that programs are 
aligned with both current and emerging priorities. 

• Working with the regional fishery management councils to develop and 
   implement robust management measures to minimize bycatch, including 
   time and area closures 
• Developing bycatch reduction technologies, such as turtle excluder devices 
   (TEDs) and bycatch reduction devices, , to be used in active fishing gear
• Convening multi-stakeholder Marine Mammal Take Reduction Teams
• Supporting national research programs, such as the Bycatch Reduction 
   Engineering Program
• Implementing observer programs to record at-sea bycatch
• Promoting the adoption of bycatch reduction measures in international 
   regional fishery management organizations
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DRAFT• Monitor and Estimate: We monitor and estimate the rates of bycatch and bycatch 
mortality in fisheries to understand the level of impact and the nature of the interaction.

• Research and Development: We conduct and support research to improve estimates 
of bycatch rates, better understand the impacts of bycatch on species interactions and 
community dynamics, modify fishing gear, and develop mitigation tools to minimize 
bycatch and its impacts. 

• Implement and Manage: We work with partners to develop and implement domestic 
management measures and promote the adoption and implementation of international 
measures to address bycatch and its impacts. 

• Evaluate and Improve: We evaluate the effectiveness of science and management 
programs to determine whether programs achieve stated goals and identify needed 
improvements.

• Enforce: We enforce fishery management measures and work with state, federal, and 
international partners to ensure compliance with all applicable laws. 

• Communicate: We communicate within the Agency and to stakeholders to maximize 
the impact of bycatch reduction efforts. 

Monitor
&

Estimate

Research 
& Develop

ImplementEnforce

Communicate

Evaluate & 
Improve

Efforts to address bycatch fall into six broad program areas (below). This strategy recognizes that we can 
be most effective in achieving our goal to reduce bycatch when there is coordination across these program 
areas, within the agency, and with partners, fishermen, and other stakeholders. The objectives and strategies 
in this document provide a framework to enhance the effectiveness of current programs and improve 
coordination among those program areas. 
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Objective: Strengthen monitoring and data collection programs through cost-effective use 
                     of new and existing tools (e.g., observers, logbooks, and electronic technologies 
                     to collect bycatch data that inform agency bycatch priorities. 

Monitoring fisheries is crucial for assessing bycatch and bycatch mortality and measuring progress toward 
reducing bycatch and improving utilization of fish resources, and we seek to build on and improve our 
monitoring approaches. In addition to using existing tools (e.g., logbooks, observers, and electronic 
technologies), we are committed to developing and investing in new data collection techniques, as appropriate. 
The strategies outlined below will facilitate efforts to improve monitoring and data collection programs. 

Bycatch Objectives and Strategies

a. Promote transparency and effectiveness of bycatch monitoring and data collection 
    programs while maintaining confidentiality. 
b. Ensure that data collected are compiled, analyzed, and available for resource 
    managers to characterize national and regional bycatch trends to better inform 
    policy and management decisions.
c. Improve the availability of information on monitoring program results and how 
    those results are integrated into management decisions.
d. Comprehensively evaluate bycatch data collection programs to identify data gaps, 
    identify program improvements, and address new and existing priorities. 
e. Continue to foster and strengthen state, federal, and international partnerships to 
    facilitate data sharing and collaboration.
f. Provide guidance on collecting, recording, and reporting bycatch data.
g. Support improved management of bycatch within regional fisheries management 
    organizations and intergovernmental agreements, through improved data collection 
    and compliance with data reporting requirements.

Goal of the Strategy
The goal of this strategy is to guide and coordinate NOAA Fisheries’ efforts under the MSA, MMPA, ESA, 
and other relevant mandates to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality and to encourage utilization of 
discards to maintain sustainable fisheries while conserving and recovering protected species.

The objectives and strategies presented here address multiple domestic and international program areas and 
are designed to align ongoing and future regional, national, and international bycatch related efforts with our 
overall goal to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality and increase utilization of discards. National and regional 
action plans will be developed to identify specific actions that will advance this national strategy. Due to the 
varying nature of bycatch across regions, the objectives and strategies are meant to be adapted and customized 
in each action plan to address the unique needs of each region and program area. The development of action 
plans will engage partners and also involve stakeholders to identify creative solutions and help prioritize 
efforts to reduce bycatch. 

Strategies
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Objective: Clarify bycatch research needs and support research programs to meet 
                     these needs.

NOAA Fisheries has a long history of investing in bycatch research to address gaps in knowledge and data 
that can hinder finding innovative solutions. We will continue to work with the fishing industry, academic 
groups, environmental organizations, international partners, and others to better understand bycatch issues 
and to develop tools and technology to reduce bycatch. We are committed to supporting innovative research 
that addresses bycatch, whether it is through gear technology, bycatch avoidance programs, creative solutions 
to management challenges, or new evaluation techniques. The strategies outlined below will ensure that we 
prioritize research that addresses some of our most pressing bycatch research needs and challenges. 

a. Use existing program reviews and other means to identify regional research 
    priorities that further bycatch reduction and research. Emphasis will be placed on 
    balancing research investments in a) selective gear technology, b) economic research 
    on the performance of regulatory and economic incentive-based bycatch reduction 
    approaches, and c) long-term data collection and monitoring.
b. Identify opportunities to strengthen regional conservation engineering programs 
    and economic research through national-level coordination and collaboration.
c. Provide guidance to external research partners about bycatch research priorities in 
    grant solicitations, and identify mechanisms to communicate research results 
    regarding NOAA Fisheries-funded programs.
d. Align and coordinate available NOAA funding under the Bycatch Reduction 
    Engineering Program, Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant Program, and the Cooperative 
    Research Program to ensure bycatch research produces tools that are useful 
    for management and enforcement purposes, and are likely to be successful when 
    implemented.
e. Track NOAA Fisheries-funded research as it transitions to management decisions to 
    measure the success and applicability of science tools resulting from such research, 
    and to modify those tools as needed. 
f. Encourage research that explores increased utilization of incidentally caught fish 
    that would otherwise be discarded. 
g. Improve availability of information about NOAA Fisheries’ research priorities for 
    bycatch reduction to inform future research and management decisions.
h. Develop and support relevant international partnerships to support NOAA 
    Fisheries’ research priorities. 

Strategies
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a. Review and update as necessary existing guidance for estimating bycatch to ensure 
    that it reflects the best scientific information available and encourages consideration 
    of electronic technologies. 
b. Consider whether “best practices” can be developed and applied across managed 
    fisheries and protected species to improve bycatch estimates as needed for fishery 
    management. Promote best practices internationally, as appropriate. 
c. Improve methods to account for total catch (including discards) across all  
    federal fisheries.
d. Examine the use of bycatch estimates in stock assessments and document 
    approaches for incorporating data that have high levels of uncertainty.
e. Improve understanding of post-release mortality of fishery and protected species 
    through the implementation of the Action Plan for Fish Release Mortality Science 
    and current best practices for protected species, respectively.
f. Improve availability of information on discard and take estimates to managers and 
    the public. 
g. Strengthen approaches to assessing the impacts of bycatch on the ecosystem across 
    multiple fisheries. 

Objective: Improve discard and take estimates for use in commercial and recreational 
fishery management. 

Immediate and post-release mortality with fishing gear can impact rebuilding timelines of fisheries and 
the recovery of protected species, necessitating additional management measures to reduce bycatch, and 
limiting opportunities for fishermen to harvest target species. We are committed to finding new solutions to 
improve discard and take estimates, and related information to support effective fishery and protected species 
management. The strategies outlined below will improve the information available on the magnitude and 
impact of bycatch. 

Strategies
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Objective: Improve management measures designed to reduce bycatch, while 
strengthening understanding of the economic and social factors contributing to bycatch 
and the effectiveness of bycatch measures. 

Bycatch and bycatch mortality are threats to sustainable fisheries and the recovery and conservation of many 
protected species populations, can adversely affect marine ecosystems, and can have significant economic 
and social impacts on commercial and recreational fisheries. Managers should explore new management 
approaches to reduce bycatch in commercial and recreational fisheries, and consider benefits and costs of 
management alternatives to find the most effective solutions both domestically and internationally. Creating 
incentives for fishermen to more fully utilize their catch, when appropriate will require a strong understanding 
of the underlying economic drivers that shape fisheries. The strategies outlined below will guide these efforts. 

a. Work with partners, the fishing industry, and key stakeholders to develop, implement, 
    understand, and promote effective and efficient bycatch reduction measures.
b. Continue to support the development and implementation of species-specific bycatch 
    reduction measures, conduct post-implementation analyses of the effectiveness of 
    measures (e.g., circle hooks, TEDs, and “hot spot” area closures), and modify those 
    measures as needed.
c. Obtain a better understanding of the role of technological change and technology 
    adoption in fisheries that can reduce bycatch.
d. Support efforts to analyze the relative effectiveness of economic incentive-based 
    approaches to bycatch reduction such as cap and trade programs, risk pools, and  
    certification programs.
e. Support efforts to encourage utilization of discards and support efforts to reduce 
    regulatory discards. 
f. Improve availability of information for assessment of social and economic impacts 
    of bycatch to better inform stakeholders and to support management decisions and 
    post-regulation analyses.
g. Develop best practices for working with states to identify management measures 
    that will mitigate the bycatch of protected species. 
h. Ensure U.S. delegations advance bycatch reduction measures in international forums, 
    such as the United Nations Fish Stock Agreement Review Conference, General 
    Assembly, and Food and Agriculture Organization; regional fisheries management 
    organizations; and multilateral environmental agreements.

Strategies
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Objective: Strengthen the effectiveness of management measures through regular review 
and coordination with law enforcement.

Enforceable management measures are critical to successfully reducing bycatch. We are committed to working 
with our enforcement partners and managers to ensure that enacted management measures are enforceable 
and trackable, including those that support the safety of observers. The strategies outlined below will help 
guide these efforts.

a. Establish or strengthen feedback loops between councils, Marine Mammal Take 
    Reduction Teams, and fisheries managers and enforcement personnel at regional, 
    national, and international levels to identify trends, opportunities, and challenges 
    regarding the “enforceability” of new and existing policies and regulations. 
b. Use joint enforcement agreements to ensure effective working relationships and data 
    sharing between the NOAA Fisheries Office of Law Enforcement, states, and the 
    U.S. Coast Guard, and where applicable, relevant foreign nations.
c. Support observer safety through the robust enforcement of observer safety 
    requirements and outreach to observers and the fishing industry. Ensure regulations 
    consider and encompass strong compliance tools that limit impacts to observer 
    safety, work environments, and work areas, and adopt stronger observer safety 
    measures within regional fisheries management organizations. 
d. Support strong communications with observers at sea to promote timely 
    enforcement response, observer program support, and data transmission.

Strategies
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Objective: Improve communication within NOAA Fisheries and increase partner 
and stakeholder awareness, understanding, and engagement through open, two-way 
communication.

Bycatch is a complex issue that crosses organizational, jurisdictional, and national lines. Effective 
communication and coordination will improve understanding of bycatch issues and opportunities to find 
creative solutions. We want to work collaboratively with partners and stakeholders to have a common 
understanding of bycatch, our efforts to address it, and lessons learned as well as identify opportunities for 
partnerships to further bycatch reduction. We will use the strategies outlined below to guide our efforts to 
ensure clear and effective communication about bycatch programs and efforts. 

a. Identify ways to more broadly and regularly disseminate observer data, while 
    preserving confidential information, results from research and development 
    projects, and share information on regulatory actions and other management 
    actions across programs.
b. Distinguish between protected species, fish, other types of bycatch and their 
    respective conservation and management requirements. 
c. Improve the availability of information about regional and national bycatch trends 
    in the context of fisheries and protected species conservation and management goals.
d. Encourage an ecosystem-based approach to achieving species protection and 
    recovery goals, and habitat protection.
e. Work with partners to better align and balance our shared bycatch priorities  
    and concerns.
f. Develop communication strategies to promote awareness of bycatch and discard 
    mortality issues among the recreational fishing community.
g. Continue to foster relationships with international partners and stakeholders and 
    actively engage within international forums to better understand and address  
    bycatch concerns.

Next steps: National and Regional Action Plans
 
This National Bycatch Reduction Strategy, consisting of six objectives and corresponding strategies, is a 
national framework for improving efforts to reduce bycatch. After finalizing this strategy, NOAA Fisheries  
will implement it through the development of national and regional action plans—in coordination with 
partners and stakeholders—to identify priority actions. The action plans will engage partners and  
stakeholders to identify creative solutions and help us prioritize efforts to reduce bycatch. While budgets 
and other operational factors will affect how each action plan is developed and implemented, these plans are 
expected to guide efforts across the agency to ensure a coordinated, transparent effort to achieve our goal of 
reducing bycatch. 

Strategies
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NEFSC REPORT TO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCILS MARCH 2016)      

SURVEYS AND FIELD STUDIES 
 
Bottom Trawl Survey:  The Fall Bottom Trawl Survey, conducted on NOAA Ship Henry B. Bigelow, 

took place from August 31 – November 7, 2015. The four cruise legs included trawl, 
plankton and CTD sampling. The Bigelow went into dry dock at Brooklyn Naval Shipyard in 
December for major repair and routine maintenance.  Major work delays have pushed the 
Spring survey start date back about one month. Leg 1 is set to begin in early April.  We are 
working closely with the NOAA Office of Marine and Aviation Operations to overcome the 
challenges this presents for completing all survey stations as efficiently as is possible. We are 
also consulting with data users to ensure requirements for upcoming stock assessments are 
met, and to mitigate effects on the marine mammal survey that follows the spring bottom 
trawl survey. 

 
Western Gulf of Maine Longline Survey: Northeast Cooperative Research Program and FEMAD 

staff worked at sea in the fall and early winter with industry vessels to survey for fish that 
may not be well sampled by trawl. 

 
Ecosystem Monitoring Survey: The Fall Ecosystem Survey on the NOAA Ship Gordon Gunter 

concluded in late Oct after sampling the Mid-Atlantic Bight, Southern New England and 
Georges Bank.   

 
NEAMAP Survey: Northeast Cooperative Research Program staff joined the NEAMAP crew on 

the F/V Darana R to discuss an upcoming collaborative project on herring/river herring. 
 
Monthly fish surveys of the Penobscot River Estuary: Population Dynamics Branch/Atlantic 

Salmon Team conducts monthly surveys using a surface trawl and mobile split beam 
SONAR. They also monitor the estuary use by telemetry tagged animals.   

 
Sea turtle monitoring: Protected Species Branch staff worked in October and November with 

collaborators from Coonamessett Farm Foundation and Wellfleet Bay Wildlife Sanctuary 
to survey sea turtles in Cape Cod Bay.  

 
Right Whales: The NEFSC Aerial Survey team flew over Southern New England waters and the 

Gulf of Maine during November - January to monitor whales (right whales, humpbacks, 
sei, minke, fin, and pilot), seals and dolphins.  

 
 Seals: In January staff from NEFSC (Protected Species Branch and Ecosystems Survey Branch) 

and WHOI used a drone to survey gray seals during breeding season in Vineyard Sound.  
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River/sea herring:  During January - February, staff from EPD and NCRP are sampling sea and 

river herring along environmental gradients aboard commercial vessels near Block Island. 
 
Ecosystems Surveys Branch-Industry trawl sweep evaluation cruise: In November ESB and 

Northeast Cooperative Research Program staff worked aboard the F/V Karen Elizabeth to 
further evaluate the performance of the standardized bottom trawl survey trawl sweep off 
Georges Bank. 

 
Observer Program (Fisheries Sampling):  The Fisheries Sampling Branch (FSB) completed 2,444 

sea days from October 1, 2015 – December 31, 2015.  This comprises days from the 
Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (1,486 sea days), At-Sea Monitoring (514 sea days), 
and Industry funded Scallop (444 sea days), for Quarter 1 in Fiscal Year 2016. 

 
Electronic Monitoring (EM) - The FSB continues to actively work as part of the EM Pre-
Implementation Working Group to develop a program in the groundfish fishery and 
consider options the Atlantic herring and mackerel midwater trawl fisheries.  Work to 
support EM in these fisheries will include data integration, eVTR reporting, catch 
methodologies, performance standards for EM providers, database structure, and 
program management.  The agency issued two reports in the summer of 2015 comparing 
the projected costs of two different operational EM programs (groundfish and midwater 
trawl) with the costs of more traditional observer/at-sea monitoring programs.  

 
Groundfish - For the Multispecies Groundfish 2015 fishing year, FSB's preliminary 
estimates of coverage are 6.2% NEFOP and 12.1% ASM (18.3% combined), totaling 1,269 
observed trips.  This is below the target which is 24% combined NEFOP/ASM, due primarily 
to trip cancellations.  The transition date to industry paying for coverage is March 1, 2016.     

 
Atlantic Sea Scallops - FSB has updated databases for additional fish disposition codes to 
more accurately account for poor quality scallops and high grading, as requested by 
scallop industry and NEMFC.  These will become operational in late January, 2016. 
 

Average Scallop Coverage rates (March 2015 – January 2016): 
Mid Atlantic Access Area, Limited Access Vessels = 11.3% (11% target) 
Mid Atlantic Access Area, General Category Vessels = 2.3% (9% target) 
Open Areas (GBK & MA), Limited Access Vessels = 10.1% (13% target) 
Open Areas (GBK & MA), General Category Vessels = 5.3% (9% target) 
 

Ocean Quahog and Surf Clam - Since August 2015 , 22 trips (~60 seadays) were completed 
aboard vessels in Massachusetts and New Jersey ports. 
 
American Lobster - Changes to the sampling frame for the lobster fishery were 
implemented, via an updated SBRM analysis performed by the Population Dynamics 
Branch as requested by the Atlantic States.  For the rest of this SBRM year (January 
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through March 2016), the target of seadays is 32 for Maine, 2 for New Hampshire, 6 for 
Massachusetts, 1 Rhode Island, and 4 for New Jersey, and 1 for Connecticut.  New vessel 
selection protocols and an adjustment to the seaday schedule went into place in January, 
2016 to get a broader and more representative sample.   

Training, with number of graduates and trainees listed: At-Sea Monitoring (October 13-
28,2015): 19; NEFOP to ASM Cross Training (November 2-6,2015): 12; At-Sea Monitoring 
Recertification ll (November 16, 2015): 12; At-Sea Monitoring Recertification (November 
18-20, 2015): 17; Safety lll  (November 17, 2015): 5; ASM to IFS Cross Training (January 13-
27, 2016): 9; Safety ll (January 2016): 15; Clam Dredge Certification (January 2016): 9; 
Longline Certification (January 2016):7; IFS Initial Certification (February 9 – 26, 2016)-17 
in training; Safety I (February 18-19, 2016)-17 anticipated. 

