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JOINT MEETING WITH ASMFC SUMMER FLOUNDER, SCUP, 
AND BLACK SEA BASS BOARD 

April 30, 2018 
The Westin Crystal City 

1800 S. Eads Street, Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (888) 627-8209 

Monday, April 30th 

10:00 a.m. Joint Meeting of the Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass and 
Bluefish Boards 

10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Summer Flounder Amendment (Tab 1) 
– Consider approval of the Summer Flounder Commercial Issues

Amendment draft public hearing document

12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m. Lunch 

1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Recreational Issues 
(Tab 2) 

– Review alternatives for Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass
Framework/Addendum on recreational issues

– Review Black Sea Bass February Recreational Fishery Harvest

3:15 p.m. – 4:45 p.m. Bluefish Amendment (Tab 3) 
- Review and consider approval of Public Information Document/Scoping

Document for Allocation Amendment

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. 



2 

 



 

Page 1 of 2 

M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  April 19, 2018 

To:  Council and Board 

From:  Kiley Dancy, Staff, and Chris Moore, Executive Director 

Subject:  Summer Flounder Commercial Issues Amendment Discussion at April 30 Joint 

Meeting 

The Council will meet jointly with the ASMFC's Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass 

Board (Board) on Monday, April 30, 2018. The main objective of the summer flounder agenda 

item is to approve a joint public hearing document. Approval will include confirmation that a) 

the alternatives as presented in the document are the alternatives that should go out to public 

hearings, and b) that the content of the public hearing document adequately communicates the 

action to the public.  

The Board will also consider approving an ASMFC version of the draft amendment document, 

which will be an abbreviated version of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) being 

developed by the Council. Council staff is working with the NEFSC and GARFO to complete 

the more extensive analysis needed for the DEIS to fulfill federal requirements. The intent is to 

have the DEIS approved by the Council at the June meeting.  

If the Council and Board choose to adopt the draft public hearing document with the current 

alternatives and analysis, public hearings would take place later this summer (approximately 

mid-July through late August). These draft alternatives were developed through considerable 

discussion with the Council and Board over the last year. Adding any additional alternatives at 

this time will significantly delay and possibly stop the development of the amendment. 

Specifically, given staff responsibilities for 2019 specifications, the impending release of the new 

MRIP estimates, and the benchmark stock assessment scheduled for peer review later in 2018, 

there is a narrow window of time to complete the EIS and hold public hearings before other 

priorities take precedent.  

Materials included for the Council and Board's consideration include:  

1. Draft Public Hearing Document for approval (April 2018) 

2. Commercial Working Group call summary from February 21, with attached discussion 

document 

Supplemental materials are posted to the Council's meeting materials page at 

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-30-2018, including:  

1. The current version of the DEIS (as of April 20, 2018) 
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2. The Board's supplemental materials, including the ASMFC version of the amendment 

document for Board approval 

3. Comment letter from NC Marine Fisheries Commission (March 28, 2018) 

4. New York petition for rulemaking (March 23, 2018) 
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2.0 INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROVIDING PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC or Council) and the Atlantic States 

Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC or Commission) will collect public comments on the 

Summer Flounder Commercial Issues Amendment during [#] public hearings to be held in 

[July/August] 2018, and during a 45-day written public comment period. Written comments may 

be sent by any of the following methods: 
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1. Online at www.mafmc.org/comments/summer-flounder-amendment 

2. Email to the following address: [TBD email address] 

3. Mail or Fax to either: 

Chris Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director Bob Beal, Executive Director 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 

North State Street, Suite 201 

Dover, DE 19901 

1050 North Highland Street, Suite 200A-N 

Arlington, VA 22201 

FAX: 302.674.5399 FAX: 703.842.0741 

If sending comments through the mail, please write “Summer Flounder Amendment Comments” 

on the outside of the envelope. If sending comments through email or fax, please write “Summer 

Flounder Amendment Comments” in the subject line. 

All comments, regardless of submission method, will be compiled for review and consideration 

by both the Council and Commission. Please do not send separate comments to the Council 

and Commission or submit the same comments through multiple channels. 

Interested members of the public are encouraged to attend any of the following [#] public hearings 

and to provide oral or written comments at these hearings:  

Date and Time Location 

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

[TBD]  [TBD]  

 

For additional information and updates, please visit: http://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-

flounder-amendment. If you have any questions, please contact either:  

Kirby Rootes-Murdy, Senior FMP Coordinator Kiley Dancy, Fishery Management Specialist 

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

krootes-murdy@asmfc.org kdancy@mafmc.org 

(703) 842-0740 (302) 526-5257 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/comments/summer-flounder-amendment
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-flounder-amendment
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-flounder-amendment
mailto:krootes-murdy@asmfc.org
mailto:kdancy@mafmc.org
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3.0 INTRODUCTION AND AMENDMENT PURPOSE 

3.1 Amendment Purpose 

Summer flounder is managed along with scup and black sea bass under joint Fishery Management 

Plans (FMPs) developed by the Council and Commission. This public hearing document describes 

potential modifications to the FMP that would impact the commercial summer flounder fishery 

as well as the existing FMP objectives for summer flounder.  

This public hearing document is a condensed summary of the proposed actions and their expected 

impacts. A full description of the actions under consideration, the current status of the resources 

and communities that may be impacted by this action, and the expected impacts of the proposed 

actions are described in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS can be 

viewed at: http://mafmc.org/s/summer-flounder-commercial-DEIS.pdf. (Note for Council and 

Board: the DEIS will be completed prior to public hearings).  

The purposes of this amendment are: 

1. Consider implementing requalifying criteria for federal commercial moratorium

permits: Federal permit qualification criteria have not changed since establishment in 1993.

Some stakeholders believe lenient original qualifications criteria resulted in more permits than

the fishery could profitably support in the long term. There is concern that the current number

of federal permits is too high relative to recent stock size estimates and resulting quotas. Given

restrictions and stock trends in other fisheries, there is concern that inactive permits may re-

enter the summer flounder fishery, putting further economic strain on participating vessels.

The purpose of the options in section 5.0 is to consider whether a reduction in the number of

commercial moratorium permits for summer flounder is appropriate to more closely reflect

current stock and fishery conditions, and if so, how qualifying criteria should be revised.

2. Consider modifications to commercial quota allocation: The current commercial allocation

was last modified in 1993 and is perceived by many as outdated given its basis in 1980-1989

landings data. Summer flounder distribution, biomass, and fishing effort have changed since

then, and some believe the initial allocations may not have been equitable or were based on

flawed data; therefore, stakeholders requested evaluation of alternative allocation systems. The

purpose of the options in section 6.0 is to consider whether modifications to the commercial

quota allocation are appropriate, and if so, how the quota should be re-allocated.

3. Consider adding commercial landings flexibility as a framework issue in the Council's

FMP: Landings flexibility policies would give commercial vessels greater freedom to land or

possess summer flounder in the state(s) of their choice. Although such policies may be more

effectively developed by state level agreements, the Council and Board are interested in having

the option to pursue broader landings flexibility policies via framework action/addenda in the

future if necessary. This action does not consider implementing landings flexibility policies at

this time but does consider allowing a future landings flexibility action to be completed

through a framework action to the Council's FMP instead of a full amendment. The Board can

likely already implement these policies via an addendum to the Commission's FMP, and thus

this alternative set is applicable only to the Council's FMP. The purpose of the options in

section 7.0 is to consider adding landings flexibility policies to the list of management

measures in the Council's FMP that could be implemented via framework action.

http://mafmc.org/s/summer-flounder-commercial-DEIS.pdf
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4. Revise the FMP objectives for summer flounder: Many managers and stakeholders believe 

that the current objectives have become outdated and could provide more meaningful guidance 

if updated. Although the revisions to FMP objectives are not proposed as an explicit alternative 

set in this amendment, they are provided in this document for public comment. These proposed 

revisions are described in section 4.0, and would not become final until approved by the 

Council and Board following the public comment period.  

Please note: the Council and Board have not yet identified preferred alternatives for any of the 

issues in this amendment.  

3.2 What Happens Next?  

This document supports a series of public hearings and a 45-day public comment period scheduled 

to take place during [July/August 2018]. Following public hearings, written and oral comments 

will be compiled and provided to the Council and Board for review. These comments will be 

considered prior to taking final action on the amendment, which is tentatively scheduled for 

December 2018. The Council's recommendations are not final until they are approved or partially 

approved by the Secretary of Commerce through the National Marine Fisheries Service, so the 

timing of full implementation of this action will depend on the federal rulemaking timeline. This 

rulemaking process is expected to occur in 2019, with revised measures possibly effective at the 

start of the 2020 fishing year. 

4.0 PROPOSED REVISIONS TO FMP OBJECTIVES 

4.1 Current FMP Objectives 

The current FMP objectives for summer flounder, adopted via Amendment 2 (1993), are:  

1. Reduce fishing mortality in the summer flounder, scup and black sea bass fishery to assure 

that overfishing does not occur. 

2. Reduce fishing mortality on immature summer flounder, scup and black sea bass to 

increase spawning stock biomass. 

3. Improve the yield from these fisheries. 

4. Promote compatible management regulations between state and federal jurisdictions. 

5. Promote uniform and effective enforcement of regulations. 

6. Minimize regulations to achieve the management objectives stated above. 

4.2 Proposed Revisions to FMP Objectives 

The Council and Board are considering revisions to the existing FMP objectives for summer 

flounder through this amendment. These changes would not apply to the objectives for scup and 

black sea bass. While the current FMP contains only management objectives, the proposed 

revisions contain both broader goals as well as objectives. Goals are broad, big picture, and 

aspirational, communicating high-level values and priorities for summer flounder management. 

Objectives are more specific and actionable, describing important steps toward accomplishing 

goals.  

The proposed revisions are based on feedback from the Council and Board, as well as both bodies’ 

Advisory Panels. Feedback on goals and objectives was also taken from the scoping process for 

this amendment and the Council’s 2012 Visioning and Strategic Planning Project Stakeholder 
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Input Report. More information on how these revisions were developed can be found in section 

4.2.2 of the DEIS.  

Please note: While these revisions are not included as an explicit alternative within this 

amendment, the proposed revisions are not final until approved by the Council and Board. The 

Council and Board are seeking feedback from the public on the proposed revisions during 

the public hearing process.  

The proposed revisions are as follows: 

 

5.0 FEDERAL MORATORIUM PERMIT REQUALIFICATION  

5.1 Federal Moratorium Permit Requalification Alternatives 

This action may revise the requalification criteria for federal summer flounder commercial 

moratorium permits. The permit requalification alternatives (sub-alternatives under alternative 1B) 

consider various combinations of landings thresholds and time periods over which those landings 

thresholds must have been achieved. Only current moratorium rights holders could requalify, and 

this action would not allow new entrants to obtain a permit based on the qualifying criteria. 

This action does not consider permit qualification at the state level.  

5.1.1  Alternative 1A: No Action/Status Quo 
Alternative 1A would make no changes to the current eligibility criteria for commercial 

moratorium permits for summer flounder. A moratorium permit is required to fish commercially 

for summer flounder in federal waters, and to sell any amount of summer flounder to a federally 

Goal 1: Ensure the biological sustainability of the summer flounder resource in order to 

maintain a sustainable summer flounder fishery. 

Objective 1.1: Prevent overfishing, and achieve and maintain sustainable spawning 

stock biomass levels that promote optimum yield in the fishery.  

Goal 2: Support and enhance the development and implementation of effective management 

measures.  

Objective 2.1: Maintain and enhance effective partnership and coordination among the 

Council, Commission, Federal partners, and member states.  

Objective 2.2: Promote understanding, compliance, and the effective enforcement of 

regulations.  

Objective 2.3: Promote monitoring, data collection, and the development of 

ecosystem-based science that support and enhance effective management of the 

summer flounder resource. 

Goal 3: Optimize economic and social benefits from the utilization of the summer flounder 

resource, balancing the needs and priorities of different user groups to achieve the greatest 

overall benefit to the nation. 

Objective 3.1: Provide reasonable access to the fishery throughout the management 

unit. Fishery allocations and other management measures should balance 

responsiveness to changing social, economic, and ecological conditions with historic 

and current importance to various user groups and communities. 
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permitted dealer. To be eligible, a vessel must have been issued a moratorium permit in the 

previous year or be replacing a vessel that was issued a moratorium permit after the owner retires 

the vessel from the fishery. Permit holders must renew their permit each year by the last day of the 

fishing year for which the permit is required, unless a Confirmation of Permit History (CPH) has 

been issued.1  

Summer flounder moratorium permits were established via Amendment 2 to the FMP (1993) and 

issued to the owner or operator of a vessel that landed and sold summer flounder in the 

management unit between January 26, 1985 and January 26, 1990, OR the vessel was under 

construction for, or was being re-rigged for, use in the directed fishery for summer flounder on 

January 26, 1990. 

5.1.2  Alternative 1B: Requalifying Criteria for Federal Commercial Moratorium Permits  
Alternative 1B would impose requalification criteria on current federal summer flounder 

moratorium permits. Permits not meeting the requalification criteria would be cancelled and could 

not be renewed. Permits in CPH could requalify if they meet the requalifying criteria. This 

alternative would not allow new entrants to qualify for a moratorium permit and has no impact on 

state level permits.  

Alternative 1B has seven sub-alternatives with various combinations of qualification time 

periods and landings thresholds. Each of the sub-alternatives uses the revised control date for the 

commercial summer flounder fishery of August 1, 2014, which was published on that date by 

NMFS at the request of the Council (79 FR 44737). The establishment of the control date notified 

the public that the Council was considering future limitations on federal permits and was intended 

to help the Council and Board to identify latent effort in the fishery. All seven sub-alternatives 

below use requalifying time periods for summer flounder landings prior to August 1, 2014. 

Eligibility for moratorium permits is tracked by NMFS using a unique moratorium right ID (MRI) 

number associated with a specific fishing right. This allows permit history tracking where permit 

history has been transferred in a vessel replacement and over time. Permit history can transfer 

between vessels through a vessel replacement, and the MRIs associated with those permits transfer 

as well, even though the vessel permit numbers remain the same for each vessel. For this reason, 

a single vessel permit number may be associated with multiple MRIs for summer flounder over 

time. In this action, any requalification would be done on the basis of landings associated 

with the MRI, and not the vessel permit number, since a single MRI could be associated with 

multiple vessels over time.  