 

STOCK ASSESSMENTS AND PEER REVIEWS  
 

SAW Working Groups. SAW WGs were formed to carry out future stock assessments of black 
sea bass, surfclam, ocean quahog, and witch flounder. 

 
SARC Benchmark Meetings: Plans are underway for SARC-61 during July 19-21(surfclam) and 

SARC-62 during November 29 – December 2, 2016 (black sea bass, witch flounder) in 
Woods Hole.  A peer review of black sea bass spatial partitioning, led by the MAFMC SSC, 
took place Feb. 23, 2016. 

 
Monkfish. Planning meetings were held to determine the appropriate process for the monkfish 

data update and peer review in first half of 2016. 
 
Data updates and Assessment Updates. Work is underway on requests from the MAFMC in 

2016 for assessment updates (summer flounder) and data updates (mackerel, black sea 
bass, bluefish, ocean quahog, dogfish, surfclam, butterfish, tilefish, longfin and shortfin 
squid, and scup). Updates will also be carried out for 7 species in the skate complex 
managed by NEFMC. 

 
Georges Bank Yellowtail flounder, Eastern GB haddock, Eastern GB cod. These stocks are co-

managed with Canada and assessed jointly within the TRAC process.  The TRAC is scheduled 
for July 11-14 in Woods Hole.  http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/trac/ 

 

OTHER CENTER ACTIVITIES/ACHIEVEMENTS  
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Study Fleet vessel information exchange:  Staff from EPD/Behavioral Ecology Branch will involve study 
fleet vessels in collaborative research into Atlantic mackerel and squid so that information on fish 
behavior and habitat use can be exchanged between the fishing boat and researchers. 

 
 Ocean acidification and fish embryos: Staff from ED/Culture Systems and Habitat Evaluation Branch 

examined black sea bass and scup embryos for abnormalities after exposure to three experimental 
levels of CO2 . 

 
Northeast Regional Habitat Prioritization: Co-authored by EPD, READ, and GARFO staffers, this 

document rates all stocks managed by the New England and Mid Atlantic Fishery Management 
Councils with respect to habitat research needed to improve stock assessments and advance 
essential fish habitat (EFH) science.  The report is available online: 
https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/habitat/prioritization/index 

 
Habitat modeling for squid, mackerel, and herring: Staff from EPD/Behavioral Ecology Branch 

is working with industry to gather temperature-depth data and develop coding to simulate 
thermal habitat throughout water column to enhance ecosystem-based management for 
these species. 

 
Marine Resource Education Program (MREP):  MREP modules were taught in January and 

February in VA and MD. Teachers included staff from NEFSC, GARFO, and NMFS HQ. 
 
Electronic reporting: Northeast Cooperative Research Program Study Fleet staff are deploying 

an improved version of the Fisheries Logbook Reporting Software and testing the new 
module for herring on mid-water and paired trawlers in New Bedford. Certain boats will 
be using the herring module to export data to Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 
for use in the River Herring Bycatch Avoidance Network. 

 
Spawning winter flounder and tomcod collected for co-stressor experiments: In January, staff 

from the EPD/Behavioral Ecology Branch collected winter flounder and Atlantic tomcod 
for studies on the effects of environmental stressors on early life-stages of fish.  

 
Jonah crab study: Staff from Population Dynamics Branch and NEFSC science aquarium 

(OMI/Research Communications Branch) are collaborating with researchers from 
Massachusetts Department of Marine Fisheries to study the life history of Jonah crabs.  

 
TED [Turtle Excluder Device] tested:  Staff from the Protected Species Branch staff are working 

with the SEFSC to test a new TED on flounder vessels out of Virginia. 
 
Loggerhead turtles: Staff from the Protected Species Branch helped deliver recovering cold-

stunned loggerhead turtles to Florida for rehabilitation. 
 

https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/habitat/prioritization/index
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Acoustic telemetry receivers deployed in the Penobscot Estuary retrieved: In collaboration 
with U. Maine and USGS, staff from the Northeast Salmon Team retrieved receivers to 
monitor tagged diadromous fish.   

 
Ecosystems Surveys Branch-Industry trawl sweep evaluation cruise: In November ESB and 

Northeast Cooperative Research Program staff worked aboard the F/V Karen Elizabeth to 
further evaluate the performance of the standardized bottom trawl survey trawl sweep off 
Georges Bank. 

 
Spiny Dogfish experiments: Staff from EPD/Behavioral Ecology Branch are conducting  

experiments to improve dogfish consumption rate estimates for use in ecosystem 
assessment models. 

 
SMAST outreach, New Bedford MA: Social Sciences Branch staff are preparing to teach a course  on 

environmental and resource economics and policy, along with SMAST faculty. 

PUBLICATONS  
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Aquaculture. 
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New England groundfish stocks. Accepted by Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. 
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Accepted in Environmental Biology of Fishes. 
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6 

Giner J-L, H Zhao, MS Dixon, and GH Wikfors. Bioconversion of 13C-labeled microalgal phytosterols 
to cholesterol by the Northern bay scallop, Argopecten irradians irradians. Comp. Biochem. 
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AMERICAN LOBSTER MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 2, 2016) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC American Lobster Board Approves  
Jonah Crab Draft Addendum I for Public Comment 

 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s American Lobster Management Board approved Draft Addendum I to the 
Jonah Crab Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for public comment. The Draft Addendum proposes changes to the 
incidental bycatch limits for non‐trap gear (e.g., otter trawls, gillnets) and non‐lobster trap gear (e.g., fish, crab, 
and whelk pots). For non‐trap gear, the Draft Addendum includes options to maintain, increase, or eliminate the 
bycatch limit, while options for non‐lobster traps include establishing bycatch limits of varying size or maintaining 
no limit on these gears. The intent of the Draft Addendum is to cap incidental landings of Jonah crab while 
ensuring the inclusion of current participants in the Jonah crab fishery.  
 
The FMP currently prescribes a 200 crab per calendar day/500 crab per trip incidental bycatch limit for non‐trap 
gear; however, concerns were expressed over the appropriateness of these limits. Data submitted by the New 
England Fishery Management Council and NOAA Fisheries illustrate while 97‐99% of trips from 2010 through 2014 
were within the current limit, there were several trips above the limit. Furthermore, current bycatch landings 
were sufficiently low, accounting for approximately 0.1% of total landings.  
 
Bycatch limits for non‐lobster trap gear were added as a second issue for consideration in the Draft Addendum to 
address concerns regarding the lack of effort controls on non‐lobster traps and the potential for trap proliferation. 
Data submitted by NOAA Fisheries show between May 1, 2013 and August 31, 2015, 194 trips landed Jonah crab 
with whelk pots, crab pots, and fish pots. Of these, 80 trips landed 100 crab or fewer and 115 trips landed 200 
crab or fewer.  Approximately 45 trips landed between 200 and 500 crab and 40 trips landed more than 450 crab.  
Landings from Maryland show between 2012 and 2015, 33 trips landed Jonah crab with fish pots. All of these trips 
were under 200 pounds. Reports also indicated from 2014‐2015, 36 trips landed Jonah crab with whelk pots. 
Average landings per trip with whelk pots were under 500 pounds; however, there is concern that these whelk 
pot landings may in fact be rock crab, a closely related species which is often misreported as Jonah crab. 
 
It is anticipated the states of Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York and Maryland will be conducting 
public hearings on the Draft Addendum. The details of those hearings will be released in a subsequent press 
release. The Draft Addendum will be available on the Commission website, www.asmfc.org (under Public Input) by 
February 10th. Fishermen and other interested groups are encouraged to provide input on the Draft Addendum 
either by attending state public hearings or providing written comment. Public comment will be accepted until 
5:00 PM (EST) on April 1, 2016 and should be forwarded to Megan Ware, FMP Coordinator, 1050 N. Highland St, 
Suite A‐N, Arlington, VA 22201; 703.842.0741 (FAX) or at mware@asmfc.org (Subject line: Draft Addendum I).   
 

### 
PR01‐16 

 
Meeting Summary 
The American Lobster Management Board met to discuss potential management measures to address the 
declining condition of the Southern New England (SNE) stock and to review aspects of the Jonah Crab Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP), including draft Addendum I which addresses incidental bycatch.  
 
The Board reviewed the Technical Committee’s (TC) reports which responded to the tasks assigned at the 
November meeting. Projections of the SNE stock showed that, under the assumption of constant recruitment, a 
90% reduction in fishing pressure would be needed to stabilize the stock. Under a more optimistic assumption 
that recruitment is coupled with spawning stock biomass, a 75% reduction in fishing pressure would be needed to 
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stabilize the stock. The TC report also showed evidence of connectivity between the inshore and offshore lobster 
stocks and confirmed that recent trends in fishery dependent and independent data do not show improvements 
in abundance or recruitment. The Board postponed, until the next meeting, a motion to initiate an addendum to 
explore management options which could stabilize or increase spawning stock biomass in order to provide time 
for additional analysis. The Board is specifically interested in further TC analysis on ways to increase egg 
production and the effects of changes in gauge size on spawning stock biomass. The TC will also review work by 
Rhode Island Division of Fish and Wildlife on the relationship between fishing effort and fishing mortality.  
In the meantime, the Board tasked the American Lobster Plan Development Team with developing potential 
objectives and ways to achieve them for the SNE stock. Furthermore, given the TC’s recommendation that there 
be 100% trip level reporting for all federally licensed vessels in order to increase data on catch composition, the 
Board will send a letter to NOAA Fisheries highlighting the importance of full reporting. A discussion on concerns 
surrounding the poor recruitment of lobster in the Gulf of Maine stock will occur in May.   
 
In order to address concerns about incidental bycatch in the Jonah crab fishery, the Board approved Draft 
Addendum I for public comment. The Addendum was initiated in November 2015 to increase or remove the 
bycatch limit for non‐trap gear. However, given concerns regarding the lack of effort controls on non‐lobster traps 
and the potential for trap proliferation, the Board expanded the options in the Addendum to address bycatch by 
non‐lobster trap gear. A press release will announce the availability of the document for public comment as well 
as public hearing dates and locations. Given that discussion on this issue is on‐going, the Board decided to hold off 
implementing the FMP’s regulation on bycatch in the Jonah crab fishery until after final action on Addendum I.  
 
The Board also reviewed data on the Jonah crab claw fishery from the states of Maine, New York, New Jersey, 
Delaware, and Maryland. Overall, trip level data was inadequate to document the extent of the landings but did 
reveal claw landings by a variety of gears and permit holders. Biological data submitted by members of the TC 
showed the relationship between carapace width and claw height and length and could provide a useful 
alternative for management. Given that fishermen in other states are not included in the exemption outlined in 
the Jonah Crab FMP, the Board discussed the potential for a coastwide claw fishery as well as the elimination of 
the claw fishery. The Board will send a letter to NOAA Fisheries requesting advice on the legality of the current 
claw exemption given the desire for complementary measures in federal waters.  
 
The Board received updates on the New England Fishery Management Council’s (NEFMC) Deep‐Sea Coral 
Amendment and the State/Federal Lobster Observer Programs. In response to a request by NEFMC for data on 
the distribution of lobster fishing effort in the offshore canyons, the Commission is working with the states to 
draft a survey for distribution to Area 3 fishermen. Progress has also been made to expand the sampling frame of 
the Federal Lobster Observer Program to include all federally permitted lobster fishermen, rather than only those 
who report with VTRs. Finally, the Board elected Steven Train (ME) as Board Vice‐chair.   
 
For more information, please contact Megan Ware, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at mware@asmfc.org. 
 

Motions 
Main Motion 
Motion to begin a new addendum to address the declining lobster stock conditions in SNE/MA. The PDT with 
input from the LCMTs is instructed to explore the following alternatives: 
a. Analyzing the plans rebuilding targets & thresholds to account for current environmental conditions; 
b. work to stabilize and increase SSB through changes in biological measures and work towards uniform 
measures among LCMA’s within SNE/MA; 
c. Improve permitting & accountability of SNE/MA lobster fisheries by requesting NMFS consider permit 
endorsement for Area 3 vessels fishing in SNE (west of 70 longitude); 
d. Improve current management & compliance with lowered trap limits of nearshore trap fisheries by 
proposing a uniform closed season & new trap tag deadlines;  
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e. Accelerate trap allocation cuts that are already codified for the next 5 years in Areas 2 & 3; 
f. Recognize the SNE/MA trap fishery as a bona fide mixed crustacean fishery & develop strategies & policies 
that recognizes the multispecies nature of the catch. 
Motion made by Mr. McKiernan and seconded by Mr. Gibson. Motion amended. 
 
Motion to Amend 
Motion to amend section b to read as follows: 
b. Work to stabilize & increase SSB through changes in management measures 
Motion made by Mr. Simpson and seconded by Mr.  Miller. Motion carries. 
 
Main Motion as Amended 
Motion to begin a new addendum to address the declining lobster stock conditions in SNE/MA. The PDT with 
input from the LCMTs is instructed to explore the following alternatives: 
a. Analyzing the plans rebuilding targets & thresholds to account for current environmental conditions; 
b. Work to stabilize & increase SSB through changes in management measures; 
c. Improve permitting & accountability of SNE/MA lobster fisheries by requesting NMFS consider permit 
endorsement for Area 3 vessels fishing in SNE (west of 70 longitude); 
d. Improve current management & compliance with lowered trap limits of nearshore trap fisheries by 
proposing a uniform closed season & new trap tag deadlines;  
e. Accelerate trap allocation cuts that are already codified for the next 5 years in Areas 2 & 3; and 
f. Recognize the SNE/MA trap fishery as a bona fide mixed crustacean fishery & develop strategies & policies 
that recognizes the multispecies nature of the catch. 
Motion made by Mr. McKiernan and seconded by Mr. Gibson. Motion postponed. 
 
Motion to Postpone Main Motion as Amended 
Move to postpone the main motion until such time that the Technical Committee can finalize the analysis that 
was tasked at the last board meeting, to allow time for Rhode Island to bring information to the Technical 
Committee, and to ensure that the Board develop a goal associated with the main motion for the future.  
Motion made by Mr. Keliher and seconded by Mr. Reid. Motion carries. 
 
Main Motion 
Move to approve Draft Addendum I to the Jonah Crab FMP for public comment as modified today.  
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion postponed until Section discusses 
additional draft addendum items. 
 
Motion to Postpone 
Move to postpone the motion to after the Board considers additional items in the Addendum.   
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck.  Motion carries without objection. 
 
Move to include in Addendum I the option outlined in issue 2 of PDT memo with the inclusion of option C that 
would be a 1,000 crab per trip limit.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck. Motion carries. 
 
Main Motion  
Move to approve Draft Addendum I to the Jonah Crab FMP for public comment as modified today. Motion 
made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion approved by consensus. 
 
Main Motion  
Move to initiate an addendum to create standards and management measures for a Jonah crab claw only 
fishery.  
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Motion made by Mr. Gilmore and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion postponed. 
 
Motion to Postpone 
Motion to postpone until the next meeting pending a General Counsel review by NOAA Fisheries.  
Motion made by Mr. McKiernan and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion passes. 
 
Move to nominate Stephen Train as Vice Chair to American Lobster Board.  
Motion made by Mr. Gilmore and seconded by Mr. Clark. Motion passes.  

 
ATLANTIC HERRING SECTION (FEBRUARY 2, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Atlantic Herring Section met to review and consider final action on Draft Amendment 3 to the Interstate 
Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Herring. The Section selected final measures pertaining to spawning area 
closures, fixed gear set asides, and emptying fish holds prior to trip departures and recommended to the full 
Commission approval of the Amendment (see Business Session Meeting Summary for more information).  

 
For more information, please contact Ashton Harp, at aharp@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  
 

Motions 
Move to adopt Option C. GSI‐based forecast system for Section 4.2.6.1 ‐ Spawning Area Closure Monitoring 
System. This system would be implemented for one year and will then be reviewed by the Technical Committee 
and Section for effectiveness. If the GSI‐based system is effective it can be continued either indefinitely or for a 
time‐certain by a majority vote of the Herring Section. If the Section deems the GSI‐based system to not be 
effective, the spawning area closure monitoring system will automatically revert to Option B.  
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.6.2 the trigger value of the 80th Percentile (GSI30 Trigger = 25), and default 
date of sub‐option C2.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Stockwell. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to select option A status quo maintain the current spawning areas for section 4.2.6.3.   
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.6.4 Spawning Closure Period option A status quo four weeks.   
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Stockwell. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.6.4 Spawning Closure Period for reclosure protocol option B defined protocol.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Stockwell. Motion passes (6 in favor, 1 opposed). 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.7.2 Fixed Gear Set‐Aside Provision option A status quo.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion fails (2 in favor, 4 opposed, 1 abstentions). 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.7.2 Fixed Gear Set‐Aside Provision option B.  
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Gibson.  Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to select under Section 4.2.8 Empty Fish Hold Provision option C1 federal state empty fish hold provision 
for select vessels.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Dr. Pierce. Motion passes unanimously. 
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Move to have an implementation date of June 1, 2016.  
Motion made by Mr. Grout and seconded by Mr. Adler.  Motion passes. 
 
Move to recommend to the full Commission to approve Amendment 3 as modified today.  
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded by Mr. Train. Roll Call Vote: In Favor – ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ. 
Motion passes unanimously  

 
SUMMER FLOUNDER, SCUP, AND BLACK SEA BASS MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 2, 2016) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Board  
Approves Regional Management for 2016 Summer Flounder  

and Black Sea Bass Recreational Fisheries  
 

Alexandria, VA –The Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board approved 
Addendum XXVII to the Summer Flounder and Black Sea Bass Fishery Management Plan. The Addendum 
continues the use of regional management for the 2016 summer flounder and black sea bass recreational 
fisheries, with a modification to the summer flounder regions. The modified summer flounder regions are 
intended to provide more equity in recreational harvest opportunities along the coast, especially between New 
Jersey and Delaware in the Delaware Bay. The approved summer flounder regions are Massachusetts; Rhode 
Island; Connecticut through New York; New Jersey; Delaware through Virginia; and North Carolina. For black sea 
bass, the Board approved the continuation of management measures by northern (Massachusetts – New 
Jersey) and southern regions (Delaware – North Carolina). 
 
Addendum XXVII was initiated to address the discrepancy in management measures between New Jersey and 
Delaware in the Delaware Bay. In recent years, the difference in size limit, which has been as great as 2‐inches, 
has been cited as having an economic impact on southern New Jersey anglers. The approval of the New Jersey 
Delaware Bay region will allow New Jersey to pursue, through its regulatory process, the following management 
measures for New Jersey waters west of the COLREGS line in the Delaware Bay: a 17‐inch minimum size, 4 fish 
possession limit, and a 128 day season. For New Jersey anglers east of the COLREGS line and north along the 
New Jersey coast, the state will seek to maintain 2015 management measures in 2016, namely, a 18‐inch 
minimum size, 5 fish possession limit, and a 128 day season. The latter measures are consistent with those of 
New York and Connecticut. Management measures for the remaining states remain unchanged from 2015. The 
adaptive regional management approach for summer flounder has been approved for the 2016 fishing year 
only.  
 

For black sea bass, the Board approved the continuation of ad hoc regional management measures for the 
northern (Massachusetts – New Jersey) and southern regions (Delaware – North Carolina). This approach has 
been used since 2011 and offers some advantages over coastwide regulations, which can disproportionately 
impact states within the management unit.  States in the northern region, which are responsible for 
approximately 97% of the total recreational harvest, will reduce their harvest by 23% to achieve the 2016 
recreational harvest limit. Based on the recommendations of the Technical Committee, the Board approved 
management proposals and methodologies submitted by the northern states. The northern states will finalize 
their black sea bass management measures by the spring of 2016. 
 
States in the southern region will implement measures consistent with federal regulations (current 
recommended federal measures are a 12.5 inch TL minimum fish size, 15 fish possession limit, and open season 
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from May 15 – September 21 and October 22 – December 31). Combined, the regulations of the two regions are 
expected to achieve the required coastwide harvest reduction in order to not exceed the 2016 recreational 
harvest limit. The Board approved the ad hoc regional measures approach for the 2016 fishing year with the 
option of extending it through 2017 by Board action. 
 
The Board also approved the maintenance of 2015 scup recreational measures for the 2016 fishing season. 
Addendum XXVII will be available on the Commission website by the end of February 2016. For more 
information, please contact Kirby Rootes‐Murdy, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at krootes‐
murdy@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.                   

### 
 

PR16‐03 

Motions 
Main Motion 
Move to approve Option 2: Ad‐Hoc Regional Measures for Black Sea Bass under Section 3.2 and Option 2: one 
year extension through 2017 under Section 3.2.1 in Addendum XXVII.    
Motion made by Mr. Simpson and seconded by Mr. Heins. 
 
Motion to Amend 
Motion to amend under section 3.2.1 option 1: no extension beyond 2016.  
Motion made by Mr. Nowalsky and seconded by Mr. O’Reilly. Motion fails (5 in favor, 7 opposed, 2 abstentions). 
 
Move to approve Option 2: Ad‐Hoc Regional Measures for Black Sea Bass under Section 3.2 and Option 2: one 
year extension through 2017 under Section 3.2.1 in Addendum XXVII.    
Motion made by Mr. Simpson and seconded by Mr. Heins. Motion passes (13 in favor, 1 opposed). 
 
Move to approve the black sea bass proposals and methodologies for use in 2016 management as 
recommended by the Technical Committee, however no state may have more open days in any mode in 2016 
than in 2015.  
Motion made by Mr. Nowalsky and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion fails (1 in favor, 8 opposed, 4 
abstentions). 
 
Move to approve the black sea bass proposals and methodologies for use in 2016 management as 
recommended by the technical committee.  
Motion made by Mr. Gibson and seconded by Mr. Heins. Motion carries (11 in favor, 1 opposed). 
 
Move to nominate Bob Ballou as Vice‐Chair to the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Board. Motion 
made by Mr. Heins and seconded by Mr. Simpson. Motion passes unanimously. 

 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Executive Committee met to consider changes to various Commission guidance documents (Compact, Rules 
and Regulations, and ISFMP Charter) to reflect changes in the operation of Commission business practices over 
time as well as ensure consistency among its guidance documents. The Committee finalized its recommendations 
for changes to these documents to be considered and acted upon by the ISFMP Policy Board and Business Session 
later this week.  
 
The Committee establishing a Funding Subcommittee to develop strategies and messaging to secure funding for 
state research and management priorities. This Subcommittee will meet following the State Directors Meeting in 
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early March. For more information, please contact Laura Leach, Director of Finance and Administration, at 
lleach@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

 
ATLANTIC MENHADEN MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Atlantic Menhaden Management Board initiated the development of Draft Addendum I to Amendment 2 to 
the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Menhaden. The Draft Addendum proposes allowing two 
individuals who are each authorized by their management jurisdiction to harvest 6,000 pounds of menhaden 
bycatch to harvest up to 12,000 pounds of menhaden bycatch when working from the same vessel fishing 
stationary, multi‐species gear ‐ limited to one vessel trip per day.  The Addendum for public comment will be 
drafted by the Plan Development Team for the Board’s review at its May meeting.  If approved for comment, a 
public comment period would occur over the summer, and the Board would consider taking final action on the 
draft Addendum at its August meeting. 
 
The Board also clarified the timeline of Amendment 3 development. The Amendment will consider both 
ecosystem reference points (ERPs) and revisit allocation.  As the first step in the amendment process, a public 
information document will be developed to scope both allocation options and available ERPs in late 2016/early 
2017, followed by a Draft Amendment document in mid‐2017 for potential implementation of final measures in 
2018.   
 
The reason for the extended timeframe is to provide the opportunity to conduct a socioeconomic analysis to 
further characterize the Atlantic menhaden fishery.  The socioeconomic analysis will be conducted through a 
contractor with the goal of providing much needed information on the importance of menhaden to its 
stakeholders to help inform allocation discussions.  The socioeconomic analysis will be conducted throughout 
2016 and will rely on stakeholder engagement to obtain socioeconomic data to conduct the analysis.  
 
Lastly, the Board discussed the timeline for setting the 2017 fishery specifications.  Given compliance reports are 
not due until April, the Board decided to wait until August 2016 to set 2017 specifications so that the 2015 
landings could be incorporated into updated stock projections. The Board intends to review the stock projection 
methodology at its May meeting to provide guidance to the Technical Committee for completing the updated 
projections for August. 
 
For more information, please contact Mike Waine, Senior Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at 
mwaine@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

 
Motions 
Move to initiate an addendum to allow two individuals who are each authorized by their management 
jurisdiction to harvest 6,000 pounds of menhaden bycatch to harvest 12,000 pounds of menhaden bycatch 
when working from the same vessel fishing stationary, multi‐species gear ‐ limited to one vessel trip per day.  
Motion made by Ms. Fegley and seconded by Dr. Daniel. Motion carries unanimously.  

 
ATLANTIC STURGEON MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Atlantic Sturgeon Management Board met to (1) receive an update on the 2017 benchmark stock assessment, 
(2) consider approval of two nominations for the Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS), (3) receive an overview 
of the NOAA Fisheries Critical Habitat Designation process as mandated by the Endangered Species Act (ESA), (4) 
consider approval of the 2016 Fishery Management Plan (FMP) review, and (5) elect a Vice‐Chairman. 
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The benchmark stock assessment is scheduled for review in early 2017 and is expected to be completed on 
schedule. The Stok Assessment Subcommittee and its working groups, along with ASMFC Staff, have successfully 
acquired all available bycatch data from Atlantic coast fisheries that encounter sturgeon, as well as the majority of 
acoustic telemetry data from state and academic researchers and other available fishery‐independent data. 
Additionally, genetic analysis of acoustically tagged fish is currently underway, the results of which will be used to 
develop mortality estimates at the DPS‐level. Following the update, the Board approved the SAS membership of 
Jared Flowers’ (NC DMF), for his expertise with telemetry modeling and sturgeon research, and David Kazyak’s 
(U.S.GS, Leetown Science Center) for his experience with genetic datasets and research on the Hudson River 
Atlantic Sturgeon population.  
 
Kim Damon‐Randall (NOAA) presented an overview of the process for designating critical habitat for Atlantic 
sturgeon as required by Section 4(b)(2) of the ESA. Essentially, the multi‐tiered process identifies areas along the 
Atlantic coast that meet the definition of critical habitat (as defined by the ESA) and considers the economic 
impacts of designating any particular areas as critical habitat to determine which areas should be included in the 
final rule. Biological information and economic analysis were peer‐reviewed by Sturgeon Technical Committee 
members and economic experts, respectively. Following a 90 day public comment period, two final rules, one for 
each Regional Fishery Management Office jurisdiction, are expected to publish by May 27, 2016. NOAA Fisheries 
will present a summary of the final rules to the Board at its August meeting.  
 
Lastly, the Board approved the 2016 FMP Review of the 2013 and 2014 fishing years, and elected Dr. Louis Daniel 
as Board Vice‐Chair. For more information, please contact Max Appelman, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, 
at mappelman@asmfc.org or 703.84.‐0740.  

 
Motions 
Move to approve Jared Flowers and David Kazyak to the Sturgeon Stock Assessment Subcommittee.  
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion passes unaminously.  
 
Move to nominate Louis Daniel for Sturgeon Vice‐chairman.  
Motion made by Mr. Gary and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion passes.  
 
Motion to approve the 2016 FMP review for the 2013 and 2014 fishing years.  
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion carries without objection.  

 
SPINY DOGFISH MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC Spiny Dogfish Board Approves 2016/2017 Specifications  
 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s Spiny Dogfish Management Board approved a spiny dogfish commercial 
quota of 40,360,761 pounds for the 2016/2017 fishing season (May 1 – April 30). Although this represents a 
20% reduction in quota from 2015/2016, landings have been below 24 million pounds for the past two fishing 
years. The Board set commercial trip limits at 5,000 pounds in state waters (0‐3 miles from shore) in the 
northern region (Maine through Connecticut). Both measures are consistent with the quota and trip limit 
recommended to NOAA Fisheries by the Mid‐Atlantic and New England Fishery Management Councils. The 
Board also approved an increase in the northern area trip limit to 6,000 pounds contingent on complementary 
action in federal waters. The Board will send a letter to NOAA Fisheries to request it consider and implement 
these measures. 
 



 
 

11

State‐specific  Spiny  Dogfish  Commercial  Shares  for  the  Northern  Region  and  Southern  States  (New  York 
through North Carolina) 

  Northern 
Region 
(ME‐CT) 

 
NY 

 
NJ 

 
DE 

 
MD 

 
VA 

 
NC 

Possession 
Limit 

5,000*  To be specified by the individual southern region states 

% 
Allocation 

58.000%  2.707%  7.644%  0.896%  5.920%  10.795%  14.036% 

2016/2017  23,409,241  1,092,566  3,085,177  361,632  2,389,357  4,356,944  5,665,036 

Notes: (1) *If trip limits are increased to 6,000 pounds in federal waters then this value will also increase to 6,000 
pounds; (2) any overages from the previous fishing seasons will be paid back by the region or state in the following 
season, as has been done in years past. 
 
The Board reviewed the revised 2015 Northeast Fisheries Science Center Stock Assessment Update, which 
concludes spiny dogfish are not overfished nor experiencing overfishing. Spawning stock biomass was estimated 
to be 106% of the target. In order to overcome the data gap resulting from the incomplete 2014 survey, the 
Mid‐Atlantic Council’s Science and Statistical Committee used a Kalman Filter for the update. This was the best 
approach because it provided the most stable estimates of survey abundance and hence catch advice.  
 
For more information, please contact Ashton Harp, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at aharp@asmfc.org 
or 703.842.0740. 

### 
                        PR16‐05 
 
Motions 
Move to adopt a spiny dogfish 2016 commercial quota of 40,360,761 pounds which is consistent with the 
commercial quota recommended to NOAA Fisheries by the Mid‐Atlantic and New England Fishery Management 
Councils.  
Motion made by Mr. Hasbrouck and seconded by Mr. Reid. Motion carries without objection, with one abstention 
from NOAA Fisheries.  
 
Move to recommend NOAA Fisheries adopt a 6000 pound trip limit, if the trip limit is approved in federal 
waters then set a 6000 pound trip limit in the northern region (ME through CT). If the trip limit is not approved 
in federal waters then a 5,000 pound trip limit will remain in the northern region (ME through CT).  
Motion made by Mr. Reid and seconded by Mr. White. Motion carries with one abstention from NOAA Fisheries.  
 
Move to nominate Rob O’Reilly as Vice‐Chair of the Spiny Dogfish Board.  
Motion made by Mr. White and seconded by Mr. Heins. Motion carries. 

 
COASTAL SHARKS MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC Coastal Sharks Board Sets Smoothhound  
Commercial Quota & Implements State‐shares  

Board Initiates Addendum to Establish At‐sea Fin Removal Provision 
 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s Coastal Sharks Management Board approved a commercial quota of 1,201.7 
mt dressed weight (dw) for smoothhound sharks (also known as smooth dogfish in the Atlantic) and 



 
 

12

implemented state‐shares for the allocation of the coastwide quota, pursuant to the provisions of Addendum II 
to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Coastal Sharks. The Board’s action responds to NOAA 
Fisheries’ final approval of Amendment 9 to the 2006 Consolidated Highly Migratory Species Fishery 
Management Plan, which brings smoothhound sharks under federal management effective March 15, 2016.   
 
NOAA Fisheries will close the federal 
waters fishery when smoothhound 
shark landings are expected to reach 
80% of the coastwide quota. 
However, fishermen with a state 
commercial fishing license can 
continue to harvest smoothhound in 
state waters until the allotted state 
share is projected to have been 
harvested. 
 
State‐specific quota overages in a 
fishing year will be deducted from 
the corresponding state quota in the 
subsequent fishing season. Two or 
more states, under mutual 
agreement, may transfer or combine 
their smoothhound shark quota. 
Unused quota may not be rolled over 
from one fishing year to the next. 
 
In addition to other provisions related to the removal of smoothhound shark fins at sea, Amendment 9 requires 
smoothhound sharks to make up at least 25% of the retained catch in order for fishermen to be able to remove 
their fins while at sea. Fishermen may retain other sharks on board provided the fins of other shark species 
remain naturally attached to the carcass through offloading. Since a catch composition requirement is not 
currently in the Interstate FMP, the Board initiated Draft Addendum IV to the FMP to ensure consistency 
between state and federal regulations. The Board will review the Draft Addendum and consider approving it for 
public comment at the Commission’s Spring Meeting in May. 
 
For more information, please contact Ashton Harp, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at aharp@asmfc.org 
or 703.842.0740.     

### 
 

PR16‐06 

Motions 
Move to initiate an addendum to the coastal sharks FMP to address a disconnect of the processing at sea. 
Commercial fisherman can fully dress (remove head and fin and gut at sea) smooth dogfish if at least 25% of 
retained catch is smooth dogfish.  
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Muffley. Motion passes (14 in favor).  
 
Move to adopt the 2016 smoothhound (smooth dogfish) quota of 1201.7 metric tons (2.6 million lbs dw). 
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Dr. Daniel. Roll Call Vote: In Favor ‐ MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, 
VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS, USFWS). Motion passes unanimously. 

 
 

State  % Share 
State Allocation 

Dressed Weight (mt) 
State Allocation 

Dressed Weight (lbs) 

ME  0.021%  0.25  551 

MA  0.433%  5.20  11,464 

RI  1.363%  16.38  36,111 

CT  0.234%  2.81  6,195 

NY  7.953%  95.57  210,694 

NJ  18.828%  226.26  498,813 

DE  0.339%  4.07  8,973 

MD  6.703%  80.55  177,581 

VA  34.803%  418.23  922,030 

NC  28.583%  343.48  757,236 

SC  0.742%  8.90  19,621 

TOTAL  100%  1,201.7  2,649,268 

State‐shares of Smoothhound Sharks Coastwide Quota 
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HORSESHOE CRAB MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Horseshoe Crab Management Board met to consider the scope of work for a review of the Adaptive Resource 
Management (ARM) Framework, review the alternative bait trial results, and populate advisory panel membership.   
 
Staff provided the Board with an overview of the ARM Subcommittee’s January 2016 meeting and 
recommendations for conducting a review of the ARM Framework. The ARM Subcommittee discussed two 
timeframe options for conducting a review: (1) (long‐term) a comprehensive review of the model assumptions 
and change in the modeling software that could be completed through a contractor over 18‐24 months; and (2) 
(short‐term) an update of several components of the ARM Framework by fall 2016 that may result in new harvest 
packages for Delaware Bay states for the 2017 fishing year. After considering the benefits and challenges of each 
timeframe option, the Board supported moving forward with the short‐term timeframe for review of the ARM 
Framework to be conducted by the ARM Subcommittee in consultation with the Horseshoe Crab Technical 
Committee. In light of the ARM review, the Board discussed the on‐going issue of incorporating biomedical 
harvest data in a benchmark stock assessment which has been hindered by data confidentiality. States with 
biomedical facilities agreed to present to the Board their regulations on data confidentiality for consideration at 
the next Board meeting. 
  
The Board received a report on the results of alternative bait trials conducted in Connecticut and Rhode Island. 
The results of the bait trials indicate artificial bait performed similarly to horseshoe crab bait that is currently 
used. Following discussion by the Board, staff was tasked with compiling a report comparing the costs between 
currently used horseshoe crab bait and artificial bait for Board consideration at its next meeting.  
 
Lastly, the Board approved the appointment of Brett Hoffmeister from Massachusetts to the Horseshoe Crab 
Advisory Panel. States were asked to review their current representation and submit new nominations to the 
Advisory Panel by April 1, 2016.  
 
For more information, please contact Kirby Rootes‐Murdy, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at krootes‐
murdy@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

 
Motions 
Move to accept Brett Hoffmeister from Massachusetts to the Horseshoe Crab Advisory Panel.   
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck. Motion carries unanimously. 

 
SOUTH ATLANTIC STATE/FEDERAL FISHERIES MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board reviewed progress on the red drum, Atlantic 
croaker, and spot benchmark stock assessments, discussed future management of spotted seatrout, and 
approved the 2015 Spot FMP Review.  
 
The Board reviewed progress on the red drum stock assessment, which was peer reviewed in August 2015. Over 
the past six months, the Stock Assessment Subcommittee has worked to incorporate the comments of the peer 
review panel in order to develop stable models for both the northern and southern stocks. It is expected that 
these models will undergo desk review in March 2016 and will be presented to the Board in May 2016. Work also 
continues on the Atlantic croaker and spot stock assessments. A data workshop for both species was held in 
September 2015 and the first assessment workshop will be held in February 2016. It is expected that these 
assessments will be peer‐reviewed in late 2016.  
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The Board continued discussion on the future management of the spotted seatrout. At the November 2015 
meeting, the Board passed a motion to recommend that the Interstate Fisheries Management Program Policy 
Board withdraw the Spotted Seatrout Fishery Management Plan. This motion was revisited given that some 
states’ regulations for spotted seatrout are tied to the Commission Plan. Even with this concern, the Board re‐
iterated the appropriateness of state management given the largely non‐migratory nature of the species. As a 
result, the Board decided to indefinitely postpone the recommendation to the Policy Board until states have the 
authority to implement regulations independent of the Commission Plan.  
 