If the Council and Board select alternative 1B, one of the sub-alternatives below in Table 1 

would need to be selected. These options are shown along with the number of MRIs that would 

eliminated and retained under each option. The time periods listed below are inclusive of the start 

and end dates (e.g., option 1B-1 would include qualifying landings dated August 1, 2009 through 

July 31, 2014). The data used for re-qualification would consist of commercial summer flounder 

landings associated with each MRI as verified by NMFS through dealer records. 

                                                 
1 A CPH may be issued when a vessel that has been issued a limited access permit has sunk, been destroyed, or has 

been sold to another person without its permit history. Possession of a CPH will allow the permit holder to maintain 

landings history of the permit without owning a vessel.  
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Table 1: Sub-alternatives under Alternative 1B, with comparison to Alternative 1A (status quo) and associated number of 

moratorium rights retained and eliminated. Landings thresholds refer to commercial landings of summer flounder associated 

with each MRI.  

Comparison to 

Status Quo 
Time Period Landings Threshold  

# Current 

MRIs 

% MRIs 

Requalifying 

# MRIs 

Eliminated 

% MRIs 

Eliminated 

Alternative 1A 

(No Action) 

January 26, 1985 - 

January 26, 1990 (5 

yrs) 

At least 1 pound in any 

year over this time period 
941 100% N/A N/A 

Sub-alternative 

under 1B 
Time Period Landings Threshold  

# MRIs 

Requalifying 

% MRIs  

Requalifying 

# MRIs 

Eliminated 

% MRIs 

Eliminated 

Alternative 1B-1 
August 1, 2009-July 

31, 2014 (5 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds cumulative 

over this time period 
425 45% 516 55% 

Alternative 1B-2 
August 1, 2009-July 

31, 2014 (5 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in any 

year over this time period 
493 52% 448 48% 

Alternative 1B-3 
August 1, 2004-July 

31, 2014 (10 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds cumulative 

over this time period 
552 59% 389 41% 

Alternative 1B-4 
August 1, 2004-July 

31, 2014 (10 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in any 

year over this time period 
635 67% 306 33% 

Alternative 1B-5 
August 1, 1999-July 

31, 2014 (15 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds cumulative 

over this time period 
646 69% 295 31% 

Alternative 1B-6 
August 1, 1994-July 

31, 2014 (20 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in 20% 

of years in time period 

(i.e., in at least 4 years 

over this 20-year period) 

670 71% 271 29% 

Alternative 1B-7 
August 1, 1994-July 

31, 2014 (20 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds cumulative 

over this time period 
708 75% 233 25% 
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5.2 Impacts of Federal Moratorium Permit Requalification Alternatives 

This alternative set considers options to reduce the number of federal commercial permits available 

to be issued for summer flounder. Under all alternatives, overall annual landings will still be 

constrained by the annual commercial quotas, which should remain the primary driving factor for 

overall fishery effort in a given year. However, as described below, requalification of moratorium 

permits may result in a redistribution of effort among a different pool of vessels. However, it 

appears that most eliminated MRIs under each sub-alternative under 1B are associated with little 

to no activity for summer flounder in recent years; therefore, the near-term impacts of reducing 

permit capacity under alternative 1B may be minimal, as described below.  

Because this alternative set considers how fishery effort will be distributed among participants, the 

impacts of this alternative set are primarily socioeconomic, both on individual permit holders and 

more broadly on fishing communities, as described below. The sections below describe the general 

expected impacts of each proposed alternative for federal permit requalification. Note that more 

in-depth analysis is provided in the DEIS in section 7.1. (Note for Council and Board: this 

analysis is not currently complete in the DEIS but will be available for public hearings).  

5.2.1 Impacts of Alternative 1A: No Action/Status Quo 
The no action/status quo alternative 1A would have no near-term impacts in the sense that no 

changes would be made to the current pool of eligible vessels or permitting requirements. This 

alternative is associated with the highest number of summer flounder permits remaining eligible 

(941 MRIs currently exist for summer flounder, meaning 941 summer flounder moratorium 

permits are currently eligible to be issued). If conditions remain relatively similar to the past few 

years in terms of fishery participation and coastwide quota levels, the distribution of effort among 

vessels and along the coast is likely to remain similar to the current distribution.    

If conditions change and inactive or low activity permits increase their landings of summer 

flounder (as the result of constraints in other fisheries, quota reallocation through this action, 

market factors, etc.), some permit holders, associated employees, and fishing communities may 

experience negative socioeconomic impacts as the result of limited quotas being further spread 

among many participants. This is especially true under relatively low quotas, as have been 

implemented for summer flounder in the past few years due to declining stock biomass. Depending 

on the degree of re-entry to the fishery, more restrictive management measures may be necessary 

for all vessels to ensure that quotas are not exceeded.  

The degree to which inactive or low activity vessels may increase landings of summer flounder in 

the future is difficult to predict. Thus, the impacts of this alternative are highly uncertain and 

depend on a variety of broader management and economic factors.  

Quota reallocation, described in section 6.0 of this document, may influence the degree of re-entry 

to the fishery and associated distributional impacts. Under a revised state-by-state allocation 

system, whether latent permitholders re-enter the fishery may be driven by how their state 

allocation and resulting measures change. Participants in some states that have been inactive in 

recent years may be incentivized to target summer flounder if their state's quota is increased. Under 

a scup model system (see section 6.1.4), the winter quota periods would have no state-level 

measures or quotas. Under this scenario, latent permits (especially those associated with vessels 

capable of fishing offshore in the winter) may re-enter the fishery if coastwide winter period 

measures are appealing enough compared to their particular state measures in recent years.  
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Slight positive economic impacts are possible for low activity or latent permitholders under 

alternative 1A, as they would retain the flexibility to target summer flounder in the future. The 

magnitude of these positive impacts would depend on the degree to which this flexibility was used, 

as well as the overall degree of re-entry to the fishery, as some benefits may be offset by the need 

for more restrictive management measures.  

Overall, the impacts of alternative 1A are highly uncertain and depend on the likelihood of latent 

effort re-entering the fishery. This alternative could result in no changes to current conditions, or 

could result in overall negative socioeconomic impacts due to effort being spread among more 

participants.  

5.2.2 Impacts of Alternative 1B: Requalifying Criteria for Federal Moratorium Permits  
Alternative 1B would reduce the number of eligible federal summer flounder moratorium permits, 

to varying degrees depending on the sub-alternative selected. Under each sub-alternative for permit 

requalification, impacts will depend primarily on how many permits are eliminated and how active 

these permits have been in recent years.  

The fishery will still be constrained by annual catch and landings limits, therefore, overall fishery 

effort in a given year will remain driven by these limits. Summer flounder is a high demand species 

and it is likely that utilization rates will remain high and annual quotas will continue to be reached 

every year. Therefore, a reduction in permit capacity is not likely to impact overall effort each year 

but will impact the pool of vessels participating in the fishery, and may impact the distribution of 

effort depending on how active eliminated permits have been or would be in the future.  

Because overall fishery effort is not expected to be influenced by these alternatives, each should 

have negligible to minor impacts on the summer flounder stock, non-target species, habitat, or 

protected resources compared to their current condition. Summer flounder removals will continue 

to be limited by annual catch limits, which will have positive impacts on the stock as the annual 

catch limits are based on the best available science and are intended to prevent overfishing. A 

slight increase in summer flounder discards from non-requalifying vessels is possible if they are 

no longer permitted to land this species. However, the total catch will still be accounted for and 

constrained by the annual catch limit. In addition, most eliminated vessels do not currently appear 

to be landing much summer flounder, so effects on summer flounder discards would likely be 

minimal.  

Impacts of sub-alternatives under 1B will be primarily socioeconomic impacts to individual permit 

holders and fishing communities. Impacts could include direct near-term economic impacts 

through elimination of current effort and opportunity, as well as indirect longer-term economic 

impacts resulting from reduced potential for latent effort to re-enter the fishery.  

Direct near-term, and possibly long-term, negative economic impacts may occur to non-

requalifying permit holders that have landed some summer flounder in recent years, and their 

associated communities. Near-term negative economic impacts would not be expected for permits 

that are completely inactive, as these businesses are not currently generating any revenue from 

summer flounder. For permit holders that requalify, near-term and long-term positive economic 

impacts are possible since overall effort may be spread among a smaller pool of vessels, possibly 

leading to higher revenues for some vessels.  
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The magnitude of both positive and negative economic impacts would depend on a) how many 

permits are eliminated and b) how active those eliminated permits have been in recent years (i.e., 

how much landings and revenue they have generated). The more summer flounder landings and 

revenues that are associated with each group of eliminated permits under each sub-alternative, the 

larger the distributional impacts will be. Impacts will also depend on what other species eliminated 

vessels are able to fish for and how dependent are they on summer flounder, with vessels that are 

more dependent on summer flounder experiencing more negative impacts. 

Table 2 describes the number of eliminated MRIs under each sub-alternative along with their 

associated landings and revenues over the 5-year time period of August 1, 2009 through July 31, 

2014.2 According to this analysis, even though a substantial portion of summer flounder permits 

may be eliminated under some alternatives, all eliminated MRIs under these alternatives are 

associated with very little or no summer flounder landings in recent years. This indicates that the 

magnitude of near-term positive or negative economic impacts are likely to be very small or 

negligible. Vessels with eliminated permits would not see a substantial reduction in revenues given 

that they are landing very small amounts of summer flounder on average and are very unlikely to 

be highly dependent on the summer flounder fishery. Remaining vessels are unlikely to see a 

substantial near-term economic benefit from reduced permit capacity in the fishery.  

In addition to the near-term impacts of a reduced pool of participants, sub-alternatives under 

alternative 1B would also lead to reduced potential for future expansion of latent effort, possibly 

leading to longer-term socioeconomic impacts. As described above under alternative 1A, broader 

management or economic conditions could drive latent permit holders to re-enter the fishery for 

summer flounder (e.g., restrictions in other fisheries, quota reallocation, market conditions, etc.) if 

they are still permitted. The sub-alternatives under alternative 1B would prevent re-entry, at least 

to a degree. The reduced potential for latent effort would have positive economic impacts on 

remaining vessels and their communities, by reducing the likelihood of needing to spread quota 

between a larger number of vessels, and reducing uncertainty about whether measures would need 

to be restricted due to an influx of latent effort. Permit holders with eliminated permits could 

experience negative economic impacts due to having less flexibility to target summer flounder in 

the future. Some fishing communities may experience mixed impacts from these alternatives, 

depending on their associated permit holders and how many requalify.  

It is worth noting that this alternative has no impact on state level permits. Re-entry of latent effort 

would still possible in state waters under this alternative (in some states, depending on current and 

future state-level restrictions), confounding the impacts of reductions in federal permit capacity.  

Among the sub-alternatives considered, 1B-6 is likely to have the largest impacts due to having 

the highest associated landings and revenues for summer flounder. However, these impacts are 

still expected to be small given that these landings only accounted for 0.32% of the landings and 

0.28% of the revenues from summer flounder from August 2009 through July 2014. Alternatives 

1B-2 and 1B-4 eliminate permits that are associated with no summer flounder landings over this 

time period. Compared to the other alternatives, these alternatives are more likely to have 

negligible impacts on current fishery conditions (Table 2).   

                                                 
2 Although this period is the requalification time frame for only alternatives 1B-1 and 1B-2, it was used in evaluating 

all sub-alternatives in order to allow comparison between each option. 
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Table 2: Comparison of impacts of sub-alternatives under Alternative 1B, in terms of associated number of moratorium rights 

eliminated, with associated landings and revenues between August 1, 2009 and July 31, 2014. Landings thresholds under each 

sub-alternative refer to commercial landings of summer flounder associated with each MRI.  

Sub-

alternative 

under 1B 

Time Period 
Landings 

Threshold  

# MRIs 

Eliminated 

(%) 

Combined 

landings (lb) 

from 

eliminated 

MRIs, 8/1/09-

7/31/14 

% of coastwide 

summer 

flounder 

landings, 

8/1/09-7/31/14 

Combined ex-

vessel revenue 

8/1/09-7/31/14 

% of coastwide 

summer 

flounder 

revenue, 8/1/09-

7/31/14 

1B-1 

August 1, 

2009-July 31, 

2014 (5 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds 

cumulative over 

this time period 

516 (55%) 24,529  0.04% $54,395 0.05% 

1B-2 

August 1, 

2009-July 31, 

2014 (5 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in 

any year over this 

time period 

448 (48%) 0 0.00% $0 0.00% 

1B-3 

August 1, 

2004-July 31, 

2014 (10 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds 

cumulative 

over this time 

period 

389 (41%) 5,713 0.01% $10,980 0.01% 

1B-4 

August 1, 

2004-July 31, 

2014 (10 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in 

any year over this 

time period 

306 (33%) 0 0.00% $0 0% 

1B-5 

August 1, 

1999-July 31, 

2014 (15 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds 

cumulative 

over this time 

period 

295 (31%) 2,896 0.01% $7,016 0.01% 

1B-6 

August 1, 

1994-July 31, 

2014 (20 yrs) 

At least 1 pound in 

20% of years in 

time period (i.e., in 

at least 4 years over 

this 20-year period) 

271 (29%) 181,302 0.32% $326,034 0.28% 

1B-7 

August 1, 

1994-July 31, 

2014 (20 yrs) 

≥1,000 pounds 

cumulative 

over this time 

period 

233 (25%) 2,414 0.00% $5,619 0.00% 
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6.0 COMMERCIAL QUOTA ALLOCATION  

6.1 Commercial Quota Allocation Alternatives 

This section describes options for modifying the current state-by-state allocation of the summer 

flounder commercial quota. Allocation changes through any of the alternatives in this action would 

be considered a one-time indefinite change. However, the Council and Board intend to review 

any selected allocation in not more than 10 years from implementation of this action, to 

determine whether additional modifications may be warranted. Following this planned 

review, the Council and Board may or may not initiate a future action to further revise commercial 

allocations in this fishery. 

6.1.1 Alternative 2A: No Action/Status Quo 
Alternative 2A would make no changes to the current state allocation percentages, which are based 

on commercial landings by state from 1980-1989 (Table 3). Each state sets measures to achieve, 

but not exceed, their annual state-specific quotas. These allocations are included in both the 

Council and the Commission FMPs. When a state's quota has been landed in a given year, 

commercially targeting and/or landing summer flounder is prohibited in that state's waters. Any 

quota overages by a state during the year are subtracted (in pounds) from that state’s quota the 

following year. Example quota distributions are described in section 6.2.1. 

State-by-state allocations were first implemented via Amendment 2 (1993)3, and slightly modified 

through Amendment 4 (1993).4 Amendment 5 (1993) allowed two or more states, with the consent 

of NMFS, to transfer or combine their summer flounder commercial quota in a given year if 

desired.  

Table 3: Alternative 2A: No Action/Status Quo; current allocations based on 1980-1989 

landings. Quota percentages are taken out to five decimal places in the FMPs and federal 

regulations. 

State Allocation (%) 

ME 0.04756 

NH 0.00046 

MA 6.82046 

RI 15.68298 

CT 2.25708 

NY 7.64699 

NJ 16.72499 

DE 0.01779 

MD 2.03910 

VA 21.31676 

NC 27.44584 

Total 100 

 

                                                 
3 Estimated landings by state and year for 1980-1989 in Amendment 2 can be found in Table 2 (pounds) and Table 

72 (percentage) of the Amendment 2 document, available at: http://www.mafmc.org/s/SFSCBSB_Amend_2.pdf. 
4 Revised 1980-1989 landings by state and year, and the resulting quota shares from Amendment 4 can be found in 

Table 1 of that document, at: http://www.mafmc.org/s/SFSCBSB_Amend_4.pdf. 

http://www.mafmc.org/s/SFSCBSB_Amend_2.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/SFSCBSB_Amend_4.pdf
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6.1.2  Alternative 2B: Adjust State Quotas Based on Recent Biomass Distribution 
Alternative 2B would adjust the current state-by-state quota allocations based on a regional shift 

in exploitable biomass derived from Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) trawl survey 

data. This would create a basis for state allocations that combines both status quo allocations 

(based solely on landings history) and distribution of biomass (which was not used in development 

of the current allocations).  

A 2017 NEFSC analysis calculated an approximate shift in the percentage of exploitable biomass 

in a Northern vs. Southern region within the management unit, compared across the two ten-year 

time periods of 1980-1989 and 2007-2016.5 Similar to the approach taken in the black sea bass 

benchmark stock assessment, survey strata were grouped into two regions divided approximately 

at Hudson Canyon: a Northern region with waters approximately off the states of New York and 

north, and a Southern region with waters approximately off the states of New Jersey and south. 

Calculations were based on NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey catches; these surveys were used 

because they represent the only data sets with enough coverage in space and time to describe 

changes in geographic distribution of the stock over time. Survey catch for summer flounder below 

14 inches was removed to derive an index of commercial exploitable biomass (i.e., to identify 

biomass retainable by the commercial fishery). A more detailed description of the analysis 

methods, including details of the survey strata divisions, can be found in the DEIS (section 5.2.2 

and Appendix B).   

Northern and Southern indices were weighted by the area surveyed to provide seasonal total 

indices to express the regional percentage of the total exploitable biomass for each season and 

period. The seasonal (spring and fall) exploitable biomass was then summed for each region to 

calculate total relative biomass for each region and period. For relative exploitable biomass 

averaged over each period, the Northern region percentage increased from 67% on average 

during 1980-1989 to 80% on average during 2007-2016 (Figure 1). 

                                                 
5 These time periods were chosen to reflect the period used as the basis for current allocations (1980-1989) and the 

most recent complete ten-year period at the time of the analysis.  



 

15 

 

 

 

Figure 1: NEFSC survey relative exploitable biomass annual percent in Northern region, 

1980-1989 and 2007-2016. The remaining relative biomass is attributable to the Southern 

region. 

 

Under alternative 2B, the change in Northern region relative exploitable biomass would serve as 

the basis for adjustments to the current state-by-state allocation percentages. Two mathematical 

methods are proposed as two sub-alternatives under alternative 2B, to translate the change in 

regional exploitable biomass into changes in allocation. These two different approaches, sub-

alternatives 2B-1 and 2B-2 described below, are both mathematically justified but have a slightly 

different emphasis on how much of the revised allocation should be based on recent (2007-2016) 

exploitable biomass distribution. 

The key difference in the sub-alternatives below is whether changes in biomass and allocation are 

calculated as an absolute shift relative to the coast, or as a percent change relative to the Northern 

region. For reference, absolute change or shift describes the simple difference between the 

proportions attributable to the Northern and Southern regions in each time period. (e.g., 67% 

relative exploitable biomass in the North on average from 1980-1989 grew to 80% relative 

exploitable biomass on average from 2007-2016, an absolute increase in the North of 13%). This 

describes how the proportions change in the North and South relative to the coastwide total. 
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Percent change expresses the change (percent increase or decrease) relative to the original 

regional value.6 Because this is an expression of the change between two values relative to the 

regional starting value, this needs to be calculated using either the Northern or Southern region as 

the "starting value," with a subsequent adjustment to the other region to make the total allocations 

equal to 100%.  

6.1.2.1   Sub-Alternative 2B-1: Adjustment based on Northern Region Percent Change in 
Exploitable Biomass 
The method under alternative 2B-1 translates the change in regional exploitable biomass into a 

relative change in allocation by taking the percentage change in biomass in the Northern region 

over the two time periods and applying this as a percentage change to the current Northern regional 

allocation.  

Between 1980-1989 and 2007-2016, as a percent change, the Northern region relative exploitable 

biomass increased by 19% relative to the 1980-1989 average value ((80-67)/67)*100=+19%). This 

percentage is then applied to the current Northern regional allocation (combination of state 

allocations ME-NY) as a percent increase: (32.46%*1.19 = 38.62% revised allocation to the 

Northern region).   

The Southern region's allocation is then calculated as the remainder of the coastwide allocation, 

(i.e., 100%-38.62%=61.38%). Each regional allocation is divided into state shares based on each 

state's current proportion of the regional allocation (e.g., Rhode Island currently has 48.32% of the 

Northern region allocation; this percentage is applied to the revised regional quota allocation of 

38.62%). 

Alternative 2B-1 is designed to shift current regional allocations in proportion to the Northern 

regional change in relative exploitable biomass, and maintains more of a connection to the status 

quo allocation compared to alternative 2B-2, while still accounting for how the regional 

exploitable biomass has shifted over time.  

The results of this approach produce a modest shift in allocation, shifting 6% of the coastwide 

allocation from the South to the North. This constitutes a 19% increase in the Northern region's 

allocation (relative to their starting allocation of ~32.46%), and a 9% decrease in the Southern 

region allocation (relative to their starting allocation of ~67.54%; these percent changes are not 

equivalent in magnitude because the starting allocation in each region is different).  

A summary of the resulting regional and state allocations and the changes they represent are shown 

in Table 4. Revised allocations are taken to five decimal places to be consistent with the current 

state level allocations. Example allocations under hypothetical quota scenarios are described in 

section 6.2.2. 

 

                                                 
6 Percent change is calculated by taking the increase or decrease between the two values, divided by the starting value, 

using the formula: Percent change = (New value-Old value)/Old Value x 100. Positive values indicate a percentage 

increase; negative values indicate a percentage decrease.  
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Table 4: Alternative 2B-1: adjustment based on Northern region percent change in 

exploitable biomass. The shift in relative exploitable biomass in the North is expressed as a 

percent change (+19%) and applied as a percent change to the Northern allocation. Southern 

allocations are then calculated such that total allocations add to 100%.  

State 

A) Status 

quo state 

allocation 

(%) 

B) Status 

quo % 

of 

regional 

alloc. 

C) Status 

quo state 

% of 

regional 

total  

D) Revised 

regional 

allocation 

based on 19% 

increase rel. to 

N region 

E) Revised 

state 

allocation 

under Alt 

2B-1 (%)a 

F) Percent 

change 

relative to 

existing 

state 

allocation 

G) Change 

in share of 

total 

coastwide 

quota  

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.14654 

38.62 

0.05660 +19.0% +0.00904 

NH 0.00046 0.00142 0.00055 +19.0% +0.00009 

MA 6.82046 21.01479 8.11635 +19.0% +1.29589 

RI 15.68298 48.32144 18.66275 +19.0% +2.97977 

CT 2.25708 6.95438 2.68593 +19.0% +0.42885 

NY 7.64699 23.56144 9.09992 +19.0% +1.45293 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76145 

61.38 

15.19806 -9.1% -1.52693 

DE 0.01779 0.02634 0.01617 -9.1% -0.00162 

MD 2.0391 3.01890 1.85294 -9.1% -0.18616 

VA 21.31676 31.55959 19.37062 -9.1% -1.94614 

NC 27.44584 40.63373 24.94014 -9.1% -2.50570 

Total 100 100 -- 100 100 -- 0 
a Column E calculated by applying the status quo state percentage of regional allocation (column C) to the revised 

regional allocation with a 19% increase to the Northern region, as a percent change relative to the existing Northern 

region allocation (column D).  
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6.1.2.2   Sub-Alternative 2B-2: Adjustment based on Absolute Change in Regional Proportions  
The method under alternative 2B-2 would calculate the change in proportion of relative exploitable 

biomass relative to the coast (+13% to the Northern region and -13% to the Southern region) and 

apply this change as an absolute shift in regional allocation. In other words, 13% of the coastwide 

quota (derived from the absolute shift in exploitable biomass) would be subtracted from the 

Southern region's quota and added to the Northern region's quota:  

• (Existing Northern region allocation) + 13% = (New Northern region allocation), i.e.:  

(32.46% + 13%) = 45.46%  

• (Existing Southern region allocation) - 13% = (New Southern region allocation), i.e.:  

(67.54% - 13%) = 54.54%  

As with sub-alternative 2B-1 above, each regional allocation is then divided into state shares based 

on each state's current proportion of the regional allocation (e.g., Rhode Island currently has 

48.32% of the Northern region allocation; this percentage is applied to the revised regional quota 

allocation of 45.45%). 

Alternative 2B-2 creates a basis for allocation that is more based on recent relative exploitable 

biomass than alternative 2B-1, by more heavily factoring in recent biomass by region into the 

allocation. This option simply takes the change in regional exploitable biomass relative to the coast 

over the two time periods (13% shift) and applies this as additional quota in the Northern region. 

This creates an allocation with more of a basis in recent distribution by region, and less of a basis 

in status quo allocations/historical landings.  

The results of this approach produce a more substantial shift in allocation than alternative 2B-1, 

shifting 13% of the coastwide allocation from the Southern region to the Northern region. Relative 

to the existing regional allocations as a percent change, this constitutes a 40% increase in the 

Northern region's allocation (relative to their starting allocation of ~32.46%), and a 19% decrease 

in the Southern region allocation (relative to their starting allocation of ~67.54%; again, these 

percent changes are not equivalent in magnitude because the starting allocation in each region is 

different).  

A summary of the resulting regional and state allocations and the changes they represent are shown 

in Table 5. Example allocations under hypothetical quota scenarios are described in section 6.2.2. 
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Table 5: Alternative 2B -2: adjustment based on absolute change in regional proportions. 

This option uses the 13% absolute shift in relative exploitable biomass and applies this 

change additively to the existing regional allocations.  

State 

A) Status 

quo state 

allocation 

(%) 

B) Status 

quo % of 

regional 

alloc. 

C) Status 

quo state % 

of regional 

total  

D) Revised 

regional 

allocation 

based on 

19% 

increase rel. 

to N region 

E) Revised 

state 

allocation 

under Alt 

2B-2 (%)a 

F) Percent 

change 

relative to 

existing 

state 

allocation 

G) 

Change in 

share of 

total 

coastwide 

quota 

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.14654 

45.46 

0.06661 +40.1% +0.01905 

NH 0.00046 0.00142 0.00064 +40.1% +0.00018 

MA 6.82046 21.01479 9.55238 +40.1% +2.73192 

RI 15.68298 48.32144 21.96477 +40.1% +6.28179 

CT 2.25708 6.95438 3.16115 +40.1% +0.90407 

NY 7.64699 23.56144 10.70998 +40.1% +3.06299 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76145 

54.54 

13.50600 -19.2% -3.21899 

DE 0.01779 0.02634 0.01437 -19.2% -0.00342 

MD 2.0391 3.01890 1.64664 -19.2% -0.39246 

VA 21.31676 31.55959 17.21401 -19.2% -4.10275 

NC 27.44584 40.63373 22.16345 -19.2% -5.28239 

Total 100 100 -- 100 100 -- 0 
a Column E calculated by applying the status quo state percentage of regional allocation (column C) to the revised 

regional allocation with a 13% shift from the Southern to the Northern states (column D). 

 

6.1.3 Alternative 2C: Revise State Allocations Above a Commercial Quota Trigger Point 
This alternative would create state allocations that vary with overall stock abundance and resulting 

commercial quotas. For all years when the annual commercial quota is at or below a specified 

annual commercial quota trigger level, the state allocations would remain status quo. In years when 

the annual coastwide quota exceeded the specified trigger, the trigger amount would be distributed 

according to status quo allocations, and the additional quota beyond that trigger would be 

distributed differently, as described below. There are two sub-alternatives for commercial quota 

triggers under this alternative:  

• Alternative 2C-1: 8.40-million-pound trigger based on the recent five-year average of 

commercial quotas (2014-2018) and;  

• Alternative 2C-2: 10.71-million-pound trigger based on the recent ten-year average of 

commercial quotas (2009-2018).  