Finally, the Board approved the 2015 FMP Review for Spot and de minimis status for Georgia. Dr. Louis Daniel (NC) 
was elected vice‐chair of the South Atlantic Board.  For more information, please contact Megan Ware, Fishery 
Management Plan Coordinator, at mware@asmfc.org. 
 

Motions 
Move to approve the 2015 Spot FMP Review, state compliance reports, and de minimis status for Georgia. 
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Geer. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to postpone indefinitely the November 2015 recommendation to the ISFMP Policy Board to withdraw the 
Spotted Seatrout FMP from the Commission.  
Motion made by Mr. Boyles and seconded by Dr. Daniel. Motion passes (11 in favor).  

 
TAUTOG MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 3, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Tautog Management Board met to receive an update on Draft Amendment 1 to the Interstate Fishery 
Management Plan for Tautog. A summary of ongoing efforts was presented by the Plan Development Team (PDT) 
and the Law Enforcement Subcommittee, two groups that are working on the amendment. 
 
The PDT presented draft language for overfishing/overfished definitions, stock rebuilding schedule, fishing 
mortality (F) reduction schedule, and probability of achieving F target (if overfishing) for the Board to review and 
provide feedback on. The Board advised the PDT to further evaluate the probability of achieving the F target if the 
stock is experiencing overfishing. 
 
The Law Enforcement Subcommittee, which is tasked with investigating the illegal harvest of tautog, presented 
draft objectives for a commercial harvest tagging program. The Board made no changes to the draft objectives 
and requested the Subcommittee continue to evaluate tagging alternatives for a live commercial fish market. The 
Subcommittee is requesting feedback from stakeholders (commercial fishermen, researchers, dealers, etc.) to 
gain additional knowledge on market dynamics and tag type/placement.  
 
The Board received an update on the status of the Long Island Sound (LIS) stock assessment and the New 
York/New Jersey stock assessment (excluding the LIS). The Board expects to receive the peer‐reviewed stock 
assessments at its August 2016 Meeting.  
 
The Board discussed the potential for a 2016 stock assessment update so Draft Amendment 1 management 
measures will be based on data through 2015. The Board expects to make a decision in May. In the interim, the 
Technical Committee will meet to discuss the availability of age data through 2015.   
 
For more information, please contact Ashton Harp, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at aharp@asmfc.org 
or 703.842.0740. 
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Motions 
No motions made.  
 
ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 4, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board met to (1) consider tabled motions from its November 2015 
meeting, (2) consider Conservation Equivalent Management Proposals submitted by Maryland and the Potomac 
River Fisheries Commission (PRFC), (3) receive an update on the 2016 Cooperative Winter Tagging Program, and 
(4) elect a Vice‐Chair. 
 
Maryland spoke in regards to the tabled motions from the November 2015 Board meeting; “Move to initiate an 
Addendum to reconsider management options in the Chesapeake Bay from Addendum IV for 2016 based on the 
stock assessment update in 2015 and retrospective projections. Motion by Mr. Luisi, second by Mr. O’Reilly.” and 
“Move to amend to remove the words “in the Chesapeake Bay”. Motion by Mr. Clark, second by Mr. Augustine.” 
Maryland acknowledged that the main motion was made in support of concerns raised by its Chesapeake Bay 
stakeholders, and as a result of the 2015 stock assessment update which indicated a slightly more favorable stock 
status compared to the 2013 benchmark (the 2013 benchmark was the basis for the development and 
implementation of Addendum IV and the coastwide harvest reductions). However, considering the ISFMP Policy 
Board’s decision to include a striped bass stock assessment update in 2016, Maryland proposed, and the Board 
approved, a motion to “to postpone indefinitely the two motions on the board, one from Mr. Luisi (Maryland), one 
from Mr. Clark (Delaware),” with the intent that concept of these motions may be raised following review of 2016 
stock assessment update in November.  
 
The Board reviewed Addendum IV Conservation Equivalent Management Proposals submitted by Maryland and 
PRFC for their 2016 recreational fisheries. For Maryland, only two of the options that met the criteria for 
conservation equivalency (CE) had not yet been approved by the Board for use in Maryland jurisdictional waters; 
one would create regulatory consistency between Delaware and Maryland along the coast, and one for 
Maryland’s spring trophy fishery in the Chesapeake Bay. PRFC proposed to implement the same regulations as 
Maryland to create regulatory consistency between their jurisdictions for 2016. The Technical Committee (TC) and 
the Law Enforcement Committee (LEC) reviewed the proposals and provided comment for Board consideration, 
per the requirements of Addendum IV. The Board approved the proposed options from Maryland and PRFC that 
met the required reduction in Addendum IV as recommended by the TC. 
 
The Board received an update on the 2016 Winter Tagging Program from Dr. Wilson Laney (USFWS). With four 
hook‐and‐line trips remaining, 780 striped bass have been tagged to date. A complete analysis of the 2016 
Program can be expected following completion of the hook‐and‐line component.  
 
Lastly, the Board elected Mr. Russ Allen (NJ) as Board Vice‐Chair. For more information, please contact Max 
Appelman, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at mappelman@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  

 
Motions 
Motions from November 2015 

1. Move to initiate an Addendum to reconsider management options in the Chesapeake Bay from 
Addendum IV for 2016 based on the stock assessment update in 2015 and retrospective projections. 
Motion by Mr. Luisi, second by Mr. O’Reilly. 

 
2. Move to amend to remove the words “in the Chesapeake Bay”. Motion by Mr. Clark, second by Mr. 

Augustine. 
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Move to postpone indefinitely the two motions on the board, one from Mr. Luisi (Maryland), one from Mr. 
Clark (Delaware).  
Motion made by Mr. Luisi and seconded by Mr. Clark. Motion carries (16 in favor). 
 
Move to approve conservation equivalency proposal options from Maryland and PRFC that meet the required 
reduction in Addendum IV as recommended by the TC and presented today.  
Motion made by Mr. Luisi and seconded by Mr. O’Reilly. Motion adopted unanimously. 
 
Move to nominate as vice chairman of the Atlantic Striped Bass Board Mr. Russ Allen.  
Motion made by Mr. Gary and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion carries. 
 

 
WINTER FLOUNDER MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 4, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Winter Flounder Management maintained management measures for the 2016 fishing season (May 1 – April 
30). Minimum commercial and recreational management measures, as shown in the table below, for the inshore 
waters of Gulf of Maine (GOM) and Southern New England/Mid‐Atlantic (SNE/MA). 

Stock  Sector 
Trip Limit/ 
Possession 

Limit 

Size 
Limit 

Season  Gear 

GOM 
Commercial 

500 lbs/ 
trip/day 

12” 
Maintain 
closures 

Minimum 6.5” square or diamond 
mesh in cod‐end 

Recreational  8 fish  12"  NA    

SNE/MA 

Commercial 
50 lbs/ 38 

fish/trip/day 
12” 

Maintain 
closures 

Minimum 6.5” square or diamond 
mesh in cod‐end. 100‐lb mesh trigger. 

Recreational  2 fish   12” 
March 1 – 

December 31     
 
The Board reviewed the Technical Committee’s (TC) report, A Review of the Southern New England/Mid‐Atlantic 
Winter Flounder Fishery and Management Program Under Zero Possession Limits. The report investigated the 
impacts of zero possession limits, implemented from May 1, 2009 through April 30, 2013 in federal waters, on the 
SNE/MA stock. Analysis shows no evidence in the surveys indices to suggest that biomass has increased recently, 
although the TC believes the length of the moratorium may not have been long enough to significantly impact the 
stock. The TC encouraged the Board to choose management actions that continue to reduce targeting and fishing 
morality, in an effort for SNE/MA winter flounder to remain a bycatch fishery in state waters.  
 
The New England Fishery Management Council presented an overview of federal management measures for 
winter flounder stocks to the Board. The Board maintains its commitment to work with the New England Fishery 
Management Council and NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office to collaboratively manage 
winter flounder stocks throughout their range. For more information, please contact Ashton Harp, Fishery 
Management Plan Coordinator, at aharp@asmfc.org  or 703.842.0740. 
 

Motions 
No motions made. 
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AMERICAN EEL MANAGEMENT BOARD (FEBRUARY 4, 2016) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC American Eel Board Approves North Carolina Aquaculture Plan for 2016  
 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s American Eel 
Management Board approved North Carolina’s Aquaculture 
Plan for 2016, allowing up to 200 pounds of glass eels to be 
harvested for aquaculture purposes. North Carolina’s plan is 
the first to be approved under the aquaculture plan 
provisions of Addendum IV to the Interstate Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) for American Eel.   
 
“North Carolina is grateful for the Board’s provisional approval of its Aquaculture Plan,” stated Dr. Louis Daniel, 
Director of the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries. “Through the plan, we hope to demonstrate that 
domestic aquaculture of American eel can be done successfully while maintaining the rebuilding goals and 
objectives of the FMP.” 
 
The Board reviewed comments provided by the Technical Committee, Advisory Panel, and Law Enforcement 
Committee on the various merits of the plan prior to its approval.  Board approval was contingent on two issues 
(1) export of glass eels will be prohibited, and (2) the first year of the plan will be conducted as a pilot program. 
During the first year, North Carolina will work with its industry to identify viable collection sites for glass eels for 
its use in aquaculture.  If North Carolina intends to continue this plan into a second year, which will require 
additional Board approval, the state will need to work with the Technical Committee to determine sampling 
protocols for obtaining glass eel abundance estimates across the identified collection sites.   
 
For more information, please contact Mike Waine, Senior Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at 
mwaine@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.                   
 

### 
PR16‐04 

 
Meeting Summary 
The American Eel Management Board approved a young‐of‐year survey sampling gear change for South Carolina. 
The approval will result in the use of eel ramps instead of fyke nets to sample glass eels at their Goose Creek 
sampling site. The eel ramps are anticipated to be a more effective sampling gear given the recent challenges 
(e.g., extreme tides, fallen trees, erosion) associated with the use of fyke nets. 
 
The Board also approved a conservation equivalency request from the state of Maine. The request will enable 
Maine's elver fishery to fish 7 days a week in lieu of taking two days out (Sat/Sun) in previous fishing seasons. The 
conservation equivalency request was approved on the basis that Maine is now managing its elver fishery with a 
hard quota including accountability measures, so the use of previously implemented input controls (e.g. days out) 
is no longer necessary. 
 
Lastly, the Board revisited a discussion about Addendum IV commercial yellow eel quota allocations. Although 
preliminary 2015 landings show the management trigger for automatic allocation will likely not be met for 2015, 
several states are concerned that if allocation triggers in a future year it will result in significant challenges to their 
fisheries. The Board plans to continue to think through alternative quota allocation scenarios to address these 
concerns. Any potential change in allocations would require an Addendum to the Fishery Management Plan which 
has not yet been initiated. 
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For more information, contact Michael Waine, Senior Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at 
mwaine@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  
 
Motions 
Main Motion 
Move to approve the NC aquaculture plan as presented today.  
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Geer 
 
Motion to Amend 
Move to amend the motion that the NC aquaculture plan include the recommendations from the TC and that 
the plan would also include that no export of glass eel would be allowed.  
Motion made by Mr. Keliher and seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion carries.  
 
Motion to Amend 
Move to amend that year 1 will be exploratory to determine locations in which glass eels are present. At that 
time, NC will consult with the TC to determine the best methodology to determine usable abundance 
estimates.  
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion carries (18 in favor, 1opposed). 
 
Main Motion as Amended 
Move to approve the NC aquaculture plan and include the recommendations from the TC and that the plan 
would also include that no export of glass eel would be allowed and that year 1 will be exploratory to 
determine locations in which glass eels are present. At that time, NC will consult with the TC to determine the 
best methodology to determine usable abundance estimates. 
Motion carries (18 in favor, 1 opposed). 
 
Move to approve the SC survey sampling proposal as presented today. 
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion carries (18 in favor). 
 
Move to approve conservation equivalency management proposal from ME as presented today. 
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion approved without objection. 

 
INTERSTATE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM POLICY BOARD (FEBRUARY 4, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Interstate Fisheries Management Program Policy Board met to consider a number of issues including the 
results of the 2016 Commission Survey, revisions to Commission guidance documents, revisions to state declared 
interests on Commission species management boards, an update on Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership 
(ACFHP) projects, progress on the weakfish stock assessment, and correspondence requests from two 
management boards. 
 
The Policy Board reviewed the results of the 2016 Commissioner survey, which measures Commissioner opinions 
regarding the progress and actions of the Commission in 2015. There was an overall positive trend that the 
Commission was working towards its mission and vision. The Commission will continue its efforts to work 
effectively with state and federal partners and stakeholders, as well as provide transparency and clear 
management documents for stakeholders. A subgroup of Commissioners was formed to review the 
recommendations of the survey and identify possible ways to incorporate them into Commission activities. 
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Over the past six months the Commission has been working to update the Commission Guiding Documents (e.g. 
the ISFMP Charter; ASMFC Compact, Rules and Regulations; Committee Guidance Document) to reflect the 
current practices of the Commission. The Policy Board approved changes to the Charter and the Committee 
Guidance Documents.  The changes, which were outlined in a memo included in the meeting materials, include 
notification of action items prior to Commission meetings, timing of public information documents and addenda, 
timing of advisory panel (AP) input for amendments, staff participation during technical committee meetings, 
proxy appointments for council members on species boards, voting procedures, definition of final action, 
committee chair participation at board meetings, and travel reimbursement for AP chairs. A revised ISFMP 
Charter, Committee Guidance Document, and Rules and Regulations will be available on the Commission website 
by February 15. 
 
Management board membership is driven by states and jurisdictions declaring an interest in a species fishery 
management plan. The Commission’s Rules and Regulations list the criteria for a state to declare interest in a 
fishery. The Board approved two requests for changes from states. The State of Delaware was removed from the 
Winter Flounder Board. While juvenile winter flounder are still found in Delaware waters, there have been no 
fishery landings for the past several years. If the fishery experiences a re‐emergence of flounder the state will 
request to be put back on the board. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was added to the Atlantic Menhaden 
Board. Atlantic menhaden are not uncommon in Pennsylvania’s waters of the estuary and, at times, are relatively 
abundant. The condition of the Atlantic menhaden population and the effect of the commercial fishery upon it 
likely has significant effects on some of the ASMFC species managed in Pennsylvania, namely striped bass, 
American shad, and river herring.   
 
Climate change is impacting fishery resources and the communities that depend on them. The Board began a 
discussion on fisheries management and climate change, with a focus on management when stocks do not 
respond to regulatory changes due to climate impacts. The Board will continue the discussion at the May meeting, 
which will include presentations from NOAA experts on climate change including fisheries vulnerability to 
changing climates. 
 
The Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership (ACFHP) provided an update to the Board. In August, ACFHP was 
awarded $250,000 from the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council to manage restoration and/or research 
projects on black sea bass habitat in the Mid‐Atlantic. ACFHP released the RFP in December. Seven proposals 
were received and are in the process of being evaluated and ranked. For the seventh consecutive year, ACFHP 
solicited applications for National Fish Habitat Action Plan‐U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Funding. It received nine 
proposals, eight were eligible for funding, and recommended the top five on the ground projects (plus ACFHP 
operational funding) to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for funding. These projects include: dam removals on the 
Pawcatuck River, Rhode Island, the Third Herring Brook, Massachusetts and the Coonamesset River, 
Massachusetts; mangrove restoration in the Indian River Lagoon, Florida; and a living shoreline project in Long 
Island, New York. These projects will benefit species such as Shad, River herring, Spotted Sea Trout, Red drum, 
Striped bass, Tautog, and more. ACFHP has also continued progress on installing conservation moorings in 
Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island. They received $20,000 from NOAA’s Atlantic Coastal Act to replace tradition 
chain moorings with those that use bungee technology. These conservation moorings reduce seagrass 
destruction, improving fish habitat. Lastly, the Fish Habitat Decision Support Tool (www.fishhabitattool.org) has 
been completed. ACFHP’s contribution to the tool, which included collaboration among the North Atlantic 
Landscape Conservation Cooperative; Downstream Strategies, LLC; US Fish and Wildlife Service; and The Nature 
Conservancy, included models on Winter flounder in Long Island Sound and Narragansett Bay, and Shad and River 
herring along the Atlantic coast. Additionally, ACFHP’s Species‐Habitat Matrix, which analyzed the use of habitat 
for over 100 species of Atlantic fishes during five life stages, was accepted for publication and will be featured in 
the April 2016 issue of BioScience. A summary report is currently available on the ACFHP website: 
http://www.atlanticfishhabitat.org/Documents/Species%20Habitat%20Matrix%20Summary%20Report.pdf.  
 



 
 

20

Staff updated the Board on the progress of the weakfish stock assessment. The Weakfish Stock Assessment 
Subcommittee is making final edits to the assessment report, which will be reviewed by the Technical Committee 
over the next few weeks. The peer review is scheduled for late March. The assessment will be presented to the 
Weakfish Board in May. 
 
The Board agreed to send several letters to NOAA Fisheries. The first letter is to request 100% trip level reporting 
for all federally‐licensed lobster vessels in order to increase information on fishery locations and catch 
composition for future development of both lobster and Jonah crab management, as well as to fill future data 
requests from Councils. The second letter is to identify any concerns, especially regarding national standards, on 
the legality of the current Jonah crab claw exemption for fishermen in New Jersey through Virginia given the 
desire for complementary measures in federal waters. Lastly, with a healthy stock status, the Commission is 
requesting a 1,000 pound increase in the spiny dogfish trip limit, for a new trip limit of 6,000 pounds to be 
implemented in federal waters. The increase could help industry explore new markets to fully utilize the 
commercial quota. 
 
In its last order of Business, Chair Doug Grout acknowledged the decade‐long commitment of Pennsylvania 
Commissioner Proxy, Leroy Young to the Commission and its programs. This was Leroy’s last meeting before his 
retirement. For more information, please contact Toni Kerns, ISFMP Director, at tkerns@asmfc.org or 
703.842.0740. 

 
Motions 
Motion to accept changes to the ISFMP Charter and Committee Guidance and Assessment Process Document 
with the amendment made by Dr. Laney.  
Motion made by Mr. Abbott and seconded by Mr. Gilmore. Motion carries unanimously.  
 