The distribution of additional quota is the same under each sub-alternative; only the specified 

commercial coastwide quota trigger that determines the additional quota differs. The two sub-

alternatives above were chosen to strike a balance between the trigger being unrealistically high 

relative to expected quota levels (and thus having no practical impact in the near future under the 

current quota regime), and being so low that the allocations would be modified substantially in 

most future years.  
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For both sub-alternatives, the additional quota above the trigger amount would be distributed as 

follows:  states that currently have less than 1% of the current commercial quota allocation 

(Delaware, New Hampshire, and Maine) would evenly split 1% of the total additional quota 

(resulting in 0.333% each of the additional quota). The remaining states (Massachusetts, Rhode 

Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina) would 

evenly split the remaining additional quota (resulting in each of these states getting 12.375% each 

of the additional quota beyond the trigger amount, on top of their current quota share of the base 

trigger amount). It is important to note that when the quota trigger is exceeded, it is only the 

additional quota that gets distributed differently, not the entire quota.  

The "new" total allocation percentages by state under both sub-alternatives could not be calculated 

until the annual commercial quota is known (typically considered in August of any given year), 

since the state percentages of the coastwide allocation would vary depending on how much 

"additional" quota is available to be distributed (see section 6.2.3).  

6.1.3.1   Sub-Alternative 2C-1: 5-year average commercial quota trigger (8.40 million pounds) 
Under alternative 2C-1, quota up to and including 8.40 million pounds would be distributed 

according to the current (status quo) allocation, and the additional quota above 8.40 million 

pounds would be distributed differently. This trigger is based on the 5-year average commercial 

quota over the years 2014-2018.7  

Configuration of alternative 2C-1 is summarized in Table 6; example allocations under 

hypothetical quota scenarios are described in section 6.2.3. 

Table 6: Alternative 2C-1: modified distribution of additional commercial quota beyond 

8.40 million pounds (5-yr commercial quota trigger).  

State 
Allocation of baseline 

quota ≤ 8.40 mil lb 

Allocation of additional 

quota beyond 8.40 mil lb 
Revised state quota 

ME 0.04756% 0.333% 

Dependent on total 

annual coastwide quota; 

% share varies with 

amount of "additional" 

quota (see section 6.2.3) 

NH 0.00046% 0.333% 

MA 6.82046% 12.375% 

RI 15.68298% 12.375% 

CT 2.25708% 12.375% 

NY 7.64699% 12.375% 

NJ 16.72499% 12.375% 

DE 0.01779% 0.333% 

MD 2.03910% 12.375% 

VA 21.31676% 12.375% 

NC 27.44584% 12.375% 

Total 100 100% 100% 

 

                                                 
7 After Research Set-Aside in years when it was deducted from the commercial quota. 
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6.1.3.2   Sub-Alternative 2C-2: 10-year average commercial quota trigger (10.71 million lb) 
Under alternative 2C-2, quota up to and including 10.71 million pounds would be distributed 

according to the current (status quo) allocation, and the additional quota above 10.71 million 

pounds would be distributed differently. This trigger is based on the 10-year average commercial 

quota over the years 2009-2018.8 

Configuration of alternative 2C-2 is summarized in Table 7; example allocations under 

hypothetical quota scenarios are described in section 6.2.3. 

Table 7: Alternative 2C-2: modified distribution of additional commercial quota beyond 

10.71 million pounds (10-yr commercial quota trigger). Hypothetical quota examples 

represent initial quotas prior to any transfers or deductions for overages. 

State 
Allocation of baseline 

quota ≤ 10.71 mil lb 

Allocation of 

additional quota 

beyond 10.71 mil lb 

Revised state quota 

ME 0.04756% 0.333% 

Dependent on total 

annual coastwide quota; 

% share varies with 

amount of "additional" 

quota (see section 6.2.3) 

NH 0.00046% 0.333% 

MA 6.82046% 12.375% 

RI 15.68298% 12.375% 

CT 2.25708% 12.375% 

NY 7.64699% 12.375% 

NJ 16.72499% 12.375% 

DE 0.01779% 0.333% 

MD 2.03910% 12.375% 

VA 21.31676% 12.375% 

NC 27.44584% 12.375% 

Total 100 100% 100% 

 

6.1.4 Alternative 2D: Implement "Scup Model" Quota System for Summer Flounder 
This alternative would allocate the annual summer flounder commercial quota into three unequal 

seasonal periods, similar to the way the commercial scup fishery is currently managed. The 

proposed quota periods include two winter periods, January-April ("Winter I") and November-

December ("Winter II"), a coastwide quota system would be implemented in conjunction with a 

system of coastwide landings limits and other measures. In a "Summer" period, May-October, a 

state-by-state quota system would be implemented by the Commission, and state-specific 

measures would be set to constrain landings to the summer state quotas. The Council and Board 

are seeking public feedback on the quota period dates in particular, in addition to general comments 

on this alternative, as described below. 

During the winter periods, measures would apply throughout the management unit (i.e., no state-

specific measures would be implemented), and vessels could land in any port along the coast 

provided they have the appropriate state specific permits. All commercial landings would count 

toward the appropriate winter quota, and the fishery would be closed once this quota is exceeded. 

Winter period overages would be subtracted from the following year's quota for the same period.  

                                                 
8 After Research Set-Aside in years when it was deducted from the commercial quota. 
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In the Summer period, May-October, new state-by-state quota shares would be established and 

managed by individual states with state level possession limits and other measures. Any overall 

summer period quota overages would be subtracted from the next year's overall summer period 

quota, and the Commission would work out the appropriate reductions in state quotas according 

to which states contributed to the overage. States would be allowed to transfer or combine summer 

quotas through the Commission's process.  

For this alternative, there are two sub-alternatives for consideration that relate to how the state 

of Maryland would be dealt with in this system. The state of Maryland has indicated that 

coastwide management during the winter periods would conflict with their current system of 

managing commercial summer flounder quota under an Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program. 

Sub-alternative 2D-1, described below, would exempt the state of Maryland from this 

management system and allow them to retain their current state allocation. Sub-alternative 2D-2 

would implement this quota system without an exemption for Maryland. These sub-alternatives 

are described in detail below. 

6.1.4.1   Sub-Alternative 2D-1: Exemption/Status Quo Management for Maryland 
This sub-alternative would implement the “scup model” system for commercial summer flounder 

with an exemption for the state of Maryland, which manages their commercial summer flounder 

fishery under an IFQ program. This strategy allows the small number of participants in Maryland's 

fishery (currently seven IFQ holders) to manage their own allocation as they wish throughout the 

year. This type of management would not integrate well with coastwide management periods. If 

Maryland had no state-specific quota during the winter periods, IFQ holders could not be allowed 

an individual allocation to manage during this time.    

Sub-alternative 2D-1 proposes that Maryland's existing state commercial quota percentage for 

summer flounder (2.03910%) be maintained as a separate state-specific allocation outside of the 

seasonal period allocation system. Maryland could continue to manage their fishery under an IFQ 

year-round, and landings from Maryland IFQ vessels during the winter periods would count only 

toward the annual MD-specific quota rather than the coastwide winter quota. Vessels not licensed 

to participate in the Maryland fishery would remain unable to land summer flounder commercially 

in Maryland, except in circumstances related to safe harbor or other inter-state agreements 

involving the state of Maryland. Similarly, Maryland vessels would be required to land their 

summer flounder in the state of Maryland rather than anywhere along the coast.  

The proposed configuration of sub-alternative 2D-1 is summarized in Table 8, and described 

below. Example allocations under hypothetical quota scenarios are described in section 6.2.4.  

• Quota period dates are proposed to be Winter I: January 1-April 30; Summer: May 1-

October 31, and Winter II: November 1-December 31. These are the same dates as 

previously used for scup, prior to the recent modification of quota period dates (83 FR 

17314; April 19, 2018) that moved October from Summer to Winter II for scup. For 

summer flounder, October is proposed to be in the Summer period based on feedback from 

advisors as well as initial analysis indicating that the characteristics of the October summer 

flounder fishery generally align more with the summer fishery in terms of area fished (state 

vs. federal waters), vessel tonnage, and gear types used. Additional information on this 

conclusion is provided in the DEIS (in Appendix B). The Council and Board have 

requested specific comments from the public on the proposed quota period dates, 

especially the month of October.  



 

23 

 

• Allocation between quota periods under alternative 2D-1 is based on summer flounder 

landings by period over the past 20 years (1997-2016), for all states in the management 

unit except Maryland.9 55.26% of the annual quota would be allocated to Winter I, 27.65% 

to Summer, and 17.10% to Winter II (Table 8).  

• Quota rollover provisions would be similar to those in place for the scup fishery. If the 

full Winter I quota is not harvested, unused quota would be added to the quota for the 

Winter II period in the same fishing year. Quota is unable to be rolled over from one fishing 

year to the next under the current FMP.10  

• Coastwide possession limits would be needed during the two winter periods. Specific 

possession limits are not proposed through this action but would need to be developed and 

reviewed annually by the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Monitoring 

Committee (MC), accounting for changes in the fishery and the annual quota. These 

recommendations would then be adopted by the Council and Board during the annual 

specifications process 

• Summer period state allocations under 2D-1 are based on the percentage contribution of 

each state's summer period (May-October) landings from 1997-2016 (Table 8).  

Table 8: Alternative 2D-1: Scup model with Maryland exemption. 

Quota Period 

Allocation % (of remaining coastwide 

commercial quota after 2.03910% 

allocated to MD) 

Measures 

Winter I (Jan 1-Apr 30) 55.26% 
Coastwide (except 

MD) 

Summer (May 1-  Oct 31) 27.65% 

State-specific State-specific summer 

allocations 

ME 0.015% 

NH 0.000% 

MA 19.332% 

RI 22.476% 

CT 3.566% 

NY 18.553% 

NJ 29.667% 

DE 0.045% 

MD --a 

VA 5.648% 

NC 0.699% 
 

Winter II (Nov 1 - Dec 31) 17.10% 
Coastwide (except 

MD) 

Total 100% -- 
a Under Alternative 2D-1, Maryland would have an annual allocation of 2.03910% of the coastwide quota 

(and thus no specific seasonal allocation for the summer period quota). 

                                                 
9 Past state-level seasonal regulations (e.g., closures, possession limits) are not explicitly accounted for in this analysis.   
10 For additional discussion of this issue, see page 19 of http://www.mafmc.org/s/Commercial-Range-of-Alts-

Discussion-Doc-4-May-2017.pdf  

http://www.mafmc.org/s/Commercial-Range-of-Alts-Discussion-Doc-4-May-2017.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/Commercial-Range-of-Alts-Discussion-Doc-4-May-2017.pdf
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6.1.4.2   Sub-Alternative 2D-2: No Exemption for Maryland 
Sub-alternative 2D-2 is similar to alternative 2D-1 except that it would not provide an exemption 

for Maryland. Maryland IFQ holders would not be able to preserve their current year-round 

management of their own allocation; instead they would be subject to coastwide measures and 

closures during the winter periods and state measures during the summer period.  

The proposed configuration of sub-alternative 2D-2 is summarized in Table 9, and described 

below. Example allocations under hypothetical quota scenarios are described in section 6.2.4.  

• Allocation between quota periods for alternative 2D-2 is based on average summer 

flounder landings in each proposed period from 1997-2016, in all states Maine through 

North Carolina. 58.68% would be allocated to the Winter I period, 28.28% to Summer, and 

17.04% to Winter II (Table 9).  

• Quota rollover provisions and coastwide possession limit processes are the same as 

those described above for alternative 2D-1.  

• Summer period state allocations under 2D-2 are based on the percentage contribution of 

each state's summer period (May-October) landings over the period 1997-2016 (Table 9). 

Table 9: Alternative 2D-2: scup model without Maryland exemption. 

Quota Period 
Allocation % (of annual coastwide 

commercial quota) 
Measures 

Winter I (Jan 1-Apr 30) 54.68% Coastwide 

Summer (May 1-  Oct 31) 28.28% 

State-specific State-specific summer 

allocations 

ME 0.015% 

NH 0.000% 

MA 18.525% 

RI 21.538% 

CT 3.417% 

NY 17.779% 

NJ 28.429% 

DE 0.043% 

MD 4.171% 

VA 5.412% 

NC 0.670% 
 

Winter II (Nov 1 - Dec 31) 17.04% Coastwide 

Total 100% -- 

 

6.2 Impacts of Commercial Quota Allocation Alternatives 

This alternative set considers options to modify the allocation of commercial quota for summer 

flounder. Under all alternatives, overall annual landings will still be constrained by the annual 

commercial quotas, meaning that catch and landings limits should remain the primary driving 

factor for overall fishery effort in a given year. However, as described below, reallocation would 

result in a redistribution of effort and revenues among states, and as a result, among fishery 

participants and shoreside businesses.   
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Because overall effort is still likely to be driven by annual catch limits and quotas (the impacts of 

which are analyzed during the specifications process), quota reallocation is unlikely to have 

substantial impacts on summer flounder or non-target species, habitat, or protected resources. 

Impacts to these resources may be possible if allocation changes cause substantial changes to the 

location or timing of fishing effort; however, in general these impacts are expected to be small.  

The impacts of this alternative set are primarily socioeconomic impacts on states and their fishing 

communities, including revenues and jobs for vessel owners and crew, shoreside operations, and 

other associated businesses. Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C can be generally described in terms of 

impacts to states, since they either maintain the status quo (2A) or propose modified state-by-state 

quotas (2B and 2C). Alternative 2D (the "scup model" allocation) is the most extreme departure 

from current management given that it opens the winter fishery to any permitted vessel and allows 

those vessels to land in any port provided they are licensed to land in that state. The impacts of 

this alternative are the most uncertain, as described below.  

The sections below describe the general expected impacts of each proposed alternative for 

commercial allocation. Note that more in-depth analysis is provided in the DEIS in section 

7.2. (Note for Council and Board: this analysis is not currently complete in the DEIS but will be 

available for public hearings).  

6.2.1 Impacts of Alternative 2A: No Action/Status Quo 
Under alternative 2A, no changes to the commercial allocation would be made, meaning this 

alternative would result in impacts to summer flounder, non-target species, habitat, protected 

resources, and human communities that are generally similar to conditions in recent years.  

Summer flounder catch and effort would continue to be constrained by annual catch limits and 

associated management measures. States would continue to be constrained to their existing state 

allocation, and the distribution of landings by state would remain similar to the generally stable 

levels observed since allocations were implemented in 1993 (Figure 2). Typically, landings by 

state as a percentage of the coastwide landings do not fluctuate much from year to year, since 

allocations are constant and most states land or come close to landing their quota. Exceptions can 

occur under special circumstances, such as 2012-2013 when a high amount of North Carolina 

landings were landed in Virginia by mutual agreement due to shoaling at Oregon Inlet, NC.  

Table 10 shows the percentages of summer flounder landings by state over a 5-year time period 

(2012-2016) and a 10-year time period (2007-2016). Note that the percentages are of the total 

harvest, not the total quota, so a percentage that is over or under a state’s current allocation does 

not necessarily mean that state was over or under their allocation on average.  

Commercial landings from Maine, New Hampshire, and Delaware are minimal if they occur at all, 

since directed fisheries for summer flounder do not exist in these states. No commercial summer 

flounder landings have been reported in Maine since 2010. New Hampshire has indicated that they 

do not allow commercial harvest of summer flounder and that their reported landings (less than 

100 pounds in total) were probably misidentified. Delaware landings have consistently been 0.1% 

or less of coastwide landings each year since 1993 and have averaged less than 0.01% in recent 

years (Table 10).  

The socioeconomic impacts of the existing allocations have varied depending on the state, 

although as the allocations have been in place for 25 years, conditions in each state resulting from 



 

26 

 

state allocations have been relatively stable. Some states report negative economic impacts from 

current allocations due to a mismatch between their current allocation and their fishery capacity 

and/or summer flounder availability in their waters. Other states have experienced long-term 

positive socioeconomic impacts from the existing quota allocations. Each state manages their 

fishery differently in terms of total number of participants, possession limits, seasons, and other 

measures; these measures are a large driver of the social and economic impacts of the current 

quotas.  

Table 11 gives examples of status quo allocations in pounds under hypothetical 8.12 million pound 

and 14.00 million pound coastwide quotas.  

 

Figure 2: Percentage of coastwide landings by state 1993-2016, Massachusetts through North 

Carolina (excluding Delaware). Maine, New Hampshire, and Delaware each account for less 

than 0.1% of landings each year. Maryland and Virginia landings both include some 

Potomac River Fisheries Commission (PRFC) landings. 
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Table 10: Percentage of landings within the management unit from each state Maine-North 

Carolina, 2012-2016 and 2007-2016, and current state-by-state allocations. Source: ACCSP 

database.  

State 
% of landings by state, 5-

YR (2012-2016) 

% of landings by state, 

10-YR (2007-2016) 

Current Allocation 

(1980-1989) 

ME 0.00000% 0.00405% 0.04756% 

NH 0.00000% 0.00001% 0.00046% 

MA 7.05052% 6.95463% 6.82046% 

RI 18.04914% 17.44612% 15.68298% 

CT 2.48158% 2.42149% 2.25708% 

NY 8.45865% 9.23102% 7.64699% 

NJ 16.90554% 17.02198% 16.72499% 

DE 0.01332% 0.01765% 0.01779% 

MD 1.75850% 1.88532% 2.0391% 

VA 27.59778% 24.01402% 21.31676% 

NC 17.68497% 21.00370% 27.44584% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 

Table 11: Alternative 2A: No Action/Status Quo; current allocations based on 1980-1989 

landings. Example state quotas are provided under 8.12 million lb and 14.00 million lb 

coastwide quotas, prior to any transfers or deductions for overages. 

State Allocation (%) 

Example allocation (lb) 

under 8.12 million lb 

quota 

Example allocation (lb) 

under 14.00 million lb 

quota 

ME 0.04756 3,862 6,658 

NH 0.00046 37 64 

MA 6.82046 553,821 954,864 

RI 15.68298 1,273,458 2,195,617 

CT 2.25708 183,275 315,991 

NY 7.64699 620,936 1,070,579 

NJ 16.72499 1,358,069 2,341,499 

DE 0.01779 1,445 2,491 

MD 2.03910 165,575 285,474 

VA 21.31676 1,730,921 2,984,346 

NC 27.44584 2,228,602 3,842,418 

Total 100 8,120,001 14,000,001 

 

6.2.2 Impacts of Alternative 2B: Adjust State Quotas Based on Recent Biomass Distribution 
Both sub-alternatives under alternative 2B would adjust state quotas to account for recent biomass 

distribution. Under both sub-alternatives 2B-1 and 2B-2, the states from New Jersey south would 

see reduced state allocations while the states from New York north would see increased allocation. 

This would change the distribution of landings by port and state, with increased landings expected 

in these northern states. By extension, these alternatives may modify the level of activity for 

individual fishery participants, if those in northern states are able to take more or longer trips, and 

if those in southern states have to reduce their effort.  
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The distribution of fishing effort and catch location is less likely to change substantially, but may 

experience some shifts, especially inshore. Fishing locations in offshore areas are generally 

expected to remain similar to current conditions, i.e., in the most productive locations, as the 

offshore fishery participants are generally highly mobile vessels that take longer trips and regularly 

travel long distances to fish in these areas. Nearshore commercial effort, which tends to be 

conducted more by smaller vessels with less ability to take longer trips, may shift toward the 

northern states with increased allocation.  

Summer flounder populations should not experience significant impacts, since overall removals 

will still be constrained by catch and landings limits and other management measures. Changes in 

the timing or location of fishing effort could in theory impact localized effort and mortality for 

summer flounder, but it is uncertain to what extent this would occur, and as described above, would 

likely to be more pronounced in inshore areas. Given the changes considered here, any effects of 

this nature are likely be minor, as most fishing effort is likely to remain focused in the most 

traditionally productive locations. 

The primary impacts of alternatives 2B-1 or 2B-2 are social and economic impacts to states and 

fishing communities. Under both sub-alternatives, landings in the northern states (New York 

north) would likely increase, resulting in positive economic impacts to fishing operations and 

shoreside businesses in those states. Landings in southern states would likely decrease, resulting 

in negative socioeconomic impacts to fishing operations and shoreside businesses in those states.  

At the vessel and individual participant level, both sub-alternatives may result in increased 

participation in states New York and north and decreased participation in southern states. 

However, the distribution of positive or negative economic impacts among individual participants 

and businesses will be highly variable by state depending on restrictions on the overall number of 

participants and other measures used to manage the fishery. For example, a modest increase in 

quota to a state with many participants and restrictive management measures may result in less 

positive economic benefits at the level of individual businesses than a similar increase in quota to 

a state that has a more limited pool of participants under similar management measures. 

Distribution of economic benefits or costs is also likely to depend on price variations by state and 

port, given that ex-vessel price in a given port often varies in inverse relationship to the amount of 

landings of a given species. If increased landings in northern ports cause prices to decrease, this 

may offset some of the positive economic benefits in these areas.  

The magnitude of these impacts is somewhat uncertain and would vary depending on which sub-

alternative is selected. Generally, the magnitude of impacts will vary with the change in allocation 

relative to a state's existing quota.  

For alternative 2B-1, the states of New York through Maine would receive an increase in 

allocation of 19% relative to their current state allocations (with state share of coastwide quota 

allocation increased by between 0.00009% and 2.98% depending on the state). A corresponding 

increase in landings in these states is possible relative to average landings in recent years, however, 

total landings will depend on the annual coastwide commercial quota. States New Jersey through 

North Carolina would see a 9% decrease in their quota allocation relative to their current state 

allocations (with state share of coastwide quota allocation decreasing by between 0.0016% and 

2.5%, depending on the state). While revenues generally correlate with landings, revenues are also 

influenced by price, vessel and shoreside costs, and other market factors and are difficult to predict. 
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Example quotas under alternative 2B-1 and hypothetical 8.12 million lb and 14.00 million lb 

coastwide quotas are shown in Table 12. 

Alternative 2B-2 is a larger shift of allocation to the northern states and will result in more 

substantial socioeconomic impacts (positive or negative depending on the state as described 

above). New York through Maine would receive an increase in allocation of 40% relative to their 

current state allocations (with state share of coastwide quota allocation increased by between 

0.00018% and 6.28% depending on the state). States New Jersey through North Carolina would 

see a 19% decrease in their quota allocation relative to their current state allocations (with state 

share of coastwide quota allocation decreasing by between 0.003% and 5.3%, depending on the 

state). Example quotas under alternative 2B-2 and hypothetical 8.12 million lb and 14.00 million 

lb coastwide quotas are shown in Table 13.  

As described in section 6.1, the Council and Board intend to revisit any selected allocation within 

10 years of implementation. It is important to note that when allocations are based in part on 

biomass distribution (as opposed to the distribution of landings) such as under alternative 2B-1 or 

2B-2, it becomes more important to revisit these allocations regularly, because exploitable biomass 

can and will shift over time. 
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Table 12: Alternative 2B-1 resulting state allocations and relative changes. Example quota allocations based on hypothetical 

8.12 million lb and 14.00 million lb coastwide quotas are also provided with comparison to status quo distribution. 

State 

Revised state 

allocation 

under Alt 2B-1 

(%)a 

Percent change 

relative to 

existing state 

allocation 

Change in share 

of total 

coastwide quota  

2B-1 example 

allocation (lbs) 

under 8.12 

million lb quota 

Status Quo 

allocation (lbs) 

under 8.12 

million lb quota 

2B-1 example 

allocation (lbs) 

under 14.00 

million lb quota 

Status Quo 

allocation (lbs) 

under 14.00 

million lb quota 

ME 0.05660 +19.0% +0.00904 4,596 3,862 7,923 6,658 

NH 0.00055 +19.0% +0.00009 44 37 77 64 

MA 8.11635 +19.0% +1.29589 659,047 553,821 1,136,289 954,864 

RI 18.66275 +19.0% +2.97977 1,515,415 1,273,458 2,612,784 2,195,617 

CT 2.68593 +19.0% +0.42885 218,097 183,275 376,030 315,991 

NY 9.09992 +19.0% +1.45293 738,913 620,936 1,273,989 1,070,579 

NJ 15.19806 -9.1% -1.52693 1,234,083 1,358,069 2,127,728 2,341,499 

DE 0.01617 -9.1% -0.00162 1,313 1,445 2,263 2,491 

MD 1.85294 -9.1% -0.18616 150,459 165,575 259,411 285,474 

VA 19.37062 -9.1% -1.94614 1,572,894 1,730,921 2,711,887 2,984,346 

NC 24.94014 -9.1% -2.50570 2,025,139 2,228,602 3,491,619 3,842,418 

Total 100 -- 0 8,120,000 8,120,001 14,000,000 14,000,001 
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Table 13: Alternative 2B-2 resulting state allocations and relative changes. Example quota allocations based on hypothetical 

8.12 million lb and 14.00 million lb coastwide quotas are also provided with comparison to status quo distribution. 

State 

Revised state 

allocation 

under Alt 2B-2 

(%)a 

Percent change 

relative to 

existing state 

allocation 

Change in 

share of total 

coastwide 

quota  

2B-2 example 

allocation (lbs) 

under 8.12 

million lb quota 

Status Quo 

allocation (lbs) 

under 8.12 

million lb quota 

2B-2 example 

allocation (lbs) 

under 14.00 

million lb quota 

Status Quo 

allocation (lbs) 

under 14.00 

million lb quota 

ME 0.06661 +40.1% +0.01905 5,409 3,862 9,325 6,658 

NH 0.00064 +40.1% +0.00018 52 37 90 64 

MA 9.55238 +40.1% +2.73192 775,653 553,821 1,337,333 954,864 

RI 21.96477 +40.1% +6.28179 1,783,539 1,273,458 3,075,067 2,195,617 

CT 3.16115 +40.1% +0.90407 256,685 183,275 442,561 315,991 

NY 10.70998 +40.1% +3.06299 869,650 620,936 1,499,397 1,070,579 

NJ 13.50600 -19.2% -3.21899 1,096,687 1,358,069 1,890,840 2,341,499 

DE 0.01437 -19.2% -0.00342 1,167 1,445 2,011 2,491 

MD 1.64664 -19.2% -0.39246 133,707 165,575 230,530 285,474 

VA 17.21401 -19.2% -4.10275 1,397,778 1,730,921 2,409,961 2,984,346 

NC 22.16345 -19.2% -5.28239 1,799,672 2,228,602 3,102,883 3,842,418 

Total 100 -- 0 8,120,000 8,120,001 14,000,000 14,000,001 
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6.2.3 Impacts of Alternative 2C: Revise State Allocations Above a Commercial Quota Trigger  
Alternative 2C maintains status quo quota allocations until the annual commercial quota exceeds 

a certain trigger point (8.40 million pounds for alternative 2C-1, and 10.71 million pounds for 

alternative 2C-2). This alternative is intended to spread the benefits of increased stock size more 

equally among states (with a smaller distribution to states without a directed fishery).   

As with alternative 2B, this alternative is expected to have negligible to minor impacts on the 

summer flounder resource, non-target species, habitat, and protected resources. The impacts of 

allocation under alternative 2C will be primarily socioeconomic impacts to states and associated 

permit holders and fishing communities.  

Under alternative 2C, final state percentage allocations would vary in each year depending on the 

overall coastwide quota, because the overall allocation percentages vary depending on how much 

additional quota there is to be distributed. Figure 3 (alternative 2C-1) and Figure 4 (alternative 2C-

2) show that for quotas up to the trigger point, allocations remain status quo. As the annual 

commercial quota level grows beyond the quota trigger, the state quota allocation percentages get 

closer together, i.e., with increasing quotas above the trigger, quota is distributed more evenly 

among the states. Additional breakdowns of how the revised quotas would be calculated are 

described in the DEIS in section 5.2.3.  

Under both options, states with current allocations above 12.375% of the coastwide quota (NC, 

VA, RI, and NJ) will lose allocation percentage as the quota grows beyond the trigger point. 