Motion to add the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to the Atlantic Menhaden Board and remove Delaware 
from the Winter Flounder Board.  
Motion made by Mr. Abbott and seconded by Mr. McKiernan. Motion passes unanimously.  
 
On behalf of the Lobster Board, move to send two letters to NOAA, one which recommends 100% trip level 
reporting for all federally licensed lobster vessels in order to increase information on fishery locations and catch 
composition and another requesting any legal concerns, especially regarding national standards, on the legality 
of the current Jonah crab claw exemption for fishermen in NJ through VA given the desire for complementary 
measures in federal waters.   
Motion by Mr. McKiernan. Motion carries (14 in favor, 1 abstention). 
 
On behalf of the Spiny Dogfish Board move to send a letter to NOAA Fisheries recommending an increase in the 
spiny dogfish trip limit to 6,000 pounds in federal waters.  
Motion made by Mr. McKiernan. Motion carries unanimously.  

 
BUSINESS SESSION (FEBRUARY 4, 2016) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Business Session approved Amendment 3 to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Herring, 
with a slight modification to remove two sentences of the document regarding economic impacts because there 
were likely other factors which would have had a more significant influence on price than those described in the 
sentences.   
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The Amendment refines the spawning closure system, modifies the fixed gear set‐aside, and requires an empty 
fish hold provision contingent on federal adoption. The Amendment consolidates prior amendments (and 
associated addenda), and recent management decisions into a single document; it is now the guiding 
management document for Area 1A (inshore Gulf of Maine) Atlantic Herring fishery.  
 
The Amendment allows for the use of a modified GSI‐based spawning monitoring system to monitor reproductive 
maturity and better align the timing of spawning area closures with the onset of spawning. This new method will 
be tested and evaluated for effectiveness during the 2016 fishing season. If found to be ineffective the Section has 
the option to revert to using the prior monitoring system. Default closure dates have been modified to late August 
or early October depending on the area. The spawning closure period remains four weeks.  
 
Previously, the fixed gear set‐aside was available to fixed gear fishermen through November 1, after which the 
remaining set‐aside became available to the rest of the Area 1A fishery. Under Amendment 3, fixed gear 
fishermen will now have access to the quota as long as the directed fishery is open.  
 
Amendment 3 also requires fish holds to be empty of fish prior to trip departures. This measure, which is 
contingent on adoption in federal waters, seeks to minimize wasteful fishing practices and encourage harvest 
based on market demand. The New England Fishery Management Council has included a similar provision in its 
Framework Adjustment 4 to the Federal Atlantic Herring FMP. Framework Adjustment 4 is currently under review 
by the Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office.  
 
The November 1 date was set because, typically, herring have migrated out of the Gulf of Maine by that time. 
Anecdotal evidence suggests herring are in the Gulf of Maine after November 1, therefore, fixed gear fishermen 
requested the set‐aside be made available to them for the remainder of the calendar year.  
 
The Amendment consolidates prior amendments (and associated addenda), and recent management decisions 
into a single document; it is now the guiding management document for Area 1A (inshore Gulf of Maine) Atlantic 
herring fishery. A press release on the Amendment’s approval will be released on February 8th.  
 
The Business Session also approved the revised ASMFC Rules and Regulations as presented at the ISFMP Policy 
Board meeting (see ISFMP Policy Board meeting summary for a full description). For more information, please 
contact Bob Beal, Executive Director, at rbeal@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  

 
Motions 
Move to remove the following language from Section 2.7 (p 43) of Amendment 3 to the FMP for Atlantic 
Herring: 
  
“The summer restriction on Area 1A to fixed gear and purse seines is said to have led to a significant increase in 
the price of herring for bait, which has a potentially major impact on the lobster fishery. Notably midwater/pair 
trawlers are not allowed in Area 1A until October 1, implemented by NEFMC’s Amendment 1 to the Herring 
FMP.” 
Motion made by Mr. White and seconded by Mr. Gilmore. Motion carries unanimously.  
 
On behalf of the Atlantic Herring Section move the Commission approve Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Herring 
Fishery Management Plan as amended today. 
Motion made by Mr. White. Motion carries unanimously.  

Move to approve the changes made to the Rules and Regulations as proposed and as presented at the ISFMP 
Policy Board. 
Motion made by Mr. Clark, seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion passes unanimously. 
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Groundfish  
 
Witch Flounder ABC Set for 2016-2018 
Acting on the advice and recommendations of its 
Scientific and Statistical Committee the Council moved 
ahead with a 460 metric ton (mt) ABC for witch 
flounder, or grey sole, at its January meeting.  
 

Responding to an initial SSC recommendation of 394 mt 
in December, and based on the reaction of the fishing 
industry and a number of Council members who cited 
widespread economic harm with the new limit, the 
Council queried the SSC about recommending an 
additional alternative. Stating it would accept a 
temporary increased risk to stock rebuilding, the 
Council requested that the SSC consider an ABC within 
a range up to the overfishing level or OFL.  
 

The SSC revised its recommendation to an ABC with 
an upper limit of 500 mt, accompanied by an increasing 
OFL, for the next three fishing years (2016-2018),  
based on the following: 
 The revised ABC incorporates the 2015 catch 

estimate for witch flounder. 
 The Groundfish Plan Development Team (PDT)  
   recommended retaining some buffer between OFL and ABC. 
 Economic benefits appear to be modest, but differences in biological risk also appear 

to be modest, with important uncertainties underlying both models that might 
underestimate outcomes. 

 The recommendation allows the Council to select lower value if it determines costs 
do not outweigh benefits. 

 A constant ABC is consistent with approach for overfished stocks. 
 The ABC will be revisited following a benchmark stock assessment in late fall/early 

winter 2016. 
 

The Council ultimately recommended a 460 mt ABC for witch flounder for fishing years 
2016-2018, 40 mt lower that the SSC’s upper limit for the ABC, to reduce the risk of 
overfishing while providing some economic relief for the fishing industry.  
 
 

 
 
 

           

Statistical areas used to define 
the witch flounder stock in red. 
Courtesy of NOAA/NEFSC.  



Groundfish — continued   
 
At-Sea Monitoring Work A Priority During the Groundfish Committee’s Report at 
the January meeting the Council also approved a problem statement that relates to the 
at-sea monitoring program (ASM) and the development of alternatives by the Groundfish 
Plan Development Team. The motion was unanimously approved and reads as follows: 
  
“When ASM requirements were established in Amendment 16, the expectation was that 
increased catch limits – resulting from stock rebuilding – would enable the industry to 
afford the cost of monitoring. Since 2010, annual catch limits for many stocks have 
declined sharply, along with groundfish revenues, and the size of the fleet. The 
affordability of the ASM program for groundfish sectors is in question.   
 
The current configuration of the ASM program may lead to significant economic impacts 
(i.e., economic losses) to the groundfish fishery and negative social impacts (i.e., those 
that reduce resiliency and increase vulnerabilities of fishing communities). Therefore, the 
Council requests analysis of the following by the PDT prior to the April Council meeting 
to assess whether: 
 
1. [Sampling methods] are the most appropriate to verify area fished, catch, and 

discards by species and gear type for the sector system, and; 
2. ASM provides the sector fishery, recognizing the heterogeneity within the fleet (trip 

length, homeport, etc.) the maximum flexibility to meet ASM goals and objectives.” 
 
It determined that work on ASM would be the PDT’s highest priority in 2016 while 
recognizing the possibility that not all of tasks would be completed by the next Council 
meeting.      
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The Council 
initiated an 

omnibus 
amendment to 

address the 
regulatory 

changes needed 
to fully 

implement the 
agency’s Fishery 
Dependent Data 
Visioning Project. 

View the 
presentation 

here: 
 

GAR/NEFSC Data 
Visioning Project.pdf 

 
 
 

Northeast  
Fisheries Science 

Center staff 
presented plans 
for an improved 
stock assessment 

process that 
includes greater 

stakeholder 
involvement. 
Take a look! 

 

Improved 
Assessments_NEFSC.pdf 

 

 
 
  
  
 
  

 
 

Small Mesh Multispecies 
 
Development of Amendment 22 alternatives Begins The Council reviewed scop-
ing hearing and written comments on Amendment 22 to the Northeast Multispecies 
(Groundfish) FMP. In its initial stages of development, the action is intended to establish 
a limited access program for silver and offshore hake, aka whiting and red hake. Limiting 
access is meant to prevent new entrants from increasing the catch of ‘choke’ species 
with low annual catch limits. During the scoping period, the NEFMC received nearly 100 
oral comments and 12 written comments on the proposed amendment  
 
The range of measures the Council approved for further development include single and 
multi-level (or tiered) qualification criteria with and without different criteria for the 
northern and southern management areas. Vessels qualifying for a limited access permit 
would be able to fish for whiting and red hake with possession limits that reflect recent 
activity by vessels in the tier and management area.  
 
The Council also approved the development of alternatives that may add to or modify 
the boundaries and/or seasons of the exemption areas where vessels with small-mesh 
trawls may fish for whiting, red hake, and other species. The existing November 28, 
2012 control date was re-affirmed as the basis for determining limiting future access. 
 
Development of measures to improve bycatch monitoring and reduction was also dis-
cussed and referred to the Small-Mesh Multispecies Committee for consideration in the 
amendment or in a future action. 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/FDDVP-Presentation_NEMFC_Jan-27-2016.pdf�
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http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/Karp-ImproveAssessments-NEFMC-Jan2016.pdf�
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/Karp-ImproveAssessments-NEFMC-Jan2016.pdf�
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Industry-Funded Monitoring  
 
Preferred Omnibus Alternatives Identified The 
Council approved preferred alternatives for the omni-
bus elements of an Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) 
Amendment for public review at hearings this spring.  
 
In development since 2014 with NOAA Fisheries in the 
lead and participation and support from the New Eng-
land and Mid-Atlantic Councils, the Omnibus IFM 
Amendment proposes to establish a standardized ad-
ministrative structure that could apply to any new in-
dustry-funded monitoring programs. The amendment 
also would include monitoring coverage targets for the 
herring and mackerel fisheries.  
 
Future IFM programs would be developed on an FMP-
specific basis through future framework adjustments to 
each plan. Industry funding would be used in conjunc-
tion with, not instead of, federal funding to pay for addi-
tional monitoring to meet FMP-specific coverage targets 
that would be determined by each Council.  
 
NOAA and the Councils are not looking at a one-size-
fits-all set of requirements for IFM. Instead, each Coun-
cil would determine which fisheries, if any, need addi-
tional monitoring. If adopted, the IFM Amendment 
would not affect the existing sea scallop and  
groundfish IFM programs. 
 
The amendment includes proposals to a,) apportion the 
costs of any additional monitoring between NOAA  
Fisheries and fishermen based on the availability of  
federal funding; b.) establish standardized service pro- 
 

 
 

 
vider requirements with flexibility to modify some ele-
ments; and c.) allow Councils to establish a “monitoring 
set-aside” mechanism to fund additional monitoring in 
individual FMPs.  
 
The amendment also proposes to establish a prioritiza-
tion process to determine how funding would be allo-
cated among IFM programs when there is a federal 
budget shortfall to pay for total administrative cost for 
IFM programs.  
 
The preferred omnibus alternatives approved by the 
Council in January refer to Alternative 2 of the IFM 
Discussion Document found here  
http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/1_Discussion-
Document-and-Appendix-1-3_01.12.16.pdf, beginning 
on page 7, including:  
 

1.  Omnibus Alternative 2.2 (Council-led Prioritization 
Process for IFM programs); the NEFMC added that 
this process could be modified through a future 
framework adjustment; and  

2.  Omnibus Alternative 2.6 (Monitoring Set-Aside 
Provision) which also could be modified via a 
framework adjustment. 

 
The NEFMC is scheduled to review and select pre-
ferred alternatives for the herring and mackerel compo-
nents to the IFM Amendment in April, while the Mid-
Atlantic Council will take its first crack at selecting pre-
ferred omnibus alternatives on February 9-11 in New 
Bern, NC.  
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NEFMC-Approved Guiding Principles  
for Data Collection Programs Established to Estimate Fishery Catch 

 
 Identify a clear purpose and need, and articulate objectives for industry-funded monitoring pro-

grams to ensure appropriate design criteria; 
 Ensure affordability especially for fisheries on the economic margins, but also give the necessary 

consideration to conservation and sustainability;  
 Recognize that an affordable robust program is likely to need a mix of data collection using people 

as well as technology: and 
 Incentivize reliable self-reporting 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/1_Discussion-Document-and-Appendix-1-3_01.12.16.pdf�
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   The New England Fishery Management Council is one of eight regional organizations created  
 by the Magnuson‐Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, initially enacted in 1976. 
  
      The Council develops rules for both commercial and recreational fisheries that operate  
between three and 200 miles off the region’s coastline. NEFMC management authority extends  
       to fishing grounds in the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank and southern New England and  
                          overlaps with the Mid‐Atlantic Council for some species.  
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Atlantic Herring 
 
Committee Recommendations Approved Following the Herring Advisory Panel and 
Committee meetings earlier in the month, the Council took up recommendations at the 
January meeting that were recently vetted by these groups. The focus was Amendment 8 to 
the Atlantic Herring Fishery Management Plan, an action that will establish a long-term har-
vest strategy, or control rule, that is intended to guide how future acceptable biological 
catches, or ABC’s, will be set and that explicitly accounts for the role of Atlantic herring in 
the ecosystem. The amendment also will address the issue of possible localized depletion.    
 
Following a review and encouragement by its Scientific and Statistical Committee, the Coun-
cil adopted the use of a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) approach to developing the 
amendment’s ABC control rule. MSE is a collaborative decision-making process to aid in the 
development of alternatives. It involves greater upfront public involvement in identifying 
potential objectives and technical analyses on how potential alternatives perform relative to 
the objectives. It is a tool increasingly used by NMFS and Councils to support decision-
making, though new to New England.  
  
An expanded explanation published by a researcher with New England experience stated:  
“Unlike many bio-economic models, MSE is specifically designed to realistically account for 
error and uncertainty in data and model structures and to provide explicit quantitative man-
agement advice that can be directly applied by fishery managers to set catch or effort limits. 
MSEs also generally assess performance based on multiple objectives rather than focusing 
solely on optimal economic performance.” (Holland, D. S. (2010), “Management Strategy Eval-
uation and Management Procedures: Tools for Rebuilding and Sustaining Fisheries”, OECD Food, 
Agriculture and Fisheries Working Papers, No. 25, OECD Publishing) 
 
In an 8/7/1 vote, the Council directed the Herring Committee to discuss five specific exam-
ples of alternatives suggested in scoping comments for Amendment 8. All were potential 
area closures that would limit when and how close to shore midwater trawl vessels could 
operate. The Herring Committee will continue developing the range of amendment alterna-
tives through early spring. 
 
The Council also asked the Herring and Groundfish Committees to examine the potential 
of allowing the herring midwater trawl fleet operating on Georges Bank to catch up to 50% 
above their current 1% haddock catch cap as a buffer to avoid a fishery closure, while still 
retaining the 1% cap. A large area closure is in place until May 1, 2016 as an accountability 
measure because the 1% cap was exceeded in 2015. Further consideration will include the 
economics of the herring fishery and the large biomass of Georges haddock. Work on this 
issue will not begin until after the April Council meeting.  
 
And finally, the Council agreed to recommend the use of state portside data to monitor the 
current river herring/shad and haddock catch caps. Many believe this method will enhance 
the accuracy of the bycatch estimates for the herring fishery.  



 
 

 
 

 
 

AGENDA 
Westin Jekyll Island 

110 Ocean Way 
Jekyll Island, Georgia 31527 

Phone: 1-888-627-8316 or 912-635-4545 and Fax: 912-319-2838 
March 7-11, 2016 

 
{Except for advertised (scheduled) public hearings and public comment sessions, the times indicated on the agenda may be adjusted as 
necessary to accommodate the completion of agenda items. Interested parties should be aware that meetings may start earlier or later than 
indicated.}   

  
Monday, March 7 CONCURRENT SESSIONS: MONDAY AFTERNOON 
 
 1:30 P.M. to 5:00 P.M. Law Enforcement Advisory Panel/Col. Chisolm Frampton (TAB 1) 

1. Overview of Developing and Recently Implemented Amendments 
2. Snapper Grouper Amendment 33 and Dolphin Wahoo Amendment 7 (new 

fillet regulations for fish from The Bahamas) – ACTION 
3. Snapper Grouper Amendment 37 (Hogfish) – ACTION 
4.  Proposed changes to for-hire reporting requirements (headboat and 
charter) and current requirements for dealers & commercial vessels – 
ACTION 

 
 1:30 P.M. to 2:30 P.M. Protected Resources Committee/Dr. Wilson Laney (TAB 2) 

1. Update on Protected Resources – ACTION 
2. Right Whale Critical Habitat Final Rule – ACTION 
3. ESA/MSA Integration Agreement: Review & Approval – ACTION 
4. Update on ASMFC/USFWS Protected Resources Issues – ACTION 

 
 2:30 P.M. to 5:00 P.M. Joint Dolphin Wahoo/Snapper Grouper Committee/Anna Beckwith and 

Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 3) 
1. Status of Commercial and Recreational Catches versus ACLs for Dolphin 

and Wahoo – ACTION 
2. Status of actions under formal review/NMFS SERO  
• Amendment 7 (fillets) 
• Amendment 8 (allocation & accountability measures) 
• Regulatory Amendment 1 (trip limit) 
• Control Date (6/30/15) 

3. DW Amendment 10/SG Amendment 44 (Allocations for Dolphin and 
Yellowtail Snapper) – ACTION 

 

SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, North Charleston SC 29405 
Call: (843) 571-4366 | Toll-Free: (866) SAFMC-10 | Fax: (843) 769-4520 | Connect: www.safmc.net 
 
 
Dr. Michelle Duval, Chair | Charlie Phillips, Vice Chair 
Gregg T. Waugh, Executive Director  
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Tuesday, March 8 CONCURRENT SESSIONS: TUESDAY MORNING  
  
 8:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon Law Enforcement Advisory Panel cont./Col. Chisolm Frampton (TAB 1) 

5. Size and bag limit compliance in the South Atlantic Region – ACTION 
6. Enforceability of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and Spawning Special 

Management Zones (SMZ): Evaluation for System Management Plans – 
ACTION 

7. Turtle Excluder Devices (TED) compliance in shrimp fishery – ACTION 
8. Election of LEAP Chair and Vice-Chair – ACTION 

  
8:30 A.M. to 10:00 A.M.  Advisory Panel Selection Committee/Chester Brewer (TAB 4) 