However, the potential negative economic impacts associated with losing share of the overall quota 

would be somewhat mitigated by the fact that this loss would only happen in relatively higher 

quota years, meaning revenues for these states may be more stable than what would be expected 

under a permanent reallocation. States that currently have less than 12.375% of the coastwide 

quota will see their percent shares increase with growth of the annual quota beyond the trigger 

point.  
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Figure 3: State quota allocation percentage with varying annual coastwide quotas under 

alternative 2C-1 (8.40 million pound trigger) for a) States with over 1% of the current 

allocation, and b) Maine, Delaware, and New Hampshire.   
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Figure 4: State quota allocation percentage with varying annual coastwide quotas under 

alternative 2C-2 (10.71 million pound trigger) for a) States with over 1% of the current 

allocation, and b) Maine, Delaware, and New Hampshire.   
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The main difference between sub-alternatives 2C-1 and 2C-2 is how often the quota is expected 

to exceed each trigger, and the amount of "additional quota" that would be available under likely 

future coastwide quota scenarios. Figure 5 shows the time series of commercial quotas since 1993, 

compared to the quota triggers under 2C-1 (8.40 million pounds) and 2C-2 (10.71 million pounds).  

 

Figure 5: Time series of annual commercial quotas for summer flounder 1993-2018, and 

proposed commercial quota triggers under alternatives 2C-1 and 2C-2.  

 

Table 14 below shows how often each of these triggers would have been exceeded if applied to 

historical quotas (1993-2018), and the resulting percent allocation for each state under the time 

series low coastwide quota (5.66 million pounds; 2017) and time series high quota (17.90 million 

pounds; 2005). This provides a range of reasonably expected allocation percentages for each state, 

assuming future quotas do not change substantially from what has been implemented in the past. 

For NC, VA, RI, and NJ, the highest allocation received within this range would be that under 

status quo conditions (i.e., when the trigger is not exceeded). For all other states, the highest 

allocation percentage corresponds with the highest annual coastwide quota within the range 

considered (Table 14).  

The commercial fishery for summer flounder in the states of Maine, New Hampshire, and 

Delaware is considered largely incidental; there is little to no directed fishing effort. Given the 

current low landings and relatively small increase in quota under this alternative, it is not 

anticipated that this alternative would lead to meaningful amounts of directed fishing in these 

states, and thus the potential socioeconomic impacts to fishing communities in these states is 

expected to be minimal.  
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Table 14: Summary of expected range of allocation outcomes of alternatives 2C-1 and 2C-2 

given historical quotas.   

 Alternative 2C-1 Alternative 2C-2 

Annual commercial 

quota trigger 
8.40 million lb 10.71 million lb 

Frequency of historical 

quotas at or below 

trigger (1993-2018) 

4 of 26 9 of 26 

Frequency of historical 

quotas exceeding 

trigger (1993-2018) 

22 of 26 17 of 26 

State allocation under 

high and low quotas 

Alloc. % under 

low quota  

(5.66 m. lb) = 

Status quo 

allocation 

Alloc. % under 

high quota 

(17.9 m. lb) = 

revised 

allocation 

Alloc. % under 

low quota  

(5.66 m. lb) = 

Status quo 

allocation 

Alloc. % under 

high quota  

(17.9 m. lb) = 

revised 

allocation 

ME 0.04756 0.19923 0.04756 0.16235 

NH 0.00046 0.17712 0.00046 0.13417 

MA 6.82046 9.76840 6.82046 9.05159 

RI 15.68298 13.92735 15.68298 14.35424 

CT 2.25708 7.62693 2.25708 6.32121 

NY 7.64699 10.15627 7.64699 9.54612 

NJ 16.72499 14.41634 16.72499 14.97770 

DE 0.01779 0.18526 0.01779 0.14453 

MD 2.0391 7.52463 2.0391 6.19078 

VA 21.31676 16.57113 21.31676 17.72507 

NC 27.44584 19.44735 27.44584 21.39225 

 

6.2.4 Impacts of Alternative 2D: "Scup Model" for Commercial Summer Flounder 
The scup model quota system under alternative 2D, with two coastwide winter periods and a state-

by-state summer period, is proposed in part as a way to distribute quota between smaller vessels, 

which tend to operate closer to shore in the summer months, and larger vessels, which typically 

operate offshore in the winter months.   

Because this quota system eliminates the historical year-round state-by-state quota system, the 

expected impacts of this alternative are highly uncertain, more so than the impacts of the other 

allocation options. The effects of moving toward seasonal coastwide management will depend on 

how many vessels are able to participate in this fishery and what the specific management 

measures would be under coastwide quota periods.  

Coastwide winter periods would be open to any vessel permitted to land summer flounder (federal 

permits would still be required to fish in federal waters or to sell to a federal dealer, but otherwise 

state and federally permitted vessels could land summer flounder anywhere in the management 

unit provided they have the appropriate state permits). This will require the use of uniform 

management measures (possession limits, open and closed seasons within the quota period, etc.) 

to be applied in both state and federal waters throughout the management unit during the winter 

periods.  
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It would likely be difficult to develop coastwide possession limits that are acceptable to a wide 

variety of participants that still constrain landings to the period quota. The challenge inherent in 

this option is to develop a coastwide system that provides an equitable distribution of the quota to 

northern and southern participants as well as between smaller boats and larger offshore vessels. A 

system to revise possession limits mid-season will also need to consider the administrative costs 

of notifying permit holders, especially if limits change multiple times per season.  

Council/Board members and other stakeholders have raised concerns about the potential for 

"derby fishing" during the coastwide winter periods under this option and are specifically 

seeking public comment on this issue. The concern is that coastwide quotas would create an 

incentive for high fishing effort toward the beginning of each winter quota period in order to 

participate while the quota period is still open. With any vessel being able to participate in the 

fishery during this time, the winter period quotas may be landed quickly. This could result in 

negative economic impacts to participating vessels as the result of increased competition during 

these time periods, with the potential for market flooding to occur. In addition, derby fishing could 

create incentives to fish in non-optimal conditions which could present a safety issue.  

A scup model may work somewhat better during higher quota years where derby fishing may be 

less of a problem. Under lower quotas, there will be more pressure to land fish early in the quota 

period, especially if many vessels are participating in the winter fishery. However, summer 

flounder is a high demand species, and it is likely that there will be some difficulty controlling 

coastwide harvest in this scenario regardless of overall annual quota; thus, limits may need to be 

set at low levels to ensure reasonable access to the resource for all vessels, and so that landings 

can be spread throughout the quota period.  

Shoreside businesses would also be impacted under this quota allocation configuration, potentially 

more so than under other allocation options since the location of landings during the winter season 

would be more difficult to predict. Socioeconomic impacts to these businesses would be driven by 

where vessels chose to land in the winter, and their state's allocation during the summer period.  

Ports that are relatively easier to access, closer to prime harvest locations, or with generally 

favorable market conditions are more likely to benefit. Businesses and communities in these ports 

could see increases in revenues and jobs. Likewise, ports and businesses that do not have these 

advantages may see a decrease in landings, revenues, and jobs.  

Overall, social and economic impacts are expected to vary by state but are difficult to predict given 

the uncertainty in coastwide winter fishery participation. Each state's relative economic benefits 

or costs would depend on how many vessels they have that are able to participate in the winter 

fishery, how many trips could be taken by those vessels in a given year, market conditions in the 

areas where those vessels chose to land, among other factors.   

The differences between sub-alternatives 2D-1 and 2D-2 primarily impact the state of Maryland. 

Under alternative 2D-2, without an exemption for Maryland IFQ holders, these fishery participants 

and their communities are likely to experience negative socioeconomic impacts. An exemption for 

Maryland under alternative 2D-1 may cause enforcement and logistical concerns upon 

implementation, although NMFS has indicated that is likely to be possible for Maryland vessels to 

continue operating separately from an otherwise coastwide fishery. Increased administrative and 

enforcement effort may be needed under this exemption.   
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Table 15 provides an example of quota allocation breakdown under hypothetical quota scenarios 

under alternative 2D-1 (includes Maryland exemption), while Table 16 provides the same 

examples under alternative 2D-2 (no Maryland exemption). Table 17 compares the differences in 

allocations between alternatives 2D-1 and 2D-2.  

Table 15: Alternative 2D-1: Scup model with Maryland exemption. Example allocations 

shown using hypothetical coastwide quotas at 8.12 million lb and 14.00 million lb. 

Quota 

Period 

Allocation % (of 

remaining coastwide 

commercial quota 

after 2.03910% 

allocated to MD) 

Measures 

Example allocation 

(lb) under 8.12 

million lb quota 

Example allocation 

(lb) under 14.00 

million lb quota 

Winter I 

(Jan 1-Apr 

30) 

55.26% 

Coastwide 

(except 

MD) 

4,486,850 7,735,948 

Summer 

(May 1-  

Oct 31) 

27.65% 

State-

specific 

2,244,955 3,870,612 

State-

specific 

summer 

allocations 

ME 0.015% 

NH 0.000% 

MA 19.332% 

RI 22.476% 

CT 3.566% 

NY 18.553% 

NJ 29.667% 

DE 0.045% 

MD --a 

VA 5.648% 

NC 0.699% 
 

ME 347 

NH 0 

MA 433,988 

RI 504,568 

CT 80,052 

NY 416,495 

NJ 666,004 

DE 1,013 

MD --a 

VA 126,785 

NC 15,702 
 

ME 598 

NH 2 

MA 748,255 

RI 869,945 

CT 138,021 

NY 718,095 

NJ 1,148,283 

DE 1,746 

MD --a 

VA 218,594 

NC 27,072 
 

Winter II 

(November 

1 - Dec 31) 

17.10% 

Coastwide 

(except 

MD) 

1,388,195 2,393,440 

Total 100% -- 8,120,000 14,000,000 

a Under Alternative 2D-1, Maryland would have an annual allocation of 2.03910% of the coastwide quota 

(and thus no specific seasonal allocation for the summer period quota). 
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Table 16: Summary of proposed allocation configuration of Alternative 2D-2 (includes 

Maryland), with examples using hypothetical coastwide quotas at 8.12 million lb and 14.00 

million lb. 

Quota 

Period 

Allocation % (of 

annual coastwide 

commercial quota) 

Measures 

Example allocation 

(lbs) under 8.12 

million lb quota 

Example allocation 

(lbs) under 14.00 

million lb quota 

Winter I 

(Jan 1-Apr 

30) 

54.68% Coastwide 4,440,145 7,655,422 

Summer 

(May 1-  

Oct 31) 

28.28% 

State-

specific 

2,296,255 3,959,060 

State-

specific 

summer 

allocations 

ME 0.015% 

NH 0.000% 

MA 18.525% 

RI 21.538% 

CT 3.417% 

NY 17.779% 

NJ 28.429% 

DE 0.043% 

MD 4.171% 

VA 5.412% 

NC 0.670% 
 

ME 340 

NH 0 

MA 425,389 

RI 494,571 

CT 78,466 

NY 408,243 

NJ 652,808 

DE 993 

MD 95,782 

VA 124,272 

NC 15,391 
 

ME 586 

NH 2 

MA 733,429 

RI 852,708 

CT 135,287 

NY 703,867 

NJ 1,125,531 

DE 1,711 

MD 165,141 

VA 214,263 

NC 26,536 
 

Winter II 

(Nov 1 - Dec 

31) 

17.04% Coastwide 1,383,599 2,385,516 

Total 100% -- 8,120,000 14,000,000 
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Table 17: Comparison of allocation differences between sub-alternatives 2D-1 and 2D-2.  

 

Alt. 2D-1: based on 

1997-2016 landings 

without Maryland 

Alt. 2D-2: based on 

1997-2016 landings 

with Maryland 

Absolute Difference 

Quota Period Allocations 

Winter I  55.26% 54.68% 0.58% 

Summer 27.65% 28.28% 0.63% 

Winter II  17.10% 17.04% 0.06% 

State Summer Period Allocations 

ME 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 

NH 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

MA 19.33% 18.53% 0.80% 

RI 22.48% 21.54% 0.94% 

CT 3.57% 3.42% 0.15% 

NY 18.55% 17.78% 0.77% 

NJ 29.67% 28.43% 1.24% 

DE 0.05% 0.04% 0.01% 

MD --a 4.17% -- 

VA 5.65% 5.41% 0.24% 

NC 0.70% 0.67% 0.03% 
a Maryland would have an annual allocation of 2.03910% of the coastwide quota under 2D-1 (and thus no specific 

seasonal allocation for the summer period quota). 

7.0 LANDINGS FLEXIBILITY FRAMEWORK PROVISIONS 

7.1 Landings Flexibility Framework Provision Alternatives 

This alternative set considers whether to add "landings flexibility" policies to the list of issues in 

the Council's FMP that can be modified through a framework action. Framework actions are 

modifications to the Council's FMP that are typically (though not always) more efficient than a 

full amendment. While amendments may take several years to complete and address a variety of 

issues, frameworks can often be completed in 5-8 months and address one or a few issues in a 

fishery. Framework actions can only modify existing measures and/or those that have been 

previously considered in an FMP amendment. Because the Commission does not do framework 

actions and instead can address issues of this scope through FMP addenda, this alternative set does 

not apply to the Commission's FMP.  

Landings flexibility, as described below, may allow for commercial vessels to land or possess 

summer flounder in states where they are not permitted at the state level. Landings flexibility 

differs from “safe harbor” agreements between some states, which are based on state level 

agreements and allow a state to accept landings from a vessel on a temporary basis under certain 

emergency situations (e.g., weather, mechanical breakdown, injured crew member). Landings 

flexibility, on the other hand, would be a broader policy that would require a state to accept vessels 

that do not necessarily meet state level permitting or landing license criteria, as described under 

alternative 3B below.   

This action would not implement any landings flexibility policies at this time, but instead 

would simply allow these policies to be implemented via a future framework action (for the 

Council; with corresponding addendum from the Commission) rather than through an amendment 
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process. The impacts of any future framework action related to landings flexibility would be 

analyzed through a separate action, which would include public comment opportunities and 

documentation of compliance with all applicable laws. Depending on the proposed configuration 

of landings flexibility in a future action, the level of analysis required may vary and an EIS 

may be required if impacts are expected to be significant.  