(PARTIALLY CLOSED SESSION) 
1. Review Applicants and Develop Recommendations – ACTION 
2. NGO seats on species Advisory Panels – ACTION 
3. Term Limits – ACTION  
4. Other policy issues – ACTION   

 
 10:00 A.M. to 12:00 Noon  SEDAR Committee/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 5) (PARTIALLY 

CLOSED SESSION) 
 1. Blueline tilefish stock ID workshop participants (CLOSED) – ACTION  
 2. Blueline tilefish assessment schedule – ACTION 
 3. SEDAR projects update – ACTION 
 

 12:00 Noon to 1:30 P.M. Lunch 
 
Tuesday, March 8 COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 
 1:30 P.M. to 2:30 P.M. Law Enforcement Committee/Mel Bell (TAB 6) 

1. Review Law Enforcement Advisory Panel Recommendations – ACTION 
 
  2:30 P.M. to 5:00 P.M. Snapper Grouper Committee/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 7) 

1. Status of commercial and recreational catches versus quotas for species 
under ACLs/NMFS SERO – ACTION 

2. Status of actions under formal review/NMFS SERO  
• Amendment 33 (fillets) 
• Amendment 34 (comprehensive accountability measures) 
• Amendment 35 (species removal and golden tilefish endorsements) 
• Regulatory Amendment 25 (Blueline, Yellowtail, & Black Sea Bass) 
• Regulatory Amendment 16 (Black Sea Bass Traps) 

3. Black sea bass pot selectivity study results/Dr. Paul Rudershausen 
• Discuss and take action as appropriate – ACTION 

4. SSC Report/Dr. Luiz Barbieri 
5. Overview of Snapper Grouper Amendment 37 (hogfish) 
• Consider public hearing comments, discuss and modify document as 

appropriate, select preferred alternatives, and approve all actions – 
ACTION 
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Wednesday, March 9 COMMITTEE MEETINGS  
 
  8:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon Snapper Grouper Committee cont./Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 7) 

6. Overview of Snapper Grouper Amendment 41 (mutton snapper) 
• Consider scoping comments, discuss, modify document as appropriate, 

and provide guidance to staff – ACTION 
7. Overview of Oculina Review Report 
• Discuss and modify document as appropriate, and approve – ACTION 

8. Overview of System Management Plan for Amendment 14 MPAs 
• Review, modify document as necessary, and approve – ACTION 

9. Overview of Snapper Grouper Amendment 36 (Spawning SMZs) and 
System Management Plan for Spawning SMZs 
• Review, modify document as necessary, and approve for formal review 

– ACTION 
 

12:00 Noon to 1:30 P.M. Lunch 
 

  1:30 P.M. to 5:30 P.M. Snapper Grouper Committee cont./Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 7) 
10. Overview of Items to be considered in Snapper Grouper Amendment 43 

(Red Snapper) 
• Discuss and provide guidance to staff – ACTION 

11. Overview of Fisheries Seasonality/Retention Regulatory Amendment 
• Results of ranking of alternatives 
• Discuss and provide direction to staff – ACTION 
 

5:30 P.M.  Public comment will first be accepted on items before the Council for final action:  
• Snapper Grouper Amendment 36 (Spawning SMZs) 
• MPA System Management Plan 
• Oculina Review Report 
• ESA/MSA Integration Agreement  
• CMP Amendment 26 (King Mackerel ACLs/Boundary/Management Measures) 

 
Public comment will then be accepted regarding any of the other items on the 
Council agenda. The Council Chair, based on the number of individuals wishing 
to comment, will determine the amount of time provided to each commenter. 
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Thursday, March 10 COMMITTEE MEETINGS  
 8:30 A.M. to 10:00 A.M. Mackerel Committee/Ben Hartig (TAB 8) 

1. Status of recreational and commercial catches vs. ACLs/NMFS SERO – 
ACTION 

2. Gulf Council Meeting Report 
3. Mackerel AP Report/Ira Laks, AP Chair 
4. Overview of CMP Amendment 26 decision document  
• Consider public hearing comments, modify document as appropriate, 

select preferred alternatives and approve Amendment 26 for formal 
Secretarial review – ACTION 

5. Overview of Atlantic Cobia Landings and Adjustment to Recreational 
Season Length/NMFS SERO 
• Presentation on 2016 Recreational Season for Atlantic Cobia/Mike 

Larkin, SERO 
• Options Paper for Framework Amendment 
• Discuss and provide guidance to staff – ACTION 

 
 10:00 A.M. to 12:00 Noon Data Collection Committee/Mel Bell (TAB 9)  

1. Report on Bycatch Monitoring/NMFS SERO 
• Discuss and provide guidance to staff – ACTION 

2. Update on Commercial Logbook Pilot Study  
• Presentation on the status of the commercial electronic logbook pilot 

project/Dr. Bonnie Ponwith, SEFSC                                                                       
• Discuss and take action as appropriate – ACTION 

3. Overview of Implementation Plan for commercial logbook electronic 
reporting   
• Status of eTrips/Mike Cahall, ACCSP 
• Discuss and provide guidance to staff – ACTION 

4.  Overview of the South Atlantic For-Hire Reporting Amendment 
• SC electronic logbook demonstration 
• Review public hearing input, discuss and modify document as 

appropriate, and approve all actions – ACTION 
 
 12:00 Noon to 1:30 P.M. Lunch 

 
 1:30 P.M. to 2:30 P.M. Data Collection Committee cont./Mel Bell (TAB 9)  

5. Citizen Science Workshop Update 
• Overview of draft Citizen Science Program Blueprint 
• Discuss and take action as appropriate – ACTION 

 
  2:30 P.M. to 3:30 P.M. Executive Finance Committee/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 10) 

1. Status of CY 2015 budget expenditures 
2. Draft Activity Schedule – ACTION 
3. Status of CY 2016 budget 
4. Council Follow-up and priorities – ACTION 
5. Discuss standards and procedures for participating in Council webinar 

meetings – ACTION 
6. CCC Meeting Report – ACTION 
7. Address other issues as appropriate – ACTION  

 
3:30 P.M. to 3:45 P.M. Break 
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Thursday, March 10 COUNCIL SESSION (TAB 11) 
  3:45 - 4:00 Call to Order, Adoption of Agenda and Approval of December 2015   
   Minutes/Dr. Michelle Duval 

 
4:00 - 5:00 Snapper Grouper Committee Report/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 6) 

• Approve/Disapprove Amendment 36 for formal Secretarial review – 
ACTION 

• Approve/Disapprove System Management Plan for MPAs – ACTION 
• Consider other Committee recommendations and take action as  

appropriate – ACTION 
 

Friday, March 11  
 
8:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon COUNCIL SESSION (TAB 11) 

 
  8:30 - 9:00 Mackerel Committee Report/Ben Hartig (TAB 8) 

• Approve/Disapprove Amendment 26 for formal review – ACTION 
• Consider other Committee recommendations and take action as  

 appropriate – ACTION 
  

 9:00 - 9:10 Law Enforcement Committee Report/Mel Bell (TAB 6) 
• Consider Committee recommendations and take action as  

  appropriate – ACTION 
 
  9:10 - 9:30  Joint Dolphin Wahoo/Snapper Grouper Committee Report/Anna Beckwith 

and Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 3) 
• Consider Committee recommendations and take action as  
 appropriate – ACTION  

 
 9:30 -9:40 Protected Resources Committee Report/Dr. Wilson Laney  
    (TAB 2) 

• Approve/Disapprove ESA/MSA Integration Agreement 
• Consider other Committee recommendations and take action as  

      appropriate – ACTION 
 
   9:40 - 9:50  SEDAR Committee Report/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 5) 

• Consider Committee recommendations and take action as  
 appropriate – ACTION 

 
  9:50 - 10:00 Data Collection Committee Report/Mel Bell (TAB 9) 

• Consider Committee recommendations and take action as  
 appropriate – ACTION 
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Friday, March 11  
 
8:30 A.M. to 12:00 Noon COUNCIL SESSION (TAB 11) 

 
10:00 - 10:10  AP Selection Committee Report/Chester Brewer (TAB 4) 

• Consider Committee recommendations and take action as  
 appropriate – ACTION 

 
10:10 - 10:30  Executive Finance Committee Report/Dr. Michelle Duval (TAB 13) 

• Approve Council Follow-Up and Priorities – ACTION 
• Approve Activity Schedule – ACTION 
• Consider other Committee recommendations and take action as 

appropriate – ACTION 
 

10:30 - 10:45 Monitor National Marine Sanctuary/David W. Alberg, Superintendent  
 (Attachment 1) 
 
10:45 - 10:55 SERO Report/Dr. Roy Crabtree (Attachment 2) 
 
10:55 - 11:10 Review Experimental Fishing Permit requests as appropriate (Attachment 3)  
  - ACTION 
 
11:10 - 11:20 SEFSC Report/Dr. Bonnie Ponwith (Attachment 4)  
 

  11:20 - 11:40  Agency and Liaison Reports and additional information (Attachment 5) 
           
 11:40 – 12:00 Other Business and Upcoming Meetings (Attachment 6) 

• Spiny Lobster Review Panel & Advisory Panel Meeting (Kari)  
 
  12:00 Noon ADJOURN 
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To: Mr. Greg DiDominico 

 Executive Director 

Garden State Seafood Association 

gregdidominico@gmail.com  

 

From: Beth Kerttula 

 Director, National Ocean Council 

 ekerttula@ostp.eop.gov 

 

VIA EMAIL 

February 18, 2016 

Dear Mr. DiDominico:  

Below please find our response to the questions you sent us about regional planning and the 

National Ocean Policy.  Thank you for your interest and your patience.  Please let me know if 

you have any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Beth Kerttula 

Director, National Ocean Council 

Executive Office of the President 

722 Jackson Place 

Washington DC 20503 

 

Office:  (202)456-3267 

Cell:      (907)209-5104 

Fax:      (202)456-6546 
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1) What does “pre application consultation” mean? What is the administrative process that 

will need to be conducted? 

 “Pre-application consultation” is a coordination and information sharing mechanism that 

agencies use under existing authorities and practices.  Broadly, it means any coordination among 

agencies and/or between agencies and a project proponent that may occur before formal review 

of an action, such as a NEPA review, permit application, etc. Consultation is typically initiated 

by the lead agency, such as BOEM for wind energy and sand and gravel leasing, 

USCG/MARAD for an offshore liquefied natural gas terminal, or USACE for a beach 

nourishment project.  However, for fishery management actions consultation is conducted jointly 

by the Fishery Management Council and NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service [NOAA 

Fisheries]. 

Among other things, pre-application consultation clarifies applicable authorities and consequent 

required information, initially identifies potential adverse impacts to resources and human 

activities, identifies what data are available and what is missing and needed, and identifies 

potentially affected stakeholders that need to be consulted as both a source of information and as 

parties with existing interests in the use of ocean resources. The nature and process of 

consultation varies, depending on the scope of the proposed activity, applicable authorities, 

available agency resources, the extent of information the agencies or a proponent would need to 

address, and established agency practices. 

In the context of regional plans and depending on the scope and complexity of the proposal (or 

application), the lead agency (or state) may invoke or encourage pre-application consultation.  

This early coordination is being included as a best practice in the Northeast Ocean Plan, and may 

also be included in other regional plans. At a minimum, this would require the project proponent 

(or applicant) to schedule and participate in a meeting with the lead agency. Its purpose would be 

to identify environmental conditions and constraints, reach a better understanding of stakeholder 

concerns and the regulatory framework, discuss alternatives to the proposal that yield better 

outcomes, and facilitate coordination with Federal, state, tribal and local government agencies. 

Regional plans, which contain authoritative and current data and information products, would be 

key to improving efficiency and transparency in the pre-application assessment of a proposed 

action.  The plans would not alter existing mandates and responsibilities; instead their purpose is 

to offer more consistency going forward in following this best practice.  
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2) Will state permitted activities including those reviewed and granted [under] the Coastal 

Zone Management Act have to be consistent with National Ocean Policy/Council and RPB? 

3) Will federally permitted activities have to be consistent with NOP Council and or RPB? 

These two questions concern the intersection of Federal administrative process with the regional 

planning efforts called for in the National Ocean Policy. 

A regional ocean plan, with the authoritative data and information products contained therein, is 

intended to facilitate dialog among stakeholders and promote transparency in decision making. 

By their concurrence, Federal agencies would agree to use the plan to inform and guide their 

actions in the region consistent with their existing missions and authorities.  Regional plans are 

not regulatory, and concurrence does not create new authorities, legal obligations, regulations, or 

missions.  All activities will continue to be managed under existing authorities. 

Agencies involved in the National Ocean Council administer a range of statutes and authorized 

programs that provide a basis for implementing regional ocean plans.  The process and decision-

making that the National Ocean Policy envisions for regional ocean planning will be carried out 

consistent with and under the authority of existing statutes. The RPB is not a regulatory body and 

has no independent legal authority to regulate Federal, state, or tribal entities. 

4) Will Fishery Management Plans or FMP amendments or Frameworks and quotas written 

and recommended by regional fishery management councils and approved and implemented 

by NOAA/ NMFS have to be consistent with NOP/RPB? 

Regional ocean plans would not contain quotas, regulatory standards or other similar provisions; 

therefore, they would not be used to enforce compliance with a plan.  The intent is that the data 

and information in a regional ocean plan would be used by Federal, state, tribal and local 

decision makers to better coordinate and make decisions: decisions must, however, be based on 

the legal requirements of current statutes and regulatory mandates. Once a Federal agency 

concurs with a regional ocean plan, it must implement it, but that can only be done under already 

existing statutes and regulations.  

5) Will NOAA Ecosystem Based Management policy have to comply with NOP? 

NOAA Fisheries' draft Ecosystem-based Fishery Management policy was available for review at 

>https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/ebfm/creating-an-ebfm-management-policy< until 

Dec 16th. Let us know if you cannot access the website and need a copy of the plan. 

NOAA Fisheries developed the draft Ecosystem-based Fishery Management (EBFM) policy to 

outline a set of principles to guide NOAA Fisheries actions and decisions over the long-term. 

NOAA Fisheries must address its multiple mandates concurrently and, to do that, is 
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implementing its living marine resource stewardship responsibilities in an ecosystem context. 

NOAA Fisheries has adopted the EBFM policy to more efficiently and effectively fulfill its 

mandates and promote consideration of not only cumulative effects, but also tradeoffs across 

various management regimes and human uses, as well as the impacts of these management 

decisions on human systems. The NOAA Fisheries draft EBFM policy is consistent with the 

intent of National Ocean Policy (NOP). The NOP does not alter NOAA Fisheries' 

responsibilities with respect to existing statutes and regulations. 
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2016 Planned Council Meeting Topics 

February 9-11, 2016 — Doubletree by Hilton New Bern Riverfront, New Bern, NC 
 Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment – Select preferred Omnibus alternatives for public 

hearings 
 Draft EAFM Interactions White Paper – Review 
 Collaborative Research Program – Review committee progress 
 Scup GRA Framework – Meeting 2 
 Unmanaged Forage Fish Amendment – Discuss FMAT, AP, and EOP Committee recommendations  
 Data Modernization Amendment – GARFO update 

April 12-14, 2016 — Montauk Yacht Club, Montauk, NY 
 2017 Golden Tilefish Specifications – Review 
 Golden Tilefish Framework – Meeting 2 
 Unmanaged Forage Amendment – Approve Public Hearing Document 
 Blueline Tilefish Amendment – Final action 
 2013 River Herring/Shad White Paper – Review Committee recommendations for TORs for October action  
 Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment – Select preferred mackerel alternatives for public 

hearings 
 Draft EAFM Guidance Document – Review 
 eVTR framework – Meeting 1 (moved to June) 
 Spiny Dogfish Trip Limits 

June 14-16, 2016 — Courtyard Marriott Newark / University of Delaware Clayton Hall, Newark, DE 
 2017 Squid and Butterfish Specifications – Review 
 Longfin/Butterfish Mesh/Strengthener Analyses- Review 
 2017 Atlantic Mackerel Specifications – Review 
 RH/S Cap and RH/S management progress - Review 
 2017 and 2018 Surfclam/Ocean Quahog Specifications – Adopt  
 Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Excessive Shares Amendment – Discuss next steps 
 Summer Flounder Amendment – Update 
 Squid Capacity Amendment – Update 
 Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment – Adopt final alternatives (moved to October) 
 EAFM Guidance Document – Review and approve (moved to August) 
 New Jersey Special Management Zone (SMZ) request – Review Monitoring Team Report (moved to October) 

August 8-11, 2016 — Hilton Virginia Beach Oceanfront, Virginia Beach, VA 
 Swearing-in of new and reappointed Council members 
 Election of Officers 
 2017 Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Specifications – Review 
 2017 Bluefish Specifications – Review  
 Summer Flounder Amendment – Consider FMAT recommendations for draft range of alternatives 
 Black Sea Bass Amendment – Adopt scoping document  
 Habitat policies on fishing impacts – Review and approve 
 Unmanaged Forage Amendment – Final action 
 eVTR framework – Meeting 2 



 

 Collaborative Research Program – Final action 
 EAFM Guidance Document – Review and approve 

October 4-6, 2016 — Stockton Seaview Hotel, Galloway, NJ 
 2017 Spiny Dogfish Specifications – Review 
 RH/S Stocks in the Fishery Decision  
  NJ SMZ Recommendation – Final action 
 Risk Policy Omnibus Framework – Meeting 1 
 Council Communications Plan – Review  
 Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment – Adopt final alternatives 
 New Jersey Special Management Zone (SMZ) request – Review Monitoring Team Report 

December 13-15, 2016 — Royal Sonesta Harbor Court Baltimore, Baltimore, MD 
 2017 Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Recreational Specifications – Adopt 
 Summer Flounder Amendment – Approve range of alternatives for public hearing document 
 Risk Policy Omnibus Framework – Meeting 2 
 Golden Tilefish 5 year IFQ program review – Approve final document  
 Squid Capacity Amendment – Approve public hearing document 

 



 

MAFMC 2017 COUNCIL MEETINGS 
February 14-16, 2017 Hilton Garden Inn 

5353 N. Virginia Dare Trail 
Kitty Hawk, NC 
252-261-1290 

April 10-12, 2017 Icona Golden Inn 
7849 Dune Dr. 
Avalon, NJ 08202 
609-368-5155 

June 5-8, 2017 The Main 
100 Main St. 
Norfolk, VA 23510 
757-763-6200 

August 8-10, 2017 Courtyard Marriott 
21 North Juniper St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
215-496-3200 

October 10-12, 2017 Hyatt Long Island East End 
451 East Main St. 
Riverhead, NY  11901 
631-208-0002 

December 12-14, 2017 Westin Annapolis 
100 Westgate Circle 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
410-972-4300 
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Summer Flounder Amendment FMAT Webinar Summary 
March 28, 2016, 1:30 p.m. – 2:30 p.m. 