7.3.1 Alternative 3A: No Action/Status Quo  
Under this alternative, no changes would be made to the framework provisions of the FMP. Broad 

coastwide landings flexibility would remain inconsistent with the current FMP, and any future 

programs of this type would likely have to be implemented through an amendment to the FMP. 

While the Commission may be able to implement coastwide landings flexibility through an 

addendum, doing so could create inconsistencies between the two FMPs. States would remain free 

to develop landings flexibility agreements through state-level agreements, provided that such 

agreements are consistent with other Council and Commission FMP requirements and would not 

require modification to the federal management measures.  

7.3.2 Alternative 3B: Add Landings Flexibility as a Frameworkable Issue in the Council's FMP 
Under alternative 3B, “landings flexibility” policies for the commercial summer flounder fishery 

would be added to the list of frameworkable items in the Council's FMP. This alternative is 

primarily administrative in that it does not implement any landings flexibility policies, but simply 

modifies the way that landings flexibility policies may be implemented in the future.  

"Landings flexibility" means the ability to land or possess summer flounder in any state (or, in 

some configurations, any participating state) without requiring that vessel to be permitted in that 

state. The Council and Board's intent is to allow for consideration of multiple possible 

configurations of landings flexibility through future framework actions, including allowing vessels 

to land in any port/state, developing multi-state landings agreements, and/or allowing vessels to 

possess multiple state possession limits at one time for separate offloading. The specific details of 

how landings flexibility would work in practice would be determined at the time of a future 

framework action.  

Landings flexibility is typically proposed to work within a state-by-state quota system, and would 

not be necessary under the "scup model" configuration of alternative 2D. NMFS has indicated that 

quota transfers would likely be required for each "out of state" landing event to properly attribute 

landings to the permit state rather than the state of landing. It would not be possible to track 

landings at the individual permit/vessel level with timeliness and accuracy required of in-season 

commercial management. If a vessel is permitted in multiple states, there would need to be a clear 

process to specify against which state's quota the landings should be counted and which state needs 

to participate in a quota transfer. Under the commonly discussed broad coastwide configuration of 

landings flexibility, each state would be required to accept any commercial vessels landing 

summer flounder and participate in the associated quota transfer.  

Any future framework action would need to determine how state level trip limits and other state-

specific measures would be enforced if any vessel could land in any state. Specifically, the Council 

and Board would need to specify if a vessel would be subject to the possession/trip limits and 

seasons of the state in which they land, or to those of the state in which they are permitted. 
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7.3 Impacts of Landings Flexibility Framework Provision Alternatives 

In general, the framework alternatives proposed in this action are primarily administrative and 

intended to simplify and improve the efficiency of future landings flexibility actions to the extent 

possible. The purpose of modifying the list of “frameworkable items” in the FMP is to demonstrate 

that the concepts included on the list have previously been considered in an amendment (i.e., they 

are not novel). The impacts of alternatives 3A and 3B are briefly described below. 

The sections below describe the general expected impacts of each proposed alternative for landings 

flexibility framework provisions.  

7.3.1 Impacts of Alternative 3A: No Action/Status Quo 
Alternative 3A would make no changes to the current list of framework provisions in the Council's 

FMP. Any future proposed landings flexibility policy that required coastwide participation or 

modification to the federal measures would likely require a full FMP amendment. The timeline 

and complexity of such an amendment would heavily depend on the nature of options considered 

and to what extent landings flexibility could work within the existing management program. 

As stated above, states would remain free to develop landings flexibility agreements by state-level 

agreements, provided that such agreements are consistent with other Council and Commission 

FMP requirements and would not require modification to the federal management measures.  

7.3.2 Impacts of Alternative 3B: Add Landings Flexibility as a Frameworkable Issue in the FMP 
Allowing landings flexibility policies to be implemented through a framework action would not 

have any direct impacts on the environment or human communities, as this alternative is primarily 

administrative. Under this alternative, any future landings flexibility framework action (likely 

developed in conjunction with a Commission addendum) would be analyzed through a separate 

process with associated public comment opportunities and a full description of expected impacts.  

It is not possible to predict the magnitude and direction of impacts of any future landings flexibility 

framework actions; however, such actions would need to specify and analyze several aspects of 

how landings flexibility would work in practice. Landings flexibility policies have been suggested 

as a means of addressing rising fishing costs, fuel use, increasing adaptability to market conditions, 

addressing safety concerns, adapting to a changing distribution of fish, and improving efficiency. 

However, landings flexibility also raises questions and concerns relative to enforcement (e.g., 

which state's measures are enforced), administrative burdens associated with associated quota 

transfers and monitoring, and possibly substantial impacts to shoreside operations. Additional 

concerns have been raised about the potential for flooding markets and rapid swings in market 

prices if many vessels ultimately chased ports with higher prices at a given time.  

Given these issues, depending on how landings flexibility is configured, the social and 

economic impacts associated with a future framework action may be significant and require 

substantial analysis. Although the timeline for Magnuson Stevens Act requirements could be 

shortened by completing a framework instead of an amendment, an EIS may still be required for 

NEPA analysis depending on the expected impacts of future management options, extending the 

timeline of a typical framework and possibly eliminating time savings entirely.   
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Summer Flounder Amendment Commercial Issues Working Group Call Summary 

February 21, 2018, 10-11:30AM 

Alternative 2B for commercial reallocation uses Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) survey data 

to calculate the change in relative exploitable biomass in the "Northern" region between 1980-1989 and 

2007-2016. The commercial working group was tasked with providing guidance on how the estimated 

change in regional relative exploitable biomass between both time periods should be translated into a 

change in regional allocation. The working group also briefly discussed how revised regional allocations 

should be divided into state allocations, and the issue of precision and significant digits in the 

calculations leading to revised allocations. The working group's comments and recommendations are 

described below. 

Configuration of Alternative 2B 

• The working group was provided with a summary of the issue (see Attachment), which included 

four options for translating biomass shifts into allocation shifts for the group's consideration. 

• The working group agreed that there is more than one correct way to approach the 

configuration for translating biomass shifts into allocation shifts for Alternative 2B. The working 

group believes that all four options are likely to be defensible, but the options vary somewhat in 

their underlying policy approach and outcome. 

• The four options considered vary in how much they depart from the current allocation, and to 

what extent current biomass is incorporated. The group acknowledged varying opinions on 

these issues among working group members, Mid-Atlantic Council members, and ASMFC Board 

members, making it difficult to recommend one option at this stage since there is a policy angle 

to this decision.  

• The group believes it's beneficial to seek public comment on two varying approaches in the form 

of two sub-options for public hearings: a more heavily "biomass-based" allocation (Option 3) 

and an option that is more of an adjustment to status quo allocations based on proportional 

shifts in biomass (one of Options 1, 2, or 4). The two choices would represent a range of 

different outcomes and have different underlying assumptions about to what degree the recent 

biomass should be incorporated into the allocations. 

o Allocation for fluke is currently not based on regional biomass, so Option 3 is more of a 

departure from the status quo, because it creates a different basis for allocation that is 

more driven by the recent proportion of relative exploitable biomass in each region. 

Options 1, 2, and 4 maintain more connection to the status quo allocation in that they 

are taking the status quo allocations and adjusting them based on regional shifts in 

biomass.  

• The working group recommends moving forward with Options 2 and 3 as sub-options for 

public hearings. This approach offers two varying outcomes and two varying approaches, one 

with more of an emphasis on recent exploitable biomass (Option 3) and one with a more 

moderate adjustment to status quo based on a shift in exploitable biomass (Option 2).  

• Option 1 received mixed feedback. Some working group members expressed discomfort with 

mixing and matching the approaches of using "absolute shift" (in the biomass calculation) with 
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"percent change" (in the allocation calculation), and Option 1 was not recommended for that 

reason.   

• Option 2 while also having mixed feedback, emerged as potential sub-option. The consistency 

with the calculations was seen as an advantage in explaining the option to the public. One 

potential challenge is explaining why the change would vary depending on which region you use 

as the starting basis for the percent change calculations (i.e., why the percentage change 

relative to each region's starting quota is not the same magnitude in the North and South; see 

further explanation below). 

• Some working group members did not fully support Option 3, while others supported it since 

the allocation change has its basis in math that is the same regardless of whether you start with 

the North or the Southern region (+/- 13% relative to the coast). For percent change based 

options (1 and 2), a choice must be made to start with the Northern or Southern region 

calculation first, and the results differ depending on this choice.   

o Note that regardless of the method, absolute shifts in allocation between the North and 

South, relative to the coastwide total allocation, will always be equivalent in magnitude 

(+ to the North, - to the South), since the total allocation is always 100%. However, the 

percentage change (% increase or decrease) in state/regional quotas relative to the 

current state/regional quotas will never be equivalent in magnitude regardless of the 

method, because regional starting allocations are different. Option 3 differs from the 

others in that it starts with the coastwide proportional shift and does not require 

starting with a regional percent change calculation.   

• Option 4 is a different approach that ultimately may be a different way to think about option 2. 

Working group members had varying opinions on whether option 4 was easier or harder to 

understand than other options. Option 4 was not recommended for public hearings since some 

believed it was a more complicated way to reach the same result as option 2. However, the 

group did suggest that the explanation for option 4 could be used to further support option 2, 

since it may be more intuitive to some.  

• The working group agreed that when allocations are based in part on biomass distribution, it 

becomes more important to revisit these allocations regularly, because exploitable biomass 

can and will shift over time. Since all approaches under alternative 2B are proposed as a one-

time change, the working group supports the Council and Board's intention to revisit any revised 

allocations within 10 years if not sooner.  

o Working group members noted it's important to understand that "revisiting" the 

allocation could mean very different things depending on whether a full allocation 

review is conducted (as with this amendment) or whether a simple recalculation could 

occur based on a more formulaic approach.  

o While the working group did not want to get too far into policy recommendations on 

the impacts of the reallocation options, several members raised potential consequences 

of either taking a more substantial shift based on biomass or keeping things closer to 

status quo that should be considered in this decision. Staff noted that the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and public hearing document should get into 

more detail on the consequences of these approaches. 
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Alternative Distribution of Northern Region Increase 

• The working group discussed the possibility (raised at the December Council/Board meeting) of 

exploring different methods of distributing a regional increase to the Northern states under 

alternative 2B. Currently, all options for the math split the “revised regional” allocations into 

state allocations based on a given state's current share of the regional allocation. There has 

been some inquiry about splitting the Northern region’s "additional" allocation based on 50% 

existing quota and 50% equal shares (with some adjusting likely needed for ME and NH).  

• The working group noted that while this seems like a reasonable approach, there isn't a clear 

underlying technical basis for the 50% current allocation/50% equal shares configuration. The 

working group overall believes this is likely more of a policy decision for the Council and Board. 

• It is not clear whether the intent is to distribute the regional quota increase differently or 

distribute the entire revised regional quota differently. Depending on the approach, this could 

lead to complicated math that may be difficult for stakeholders to follow.  

• This approach is also dependent on the outcome of the method of regional increase discussed 

above, and would make the document and analysis notably more complicated since under this 

alternative there would be at least 4 different combinations of choices. 

Precision Discussion 

• The working group discussed the level of precision/significant digits in the allocation analyses 

and resulting state allocations. Current state allocations are taken out to five decimal places. 

Without guidance to the contrary from the Council and Board, the default would likely be to 

continue this level of precision.  

• Staff wanted to ensure the calculations for revised allocation under alternative 2B use the 

correct level of precision for various inputs and outputs. Jason McNamee will complete some 

work looking at significant digits for state by state allocations to inform how the analysis for 

percentage change/absolute change should be calculated. 
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Summer Flounder Amendment Commercial Working Group Issues for Discussion 

February 2018 

Amendment Status  

The Council and Board have approved a range of alternatives for inclusion in a public hearing document 

and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Staff are currently developing these documents for 

potential approval in Spring 2018 (the next planned joint meeting will be April 30, 2018 at the 

Commission's meeting in Arlington). There are some remaining questions regarding exactly how to 

configure one of the commercial allocation alternatives, as described below. The Council and Board are 

seeking commercial working group input on the configuration of this alternative (Alt. 2B).  

The recommended configuration (if applicable, depending on the working group's feedback) will be 

included in the public hearing document for approval, and a comparison to other approaches will be 

provided for context. The decision regarding the configuration is ultimately up to the Council and Board, 

but ideally one recommended approach can be included in the draft public hearing document. If 

additional guidance is needed or the working group cannot form a recommendation, a different 

approach may be needed, such as including multiple sub-options or holding a Demersal Committee 

webinar to identify the appropriate option for the public hearing document.   

Primary Issue for Discussion: Math for Configuration of Alternative 2B: Revised state-by-state allocations 

based on current allocations adjusted for recent biomass distribution 

Alternative 2B for commercial reallocation uses NEFSC survey data to calculate the change in relative 

exploitable biomass in the "Northern" region between 1980-1989 and 2007-2016, as described below. 

The Demersal Committee, the full Council, and the Board have struggled with how apply the change in 

relative exploitable biomass to the regional and state allocations. The estimated change in regional 

relative exploitable biomass between two time periods needs to be translated into a change in 

regional allocation. Both figures (regional exploitable biomass and the regional allocation) are 

expressed as percentages attributable to the Northern or Southern region.  

The question remaining is whether to express the changes over the two time periods (change in relative 

biomass and the change in allocation) as an absolute change in percent relative to the coast, or as a 

percent change (percent increase/decrease) relative to the original value for that region).   

The NEFSC analysis calculated an approximate shift in the percentage of exploitable biomass in a 

Northern vs. Southern region (divided approximately at Hudson Canyon), between the ten-year time 

periods of 1980-1989 and 2007-2016. North and South indices were weighted by the area surveyed 

(NM2) to provide seasonal total indices to express the Northern percentage of the total exploitable 

biomass for each season and period. The seasonal (spring and fall) exploitable biomass was then 

summed for each region to calculate total relative biomass for each region and period. Figure 1 shows 

the results for trends in Northern and Southern region relative biomass for 1980-1989 and 2007-2016.1 

                                                           
1 Additional details of this analysis can be found in: http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab11_Summer-Flounder-

Amendment-Dec2017.pdf  

 

http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab11_Summer-Flounder-Amendment-Dec2017.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab11_Summer-Flounder-Amendment-Dec2017.pdf
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For relative exploitable biomass averaged over each period, the Northern region percentage increased 

from 67% on average during 1980-1989 to 80% on average during 2007-2017, an absolute change of 

13% relative to the coast (+13% in the Northern region, -13% in the Southern region).  