The Summer Flounder Amendment Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) met via webinar on 
March 28, 2016 to discuss tasks for issue-specific working groups for the Comprehensive Summer 
Flounder Amendment. The FMAT recapped the most recent amendment discussions of the Council and 
Board and reviewed the updated timeline and action plan for amendment development and discussed 
next steps for the FMAT and working groups. 
 
Tasks and Terms of Reference for Issue-Specific Working Groups  

• The FMAT reviewed some draft ideas for working group Terms of Reference, which included 
items like compiling background information and developing draft alternatives. The FMAT 
responded that they believed the working groups should have more specific and technical tasks, 
and the FMAT should be primarily responsible for the items that were discussed.   

• Several FMAT members would like to review a list of specific items that the Council and Board 
would like to address through the amendment, based on past guidance and scoping feedback (to 
be compiled by Council and Commission staff).  

Proposed Process: 
• The FMAT will meet to begin developing alternatives based on Council/Board priorities and 

scoping feedback. As the FMAT encounters issues that need more technical analysis/support, the  
FMAT will task the issue-specific working groups with specific relevant projects.  

• The FMAT will provide the technical working groups with any necessary TORs and guidance as 
these tasks are defined later in the process.  

• Advisory Panel input will be sought sometime this summer after the FMAT and working groups 
develop initial products for the APs to comment on.  

Next Steps 

• Kiley, Kirby, and Moira will begin compiling a document with more specific guidance for the 
FMAT to begin developing alternatives, based on Council/Board priorities and scoping feedback.  

• Kiley will summarize the December Council/Board discussions and feedback regarding goals 
and objectives, for a future FMAT discussion to refine the language for inclusion in the draft 
amendment.  

• One or more FMAT meetings will be scheduled for April/May to begin discussion of amendment 
alternatives. 

• Council and Commission staff will meet to determine planned items for August and December 
joint Council/Board meetings and other meetings as necessary.  



 

Fishery Management Action Teams 

Overview 
A Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) is a team formed by the Council to develop alternatives and 
provide technical analysis in support of a specific, major Council action.  FMATs help plan and execute 
the procedural and technical steps needed to complete an action, and collaborate to create the 
supporting documents for Council actions (e.g., white papers, environmental assessments, 
environmental impacts statements, etc.). FMATs work closely with Council Committees to refine options 
and evaluate management proposals to ensure they are consistent with Council goals and any statutory 
or regulatory requirements. 

Specific responsibilities of FMATs include: 
 Development of Action Plans for amendments and frameworks; 
 Development of the scope of issues that will be considered in the development of the action; 
 Incorporation of recommendations of the Council and its committees or other groups, into 

management alternatives development, as appropriate; and 
 Guidance, and technical and analytical expertise, and/or review of proposed measures during 

the development and preparation of FMP actions. 

Membership 
Membership on FMATs can include scientists, managers, and other experts with knowledge and 
experience relevant to the Council action under development.  FMATs are chaired by Council staff as 
designated by the Council Executive Director.  

Meetings 
FMAT meetings are working meetings of the Council, NOAA Fisheries, and Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission staff. The Council typically posts announcements of FMAT meetings to the 
calendar on the Council’s website, sometimes with very little notice. Detailed agendas and information 
on the meeting location and how to connect via phone or webinar (if available) are not posted but may 
be obtained by contacting Council staff prior to the meeting. FMAT members may discuss topics listed 
on the agenda in any order and may also discuss topics not listed. Members of the public may attend 
FMAT meetings, or listen to the meetings if they are broadcast, but should not expect to participate in 
the discussion unless the FMAT chair invites public input during a specified public comment period to be 
noted at the beginning of the meeting. Work carried out by the FMAT is considered during committee 
and/or Council meetings, during which public comments are encouraged. 



Project Proposal – finalization of MAFMC Policy on Fishing Impacts on Habitat 
George Lapointe 

1 March 2016 

1 
 

 
This project will produce a draft of the Policy for Fishing Impacts on Sensitive Habitats (Fishing Impacts 
Policy) for the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council).  The fishing impacts issue was 
separated from the Non-Fishing Impacts on Sensitive Habitats because the combined issues resulted in a 
lack of focus on either issue and because of the sensitivity of fishing industry members regarding the 
impacts of fishing gear on marine habitats. 
 
This work will produce a draft of the Fishing Impacts Policy for consideration at the August Council 
meeting (8-11 August in Virginia Beach, VA).  This will be done working through the Ecosystem and 
Ocean Planning Committee and Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel.  The approach that will 
be taken is: 

1) Review current Draft Policy and Fishing Impacts Background Document, and other relevant 
documents. 

 
2) Meet by phone with Committee Chair Warren Elliott and Council staff member Jessica Coakley to 

refine issue definition and work plan for draft Fishing Impacts Policy completion. 
 
3) Meet by phone with appropriate GARFO staff to understand their perspective on the draft Fishing 

Impacts Policy and to learn about Regional Office efforts on fishing impacts on habitat. 
 
4) Contact AP and Committee members to discuss their concerns and issues with the Draft Policy and 

Fishing Impacts Background Document in advance of the June Council meeting (14-16 June in 
Newark, DE).   This information will be used to:  
a. propose revisions to the Fishing Impacts Background Document to address AP and Committee 

concerns, to the extent possible; 
b. Propose revisions to the draft Fishing Impacts Policy. 
 

5) AP Meetings 
a. Meet with AP (late April – May) to discuss the Fishing Impacts Background Document and draft 

Fishing Impacts Policy 
b. Meet with AP (July) between June and August Council meetings to seek input on Committee 

actions on the Fishing Impacts Background Document and draft Fishing Impacts Policy. 
 
6) Meet with AP and Committee members at the June Council meeting to discuss the Fishing Impacts 

Background Document and draft Fishing Impacts Policy. 
 
7) In the time period between the June and August Council meetings, finalize the draft Fishing Impacts 

Policy for Council consideration at the August Council meeting. 
 
8) Meet with Committee members at the August Council meeting to obtain a Committee 

recommendation for approval of the draft Fishing Impacts Policy by the full Council. 
 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/rosters/com/ecosystems
http://www.mafmc.org/rosters/com/ecosystems
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date: April 1, 2016 

To: Council 

From: Mary Clark 

Subject: Collaborative Research Projects 

The Council’s Collaborative Research Committee met on March 23, 2016 in Baltimore, Maryland to 
review sixteen proposals that were submitted in response to the Council’s Request for Proposals 
(RFP) for the 2016-2017 Collaborative Fisheries Research Program. After thorough consideration of 
the proposals, the Committee selected four projects to receive approximately $610,000 in funding. 
Details are provided below, and the executive summaries for the selected projects are enclosed 
behind this memo.  

1. Changes in Availability of Mid-Atlantic Fish Stocks To Fisheries-Independent Surveys  
Principal Investigators: Janet Nye, Michael Frisk, and Skyler Sagarese.   
This project will investigate how habitat modifies the availability of summer flounder, black sea 
bass, and spiny dogfish to the NEFSC trawl survey. The focus of this research is on the 
relationship between the NEFSC trawl survey index and actual abundance of these species.  

2. Collaborative Development Of A Winter Habitat Model For Atlantic Mackerel, “Version 
2.0”, For The Identification Of “Cryptic” Habitats And Estimation Of Population 
Availability To Assessment Surveys And The Fishery  
Principal Investigator: Gregory DiDomenico; Co-Principal Investigators: William Bright, Peter 
Moore, Josh Kohut, Mitchell Roffer, and John Manderson.  
This project will synthesize existing information to develop and evaluate a quantitative model 
describing dynamic winter habitat distributions for Atlantic Mackerel. The goal of this study is 
to develop a model that can be used to accurately estimate the availability of the population to 
fishery independent surveys. 

3. Estimating and Mitigating the Discard Mortality Rate of Black Sea Bass in Offshore 
Recreational Rod-And-Reel Fisheries  
Principal Investigator: Olaf Jensen; Co-Principal Investigators: Eleanor Bochenek and Jeffrey 
Kneebone. 
The primary objective of the proposed research is to generate a robust estimate of the discard 
mortality rate of black sea bass captured by recreational anglers using rod-and-reel fishing 
gear in the deepwater offshore fishery that occurs during the fall/winter in the Mid-Atlantic. In 
addition, this research will generate “best practice” capture and handling recommendations to 
reduce the mortality of discards. 

 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910 
Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 
Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 
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4. Determining Selectivity and Optimum Mesh Size to Harvest Three Commercially 
Important Mid-Atlantic Species  
Principal Investigator: Emerson Hasbrouck; Co-Principal Investigator: Jonathan Knight.  
The project goal is to analyze the selectivity of multiple codend mesh sizes relative to summer 
flounder, black sea bass and scup retention. This study will compare the catch composition, 
commercial yield, retention efficiency, discards, and size selectivity parameters of a range of 
different codends in the commercial bottom trawl fishery in the Mid-Atlantic region. 

 



Title: Changes in availability of Mid-Atlantic fish stocks to fisheries-independent surveys 

Applicant name:  

Janet A. Nye 

School of Marine and Atmospheric Science 

Stony Brook University 

Stony Brook, NY 11794 

Ph: 631-632-3187 

Email: janet.nye@stonybrook.edu 

Applicant FEIN #: 14-1368361 

Applicant contact:  

Anne DePietri 

Contracts Administrator 

Research Foundation for The State University of New York 

Office of Sponsored Programs  

Stony Brook University 

Stony Brook, NY  11794-3362 

Ph:  631-632-4702 

Fax: 631-632-6963 

Email: annette.depietri@stonybrook.edu 

 

Applicant type: nonprofit educational institution 

 

Principal investigators:  

 

Janet Nye, Stony Brook University 

Michael Frisk, Stony Brook University 

Skyler Sagarese, NOAA NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center (receiving no funds) 

 

MAFMC research area being addressed 

1. Investigate NEFSC trawl survey efficiency, catchability, and availability relative to summer 

flounder, black sea bass, and spiny dogfish. 

Proposed Start Date: 5/15/16    

Proposed End Date: 12/15/17 

 

mailto:annette.depietri@stonybrook.edu
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Executive summary 

Title: Changes in availability of Mid-Atlantic fish stocks to fisheries-independent surveys 

This proposal addresses Research Need #1 to “Investigate NEFSC trawl survey efficiency, 

catchability, and availability” for three of the species identified in this priority; summer flounder, 

black sea bass and spiny dogfish.  It is often assumed that abundance indices from fisheries-

independent trawl surveys are not prone to the pitfalls of fisheries-dependent catch rates.  That is, 

we assume that catchability does not change with fish density or interannual environmental 

variability.  This assumption is dangerous in light of the fact that many stocks in the Northeast 

US have shifted their distributions and/or have experienced range contractions and expansions 

that are related to both population size and rapid warming (Nye et al. 2009).  The implications 

for these shifts in distribution have not been fully addressed despite there being important 

ramifications for stock assessments (Link et al. 2011).  In particular, shifts in distribution can 

alter availability and subsequently catchability of a stock to fisheries-independent surveys upon 

which many stock assessments are dependent, especially for seasonally migrating stocks whose 

distributions may fall outside of the survey area (Walters 2003, Wilberg et al. 2009).   

Like many Mid-Atlantic species, our three focal species (summer flounder, black sea bass and 

spiny dogfish) all undertake seasonal migrations where in winter they move generally south and 

offshore to the edge of the continental shelf where water temperature is warmer than in the 

coastal ocean.  This offshore movement can potentially shift a proportion of their population out 

of the NEFSC trawl survey area.  The NEFSC bottom trawl survey extends from Cape Hatteras 

to the Gulf of Maine and occurs over a two-month interval in both the spring and the fall when 

the temperature on the shelf is rapidly changing.  Thus, the timing of the survey combined with 

variability in the timing and rate of spring warming and fall cooling in each season may impact 

availability of species to the survey, particularly those with temperature-induced migration 

patterns.  Because temperature strongly modifies their movement offshore and south in the 

winter, there is high interannual variability in their distribution on the shelf, consequently 

changing the availability of each of these species to the survey.   Here we propose to quantify the 

degree to which multiple habitat variables affect availability and catchability in the NEFSC trawl 

survey for summer flounder, black sea bass and spiny dogfish. Evaluation of time-varying 

catchability in these three species is critical to the stock assessments for each species, but also 

enables a comparison of the degree to which time-varying catchability among fishes with 

different life histories and habitat requirements might impact stock assessments. 

Temperature is likely the most important variable influencing distribution and availability to the 

NEFSC survey of fishes in this region.  Indeed, developing a habitat model based on temperature 

improved the biomass estimates and reduced uncertainty for the pelagic butterfish.  However, 

our three focal species are more demersal in nature and furthermore, other variables have been 

identified as important habitat requirements.  For summer flounder and black sea bass, access to 

estuaries and bottom habitat type are also important determinants of distribution and availability.  

Both species use estuaries as nursery habitat and forage there as adults.  Summer flounder are 

known to prefer sandy habitat whereas black sea bass are known to aggregate on high-

complexity habitat.  Salinity is also an important factor in predicting black sea bass abundance 

(Miller et al. 2016).  For spiny dogfish, habitat associations revealed a selection for warmer, 

more saline, and more southerly locations during spring (Sagarese et al. 2014b). In contrast, 

during autumn, larger dogfish occupied relatively warmer, shallower, and less saline waters. 

Seasonal occurrence was tightly linked to environmental factors such as bottom temperature 



during both spring and autumn, with ecological factors (e.g., squid abundance) also influential 

during autumn (Sagarese et al. 2014a).  To summarize, it is vital to assess the importance of both 

dynamic variables (temperature, salinity, oceanographic fronts) and static variables (distance to 

estuary and bottom type) in determining the availability of these species to the NEFSC survey.  

As dynamic variables change and static variables do not, the spatial mismatch between multiple 

variables may dramatically change the availability of each species to the survey. 

Brief overview of methods 

For each species, we will take a similar approach to understand how habitat modifies their 

availability to the NEFSC trawl survey in three steps or objectives.  Briefly, we will: 

1. Identify habitat variable(s) for which each species and if necessary each sex, age or size 

class selects for habitat using cumulative distribution functions (cdfs). 

2. Develop a habitat model for each species using Generalized Additive Models (GAMs) 

that will allow incorporation of multiple habitat parameters if necessary. 

3. Create hindcasts of availability to the survey by combining habitat models with hindcasts 

of dynamic oceanographic variables (temperature, salinity and fronts) to create a time 

series of catchability during the spring and fall NEFSC surveys. 

The use of cdfs will allow us to determine if fishes are actively selecting for habitat variables 

while GAMs are a flexible modeling technique that allows for the incorporation of multiple 

habitat variables, the functional form of which may vary from strictly linear to complex 

nonlinear relationships. 

Measurable outcomes 

1. Critical habitat needs for three economically and ecologically important species: black 

sea bass, summer flounder and spiny dogfish 

2. Time series of catchability for three Mid-Atlantic species that can be directly 

incorporated into each stock assessment 

3. Habitat models for three species that can be used in applications other than changing 

availability to the stock assessment 

4. A model of availability of summer flounder to shore-based recreational fishers 

5. Training of at least one student in quantitative fisheries science 

6. At least three peer-reviewed publications in fisheries and ecology journals 

 

Qualifications 

Nye, Frisk and Sagarese have been studying fish distribution, developing habitat models and 

modeling fish population dynamics for a combined total of over 35 years.  Nye is a Fisheries 

Oceanographer who will lead the project and has developed GAMs for other Northeast US fish 

stocks such as Atlantic croaker, cusk and river herring.  Nye and Frisk are currently developing 

similar models for estuarine-dependent species.  Frisk’s experience on the Science and Technical 

Committee for the MAFMC brings a wealth of knowledge about the issues with the stock 

assessments for each species.  Frisk and Sagarese are both NOAA Sea Grant fellows in 

Population Dynamics with Sagarese’s dissertation work focused on developing stage and sex 

specific habitat models for spiny dogfish.  She is currently an assessment scientist for the 

Southeast Fisheries Science Center and as such has the skills and knowledge to develop habitat 

models and catchability indices that can be incorporated into stock assessments. 
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Title: Collaborative development of a winter habitat model for Atlantic Mackerel, “version 
2.0”, for the identification of “cryptic” habitats and estimation of population availability to 
assessment surveys and the fishery  
 
PI: Gregory DiDomenico, Garden State Seafood Association 
Applicant Federal Employment Identification Number (FEIN): 53-0175414 
Applicant contact: Address 212 West State Street, Trenton, NJ 08608 
Email: gregdidomenico@gmail.com 
Phone: 609-675-0202 
Applicant type: Trade Association 501c6 
 
CoPIs: 
William K. Bright, Loper-Bright Enterprises Inc.  
wmkbright@yahoo.com; (609) 338-3497 
 
Peter Moore, MARACOOS Stakeholder Liaison & former partner of NORPEL, 
moore@maracoos.org; (302) 528-9773 
 
Josh Kohut, Rutgers University Center of Ocean Observing Leadership;  
kohut@marine.rutgers.edu; (848) 932-3496. 
 
Mitchell A. Roffer, Roffer’s Ocean Fishing Forecasting Service, Inc. (ROFFS™), 
tunadoctor@me.com; (321) 732-5759  
 
John P. Manderson, NOAA/Northeast Fisheries Science Center Cooperative Research 
Program; john.manderson@noaa.gov; (732) 768-9951 
 
MAFMC Research Area Being Addressed:  
The proposed research to develop an Atlantic Mackerel habitat model addresses MAFMC 
research priorities # 1 and # 2 published in the Mid-Atlantic Collaborative Fisheries Research 
Request for proposals.  If funded, we will develop a 2nd generation habitat model that will be 
used to: 1) develop environmentally informed and time varying estimates of the availability 
of Atlantic Mackerel to fishery independent surveys used to inform models in upcoming 
stock assessments, and 2) serve as a quantitative hypothesis we will use to design an 
efficient, cost effective and state of the art industry based field survey of cryptic habitat and 
potential mackerel aggregations outside the domain of fishery independent surveys and the 
current fishery. 
 
Proposed Start Date: May 1, 2016 
Proposed End Date: December 15, 2017 
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Executive Summary  
Research priority area being addressed:  This proposal for industry, academic and 
government collaborative research addresses the following MAFMC collaborative research 
priorities listed in the 2016 Request For Proposals: 

1) Investigate net efficiency, availability and catchability of Atlantic mackerel to the 
NEFSC trawl survey 

2) Investigate abundance and/or distribution of Atlantic mackerel beyond the depth 
range of current NEFSC trawl surveys. 

These were also among the same important research priorities identified by the Atlantic 
Mackerel Working group (AMWG) of industry, academic and government experts assembled 
for the 1st Atlantic Mackerel Population Ecology and Fishery Workshop: Industry & Science 
perspectives, December 2-3, 2015 Point Judith, RI which was supported by the MAFMC and 
NOAA/NEFSC Cooperative research program. We will leverage the expertise and advice of 
the AMWG that includes the lead US stock assessment scientist throughout this project to 
ensure the product we develop is of the highest quality and has the highest possible impact in 
an ecosystem based assessment of the North West Atlantic Mackerel population scheduled in 
late 2017. 
  
Brief overview of methods: Our overall objective in the proposed industry-science 
collaboration is to synthesize existing information to develop and evaluate a quantitative 
model describing dynamic winter habitat distributions for Atlantic Mackerel that can be used 
to accurately estimate the availability of the population to fishery independent (FI) surveys 
and the fishery. To address RFP priority #1 we will apply the model in hindcast mode to 
estimate availability of the population to fishery independent surveys used in the 2017 
Atlantic Mackerel stock assessment.  We will do this by applying methods similar to those 
used in the recent stock assessments of Atlantic Butterfish, Scup and Bluefish (NEFSC 2014, 
2015). To address RFP priority area #2 we will use simulations of the model as a quantitative 
hypothesis of cryptic habitat distributions to design an efficient, cost effective strategy for an 
industry based exploratory survey of locations and times of potential Mackerel aggregations 
outside the domain of FI surveys and the fishery.  

We will achieve our objectives as follows. We will 1) formally evaluate two existing 
models of dynamic winter/spring habitat distributions for adult and juvenile Atlantic 
Mackerel in the Northwest Atlantic. The first model was developed collaboratively by 
Roffer’s Ocean Forecasting Service, Inc. (ROFFS™) and the fishing industry in 2007-2009 
(CO-PI: Roffer).  This model was based on satellite derived sea surface temperature, ocean 
color, water mass boundary stability and historical catch data. The second model has been co-
developed from 2015 through the present by NEFSC Cooperative Research Program (CO-PI: 
Manderson) and the Study Fleet (CO-PI: Bright and others) using validated data assimilative 
ocean models, FI survey data, study fleet and observer catch data and the mental models of 
individual fisher collaborators. Secondly, we will 2) assemble and review scientific and 
industry based information describing characteristics of deep water mackerel habitats 
(>200M) in the North East Atlantic that contribute significantly to an annual European 
harvest of 500,000-1 million tons (CO-PI: Moore & Bright have close relations with the EU 
Mackerel fishery industry).  With input from the AMWG we will 3) synthesize results of the 
evaluation of the two US models and deep water mackerel habitat information from the 
Northeast Atlantic to develop a 2nd generation winter habitat model for Atlantic Mackerel 
(v2.0). We will evaluate the accuracy and precision of model v2.0 during the winter of a 
2016-2017 by leveraging field activities of NOAA/NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center (NEFSC) cooperative research study fleet, as well as available study fleet, observer, 
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and fishery independent data. We will review results of the model evaluation and pathways 
for applying it to develop an index of population availability to fishery independent surveys 
used the assessment with the AMWG.  With guidance from the AMWG we will 4) apply the 
model to develop population availability estimates with uncertainties, and draft technical 
working papers in time for Atlantic Mackerel assessment data, modeling, SARC review 
meetings scheduled for the summer and fall of 2017.   Finally, we will 5) design a cost 
effective and efficient industry based survey of habitats outside the domain of fishery 
independent surveys and the fishery using the 2nd generation model as a quantitative 
hypothesis of locations and times of “cryptic” mackerel habitat and potential aggregation. 

 
Measurable outcomes: We will use a collaborative industry-science approach to produce 
and evaluate a 2nd generation winter habitat model for Atlantic mackerel.  This model will be 
used in hindcast mode to develop a quantitative estimate of the availability of the mackerel 
population to fishery independent surveys in the North West Atlantic.  We will produce 
availability estimates and working papers describing technical details for presentation at 
benchmark stock assessment meetings scheduled for the second half of 2017. The 2nd 
generation habitat model be used as a quantitative hypothesis to design industry based 
surveys of potential mackerel aggregations in “cryptic” habitats including those in deep water 
off the edge of the US continental shelf. During well-defined and critical periods in the 
research we will review preliminary results and approaches with the Atlantic Mackerel 
Working group (AMWG).  We will incorporate advice of the working group to maximize the 
likelihood that products produced will have impact in the assessment and management of the 
North West Atlantic Mackerel population.  
  



 
 

Project Title: Estimating and mitigating the discard mortality rate of black sea bass in offshore 
recreational rod-and-reel fisheries  
 
Applicant: Partnership for Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Science (PMAFS) 
 
Applicant Federal Employment Identification Number: 261663944 
 
Contact Information: Raymond Bogan, Board Chair, 1636 Delaware Ave., Cape May, NJ 
08204, rbogan@lawyernjshore.com 
 
Applicant Type: Non-profit 
 
Co- and Principal Investigators:   
 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Olaf P. Jensen1 (olaf.p.jensen@gmail.com, 410-812-4842) 
   
Co-Principal Investigators: Dr. Eleanor A. Bochenek1 (bochenek@hsrl.rutgers.edu, 609-898-
0928 x12) and Dr. Jeffrey Kneebone2 (jeff.kneebone@gmail.com, 617-226-2424) 
  
Senior Associate: Dr. Douglas R. Zemeckis1 (doug.zemeckis@gmail.com, 508-910-6336),  
 
Scientific Collaborators: Dr. John W. Mandelman2, Connor W. Capizzano2,3, Dr. Thomas M. 
Grothues1, William S. Hoffman4, and Micah J. Dean4    
 
1  Department of Marine & Coastal Sciences, Rutgers University, Tuckerton, NJ 08087, USA 
2 John H. Prescott Marine Laboratory, New England Aquarium, Boston, MA 02110, USA 
3 School for the Environment, University of Massachusetts Boston, Boston, MA 02125, USA 
4 Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries, Gloucester, MA 01930, USA 
 
Industry Collaborators: Captain Bob Rush (Starfish Boats, Sea Isle City, NJ), Recreational 
Fishing Alliance, Jersey Coast Anglers Association, and Rhode Island Charter and Party Boat 
Association 
 
MAFMC Research Area Being Addressed: 4. Determine the discard mortality rate by gear 
type for the recreational summer flounder and/or black sea bass fisheries. Special 
consideration will be given to projects that address discard reduction. 
 
Project Period: April 1, 2016 through December 15, 2017 
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Executive Summary 
 

The proposed research addresses priority #4 of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council’s (MAMFC) 2016-2017 Collaborative Fisheries Research program: Determine the 
discard mortality rate by gear type for the recreational summer flounder and/or black sea 
bass fisheries. Special consideration will be given to projects that address discard 
reduction.  

Black sea bass (Centropristis striata) are a common species caught by numerous seasonal 
recreational fisheries along the east coast of the United States. Given the geographic extent of the 
fishery (Florida to Maine), the species is captured using a wide array of gear and tackle types, 
and across a wide range of depths, water temperatures, and air temperatures. Published black sea 
bass discard mortality rates vary considerably (i.e., 4.7% to 39%), with a general increase in 
mortality evident in deeper capture depths. Currently, black sea bass stock assessments and 
fishery management plans assume a 25% discard mortality rate for the coast-wide recreational 
fishery, but the wide range of estimates indicate that this rate may not be representative of all 
regional fisheries. In late fall and winter, black sea bass are captured by recreational anglers 
during directed and non-directed (e.g., scup, cod, tilefish) offshore trips in deepwater (50-80 m) 
off the Mid-Atlantic. Due to size restrictions, daily possession limits, “high-grading”, or closed 
seasons, many of the captured fish are released in this offshore fishery. The black sea bass 
discard mortality rate following rod-and-reel capture in a similar depth range (43-54 m) off 
South Carolina was estimated to be relatively high (e.g., 39%), but the extent to which this 
estimate is applicable to the deeper depths and both colder water and air temperatures 
characteristic of the fall/winter offshore fishery is unclear. In addition, this estimate was derived 
from low sample size and by monitoring fish in cages, which can bias mortality estimates. 
Consequently, the discard mortality rate of black sea bass in the Mid-Atlantic offshore fishery 
remains uncertain and warrants further research. 

The primary objective of the proposed research is to generate a robust estimate of the 
discard mortality rate of black sea bass captured by recreational anglers using rod-and-reel 
fishing gear in the deepwater offshore fishery that occurs during the fall/winter in the Mid-
Atlantic. In addition, this research will generate “best practice” capture and handling 
recommendations to reduce the mortality of discards (e.g., through the use of circle hooks, by 
swim bladder venting, and/or the establishment of capture and handling practices to promote fish 
survival). To accomplish these objectives, we will utilize a combined approach of passive 
acoustic telemetry and conditional reasoning, which has proven effective for generating gear-
specific discard mortality rates for other recreationally-caught species (e.g., Atlantic cod, 
haddock). Briefly, black sea bass will be captured by volunteer recreational anglers of varying 
experience levels during research tagging charters conducted from November 2016 through 
January 2017 aboard a recreational headboat sailing out of Sea Isle City, NJ. All 
fishing/sampling will occur at a shipwreck located in ~50 m depth that is representative of the 
locations commonly fished by recreational anglers during the winter. Prior to any sampling, we 
will establish standardized rod-and-reel and terminal tackle setups to be used during all research 
tagging charters to ensure that all capture conditions are consistent with normal fishery 
conditions. Based upon preliminary input from our industry and scientific collaborators, it is 
anticipated that J-hooks will be the most common tackle type. If true, then the proposed research 
will also include anglers fishing with circle hooks to evaluate their conservation benefits for 
reducing discards.  



ii 
 

During each trip, anglers will be provided with a standardized fishing setup and allowed 
to determine how best to fish, handle, and unhook their catch to promote authentic scenarios. For 
each captured black sea bass, a series of technical (capture time, depth, angler experience level, 
tackle type, fight and handling time, and hook location and removal method) and biological (total 
length, physical injury, air and water temperature, and release behavior) variables will be 
recorded. Each fish will be assigned a physical injury score, which accounts for external signs of 
barotrauma. A random subsample of black sea bass (n=80) will be tagged with acoustic 
transmitters containing pressure/depth sensors, released at the surface, and monitored for days to 
weeks following release using an array of 20 acoustic receivers. Previous research on black sea 
bass indicated that swim bladder venting may decrease discard mortality, therefore, an equal 
number of transmitters will be deployed on vented and unvented fish (n=40/treatment). Post-
release mortality will be quantitatively assessed by comparing the acoustic depth observations 
from each tagged sea bass to that of the depth observations of known dead fish that will be 
tagged and released into the array of acoustic receivers. Estimation of discard mortality rate will 
be accomplished using a longitudinal survival model as described in Benoit et al. (2015). In 
addition to generating an empirically-derived discard mortality estimate that accounts for natural 
mortality, this approach will allow us to identify specific capture-related variables that are 
predictors of mortality and therefore develop “best practice” recommendations to reduce the 
black sea bass recreational discard mortality rate within the offshore fishery and beyond. 
 Ultimately, by collecting detailed information about black sea bass capture events in the 
deeper range of typical fishing depths, the proposed study will both generate a conservative 
worst-case scenario estimate of the discard mortality rate (i.e., given the species’ susceptibility to 
barotrauma) and derive “best practice” recommendations that will be applicable to both inshore 
and offshore fisheries (given the similarities between fishing gear utilized to target black sea bass 
along the east coast of the United States). In addition, acoustic detection data generated by this 
study will improve our understanding of black sea bass spatial ecology and behavior on an 
offshore shipwreck. Given the expertise of the individuals from the recreational fishing and 
scientific communities that will be involved in the proposed study, we are confident that our 
results will both be accurate and highly applicable for future black sea bass management efforts. 
In addition, the strong partnership with the recreational industry and collaborating institutions 
will ensure that our results are widely disseminated to fishery scientists, fishery managers, and 
the recreational angling community. This comprehensive approach will both work to reduce 
black sea bass discards in the recreational fishery and enhance overall management of the species 
throughout its U.S. Atlantic range. 
 



Determining Selectivity and Optimum Mesh Size to Harvest Three Commercially 
Important Mid-Atlantic Species 

Applicants  
Emerson Hasbrouck-Principal Investigator 
Cornell University Cooperative Extension 
Marine Program 
423 Griffing Ave 
Riverhead, NY 11901 
ech@cornell.edu 
631-727-7850 ext. 319 
Educational Institution 
FEIN#11-6081424 

Jonathan Knight- Co-Principal Investigator 
Superior Trawl Inc. 
55 State Street 
Narragansett, Rhode Island  
superiortrawl@aol.com 
401-782-1171 
Private-Fishing Industry 

ASMFC Commissioner for NY 

Collaborators

Long Island Commercial Fishing Association 
LICFA 
Bonnie Brady- Executive Director 
P.O. Box 191  
Montauk, NY 11954 
greenfluke@optonline.net 
1-516-527-3099 
Non-profit 

MAFMC Research Area Being Addressed 
Priority # 5 Determine mesh selectivity for summer flounder and/or black sea bass to quantify 
selectivity at a range of mesh sizes, shapes, and configurations. 

Proposed Start Date 
April 30, 2016 

Proposed End Date 
April 30, 2017 

Annonymous
Typewritten Text
05-02



	   1	  
	  	  

Determining Selectivity and Optimum Mesh Size to Harvest Three Commercially 
Important Mid-Atlantic Species 

 
Executive Summary 

Research Area Being Addressed 
The Cornell University Cooperative Extension Marine Program (CCE) in collaboration 

with Jonathan Knight from Superior Trawl and members of the commercial fishing industry of 
the Mid-Atlantic region propose an at-sea research project aboard a commercial fishing vessel 
involved in the directed summer flounder, black sea bass (BSB) and scup fisheries of the Mid-
Atlantic to address the MAFMC research priority # 5:  Determine mesh selectivity for summer 
flounder and/or black sea bass to quantify selectivity at a range of mesh sizes, shapes, and 
configurations.  

This priority has been selected by CCE based on review of the history of the scientific 
studies (or lack there-of) that form the basis of the minimum mesh size requirement for these 
species and input from the commercial fishing industry. We have decided to evaluate an 
additional species, scup, which is also a commercially important species to the MAFMC. All 
three of these species are managed with different mesh requirements. The regulations that have 
been implemented and data used to develop the management plans for all these species is 
approximately 20 years old. Additional and current research is needed to determine the 
selectivity for summer flounder, black sea bass and scup to evaluate the possibility of a common 
optimal mesh size for harvest of all 3 species as per discussions at recent MAFMC meetings. 
This would increase efficiency and streamline regulations as well as of improve and simplify 
fishing operations.  

 
Brief Overview of Methods 

The project goal is to analyze the selectivity of multiple codend mesh sizes relative to 
summer flounder, black sea bass and scup retention. Upon doing this we will recommend a 
possible management and implementation solution to sustain the state of the resources and to 
reduce the impact of the fishery on the ecosystem. Reducing the capture of undersized 
marketable species, which only influences fishing mortality without yielding economic benefit, 
could help the fishery by minimizing the handling and sorting time of catches and improving the 
quality of landings. 

This study will compare the catch composition, commercial yield, retention efficiency, 
discards, and size selectivity parameters of 4 different codends in the commercial bottom 
trawl fishery in the Mid-Atlantic region.  The methods proposed are to evaluate the selectivity 
of summer flounder, black sea bass and scup with the following codends of 4.5” diamond, 5” 
diamond, 5.5” diamond and 6” square mesh.  

A single vessel will be used during this research to tow a specially constructed trouser 
trawl.  The trouser trawl design, a single trawl net with two separate sections and individual 
codends, allows a control codend to be compared with an experimental codend on the exact same 
course during each tow. Therefore, each individual tow made by the vessel will be in of itself a 
replicate tow due to the inherent nature of the trouser trawl net design.  CCE has used this trouser 
trawl net in previous studies and has found it to be an effective and proficient study method.  

We propose conducting 20 tows per treatment for a total of 80 tows for the project. The 
trouser trawl allows us to perform a direct comparison to the control every tow therefore 
maximizing the efficiency of the study. Fourteen research days will be needed to complete all 80 
tows. Fishermen and CCE staff will aim to perform 6 one-hour tows per day. 

Experimental sampling will occur from August –November 2016, in order to take 
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advantage of optimum conditions in the summer flounder, black sea bass and scup fisheries.  The 
study vessel, F/V Caitlin & Mairead, owned and captained by David Aripotch, from Montauk, is 
an active participant in directed fisheries of summer flounder, scup and black sea bass. We will 
plan research trip depending on reported concentrations of summer flounder, black sea bass and 
scup collected from industry. Steaming time to the grounds will typically be a couple of hours or 
less. Research fishing will occur from south and east of Block Island to south of Long Island 
according to fish movements and intensity. These areas are located in NMFS statistical areas 
539,613, 612 and 611. We have selected the project time period because these species currently 
mix at these locations before and during their fall migration offshore. Fourteen days of 
experimental fishing will occur between August and November.  

To assist in project development and implementation CCE will establish a Program 
Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC will be formed to define final specific overall at-sea 
research design of the project. The PAC will have input on tow locations, monitor project 
activities and results, and provide real-time adaptive recommendations.  

Measurable Outcomes 
This project will provide timely, accurate and comprehensive data to be used for science 

based management strategies that protect and rebuild fisheries resources while minimizing 
impacts to fishing communities. The objective of collaborative efforts with industry is to achieve 
both the sustainability of the fishery resources important to the Mid-Atlantic and the 
sustainability of the livelihoods and economic well-being of the harvesters and coastal 
communities that depend on these resources. Results of this study can be directly incorporated 
into the management of these three species throught a FMP Amendment/ Framework/ 
Addendum process.  

CCE will quantify the selectivity of each experimental codend tested and make all catch 
data available to the funding agency. CCE will provide a description of project accomplishments 
and progress towards objectives and performance measures in progress reports and in the final 
report. CCE will conduct outreach and education on these 3 commercially important species. 
Industry collaboration and results will be posted to the CCE website and social media.  This 
collaboration is a proactive effort focused on increasing the knowledge of mesh selectivity and 
protecting the resource for sustained future harvest. 
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