The change in relative exploitable biomass is intended to serve as the basis for a regionally-based 

adjustment to the current state-by-state allocation percentages. The current "regional" allocation is 

derived by combining the current state allocations. The current commercial landings allocation gives a 

total of ~32.46% to the 'Northern' states (ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY), and a total of ~67.54% to the 

'Southern' states (NJ, DE, MD, VA, NC). This current regional allocation would then be adjusted based on 

the appropriate methodology option among the choices presented in this document.  

 

 

Figure 1:  NEFSC survey relative biomass annual percent in Northern region, 1980-1989 and 

2007-2016. The remaining relative biomass is attributable to the Southern region. 

Options for Translating Regional Biomass Shift into Regional Allocation shift:  

In the options below, absolute change describes the simple difference between the proportions 

attributable to the northern and southern regions in each time period. e.g., 67% relative exploitable 

biomass in the North 1980-1989 80% relative exploitable 2007-2016 = absolute increase in the North 

of 80-67=13%. This describes how the proportions in the North and South change relative to the 

coastwide total,  

Percent change expresses the change (increase or decrease) relative to the original regional value. 
Because this is an expression of the change between two values relative to the regional starting value, 
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this needs to be calculated using either the Northern or Southern region as the "starting value." For the 
North, the percent change in the Northern region exploitable biomass between the two time periods 
would thus be: ((80-67)/67)*100=+19%.  

Regardless of the method, absolute change between the North and South, relative to the coastwide 
total allocation, will always be equivalent in magnitude (+ to the North, - to the South), since the total 
allocation is always 100%. However, the percentage change (% increase or decrease) in state/regional 
quotas relative to the previous state/regional quotas will never be equivalent in magnitude regardless of 
the method, because regional starting allocations are different (i.e., starting allocations are not 50/50). If 
allocations are adjusted using percent changes, a decision needs to be made to start with either the 
North or the South, and adjust the other region so that final allocations add to 100%.  

Three options, described below, were considered by the Committee, the Council and the Board. An 

additional idea was discussed in February 2018 by staff from the state of Connecticut and is described as 

option 4 for working group discussion.   

1. Option 1: Apply the absolute change in relative exploitable biomass (+13% to the Northern 

region) as a percentage increase in the Northern regional allocation (original staff 

recommendation/NESFC analysis). 

o Absolute change in regional biomass: +13% to the North. 

o Apply this to current regional allocation as a percent increase to the Northern region 

starting allocation (32.46% *1.13 = 36.67% to the Northern region).  

o Adjust the Southern regional allocation accordingly to make the total coastwide 

allocation equal to 100%. Expressed as a percent change, this does not result in a 13% 

decrease in the Southern region, since this method looks as percent changes relative to 

each region's starting value, and the starting allocations are not 50/50. 

o New regional allocations (36.67% in the North and 63.33% in the South) divided into 

state shares based on each state's current proportion of their regional allocation. 

o This option produces the smallest shift in allocation, with a ±4% regional shift relative to 

the coast, and a 13% increase in the North relative to the existing Northern allocation, 

and a 6% decrease in the South relative to the existing Southern allocation. 

o See Table 2. 

2. Option 2: Evaluate the change in relative exploitable biomass in the Northern region as a 

percent change, and apply this as a percent change to the Northern region allocation  

o Calculate the percent change in Northern regional biomass: ((80-67)/67)*100=19% 

increase in the North). 

o Apply to current regional allocation as a percent increase to the Northern region starting 

allocation (32.46% *1.19 = 38.62% to the Northern region). 

o Adjust the Southern regional allocation accordingly to make total coastwide allocation 

equal to 100%. Expressed as a percent change, this does not result in a 19% decrease in 

the Southern region, since this method calculates percent changes relative to each 

region's starting value, and the starting allocations are not 50/50. 

o New regional allocations (38.62% in the North and 61.38% in the South) are divided into 

state shares based on each state's current proportion of their regional allocation  

o This option produces a shift in allocation in between the other two options, with a ±6% 

regional shift relative to the coast, and a 19% increase in the North relative to the 
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existing Northern allocation, and a 9% decrease in the South relative to the existing 

Southern allocation. 

o See Table 3. 

3. Option 3: Apply the absolute change in relative exploitable biomass as an absolute increase in 

percentage allocation relative to the coastwide total allocation.  

o Absolute change in regional biomass: +13% to the North 

o Apply this absolute change to the current regional allocation as an absolute change in 

the percentage allocated to the Northern region (i.e., add 13% to the Northern 

allocation relative to the coastwide total: 32.46% +13% = 45.46%).  

o Apply a 13% absolute decrease (relative to the coastwide total) to the Southern region 

allocation. The percent changes for each region are still shown in Table 3 for 

informational purposes, to demonstrate how each state's allocation changes relative to 

their existing allocation, but these are not the starting point for the modification and are 

not equivalent to the 13% absolute change in each region relative to the coast.    

o The new total regional allocations (45.46% in the North and 54.54% in the South) are 

then divided into state shares based on each state's current proportion of their regional 

allocation (e.g., Rhode Island receives 48.32% of the Northern region allocation). 

o This option produces the largest shift in allocation, with a ±13% regional shift relative to 

the coast, and a 40% increase in the North relative to the existing Northern allocation, 

and a 19% decrease in the South relative to the existing Southern allocation. 

o See Table 4. 

4. Option 4: Use a "biomass sharing" approach, using the same proportion of Northern region 

relative exploitable biomass (1980-1989) that was historically allocated to the South, with an 

adjustment for the more recent relative exploitable biomass in the North.  

o During 1980-1989, the NEFSC analysis indicates that the Northern region relative 

exploitable biomass was 67%. Their quota allocation is 32.5%. Thus, roughly 51.5% of 

the "Northern " relative exploitable biomass was allocated to the southern region. (67-

32.5)/67 = 51.5 

o This same split could be used to allocate based on the more recent relative exploitable 

biomass percentages (80% North/20% South from 2007-2016).  

o 80% of the relative exploitable biomass 2007-2016 was in the Northern region. 

Assuming the same "biomass sharing" approach, 51.5% of this would be allocated to the 

southern region.  

▪ North: 80 - (0.515*80) = 38.8% 

▪ South: 20 + (0.515*80) = 61.2%  

o This yields a very similar end result to option 2.  

o Feedback is requested on whether this approach makes sense, and whether or not this 

would be more intuitive for managers and stakeholders to understand.  

o See Table 5. 
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Table 1: Summary of math options for 2B allocation change. Status quo regional allocations are N. region = 32.46%; S. region = 67.54%.  

Option  Math 

1. Apply 13% absolute biomass shift as % change to Northern region  

• N. region shift = (80%-67%)=13% 

• (N. region old allocation 32.46%)* (1.13) = (N. region new 

allocation 36.67%)  

• 100-36.67 = S. region new allocation = 63.33% 

• N: 36.7%; S: 63.3% 

2. Calculate N. region shift as % change (19%) and apply as % 

change to N. region allocation  

• N. region % change = ((80-67)/67)*100=+19% 

• (N. region old allocation 32.46%)* (1.19) = (N. region new 

allocation 38.62%)   

• 100-38.62 = S. region new allocation = 61.38% 

• N: 38.6%; S: 61.4% 

3. Apply 13% absolute biomass shift as absolute 13% biomass shift 

in allocation relative to coast 

• N. region shift = (80%-67%)=13% 

• (N. region old allocation 32.46%)+13% = N. region new 

allocation 45.46%)  

• 100-45.46 = S. region new allocation = 54.54% 

• N: 45.5%; S: 54.5% 

4. Continue to apply same proportion of Northern region exploitable 

biomass historically allocated to southern region; adjust using new 

relative exploitable biomass 

• During 1980-1989, ~51.5% of the relative exploitable 

biomass in the N. region was allocated to the southern region: 

(67-32.5)/67 = 51.5  

• Apply this proportion to the 2007-2016 N. region relative 
exploitable biomass of 80% and add this amount to the S. region 
relative exploitable biomass: 20+(80*0.515) = 61.2% 

• N. region allocation = 80-(80*0.515) = 38.8% 

• N: 38.8%; S: 61.2% 
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Table 2: Allocation calculation under Alternative 2B - Option 1 configuration described above. This option uses a 13% absolute shift 

(67% to 80%) in relative exploitable biomass and applies this change in terms of % change relative to the existing regional allocations. 

Example state quotas are provided based on an 8.12 million lb coastwide quota with comparison to status quo distribution under the 

same quota. 

 

Status 

quo 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Status 

quo 

regional 

alloc. 

(%) 

State % 

of 

regional 

total 

Revised 

regional 

alloc. 

Revised 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Absolute 

change in 

regional 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

Absolute 

change in 

state 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

(%) 

% 

Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

regional 

alloc. 

% Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

state 

alloc. 

Revised 

alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Status 

quo alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Revised 

vs. SQ 

quota diff. 

(8.12 mil 

lb) 

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.15% 

36.67 

0.05374 

4.22 

0.00618 

13.0% 

13.0% 4,364 3,862 502 

NH 0.00046 0.00% 0.00052 0.00006 13.0% 42 37 5 

MA 6.82046 21.01% 7.70712 0.88666 13.0% 625,818 553,821 71,997 

RI 15.68298 48.32% 

17.7217

7 2.03879 13.0% 1,439,008 1,273,458 165,550 

CT 2.25708 6.95% 2.55050 0.29342 13.0% 207,101 183,275 23,826 

NY 7.64699 23.56% 8.64110 0.99411 13.0% 701,657 620,936 80,722 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76% 

63.33 

15.6802

5 

-4.22 

-1.04474 

-6.2% 

-6.2% 1,273,236 1,358,069 -84,833 

DE 0.01779 0.03% 0.01668 -0.00111 -6.2% 1,354 1,445 -90 

MD 2.0391 3.02% 1.91173 -0.12737 -6.2% 155,232 165,575 -10,343 

VA 21.31676 31.56% 

19.9851

9 -1.33157 -6.2% 1,622,797 1,730,921 -108,124 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 

25.7314

1 -1.71443 -6.2% 2,089,390 2,228,602 -139,212 

Tot. 100 100 -- 100 100 0 0 -- -- 8,120,000 8,120,000 0 

 



 

ATTACHMENT - Page 7 of 12 

Table 3: Allocation calculation under Alternative 2B - Option 2 configuration described above. This option uses a 19% percentage 

change shift (the increase, as a percent change, between 67 and 80%) in relative exploitable biomass and applies this change in terms 

of % change to the existing regional allocations. Example state quotas are provided based on an 8.12 million lb coastwide quota with 

comparison to status quo distribution under the same quota. 

 

Status 

quo 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Status 

quo 

regional 

alloc. 

(%) 

State % 

of 

regional 

total 

Revised 

regional 

alloc. 

Revised 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Absolute 

change in 

regional 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

Absolute 

change in 

state 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

(%) 

% 

Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

regional 

alloc. 

% Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

state 

alloc. 

Revised 

alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Status 

quo alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Revised 

vs. SQ 

quota diff. 

(8.12 mil 

lb) 

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.15% 

38.62 

0.05660 

6.17 

0.00904 

19.0% 

19.00% 4,596 3,862 734 

NH 0.00046 0.00% 0.00055 0.00009 19.00% 44 37 7 

MA 6.82046 21.01% 8.11635 1.29589 19.00% 659,047 553,821 105,226 

RI 15.68298 48.32% 

18.6627

5 
2.97977 19.00% 1,515,415 1,273,458 241,957 

CT 2.25708 6.95% 2.68593 0.42885 19.00% 218,097 183,275 34,822 

NY 7.64699 23.56% 9.09992 1.45293 19.00% 738,913 620,936 117,978 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76% 

61.38 

15.1980

6 

-6.17 

-1.52693 

-9.1% 

-9.13% 1,234,083 1,358,069 -123,987 

DE 0.01779 0.03% 0.01617 -0.00162 -9.13% 1,313 1,445 -132 

MD 2.0391 3.02% 1.85294 -0.18616 -9.13% 150,459 165,575 -15,116 

VA 21.31676 31.56% 

19.3706

2 
-1.94614 -9.13% 1,572,894 1,730,921 -158,027 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 

24.9401

4 
-2.50570 -9.13% 2,025,139 2,228,602 -203,463 

Tot. 100 100 -- 100 100 0 0 -- -- 8,120,000 8,120,000 0 
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Table 4: Allocation calculation under Alternative 2B - Option 3 configuration described above. This option uses the 13% absolute shift 

(67% to 80%) in relative exploitable biomass and applies this change as an absolute shift in the regional allocations relative to the coast. 

Example state quotas are provided based on an 8.12 million lb coastwide quota with comparison to status quo distribution under the 

same quota. 

 

Status 

quo 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Status 

quo 

regional 

alloc. 

(%) 

State % 

of 

regional 

total 

Revised 

regional 

alloc. 

Revised 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Absolute 

change in 

regional 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

Absolute 

change in 

state 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

(%) 

% 

Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

regional 

alloc. 

% Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

state 

alloc. 

Revised 

alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Status 

quo alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Revised 

vs. SQ 

quota diff. 

(8.12 mil 

lb) 

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.15% 

45.46 

0.06661 

13.00 

0.01905 

40.1% 

40.1% 5,409 3,862 1,547 

NH 0.00046 0.00% 0.00064 0.00018 40.1% 52 37 15 

MA 6.82046 21.01% 9.55238 2.73192 40.1% 775,653 553,821 221,832 

RI 15.68298 48.32% 

21.9647

7 
6.28179 40.1% 1,783,539 1,273,458 510,081 

CT 2.25708 6.95% 3.16115 0.90407 40.1% 256,685 183,275 73,410 

NY 7.64699 23.56% 

10.7099

8 
3.06299 40.1% 869,650 620,936 248,715 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76% 

54.54 

13.5060

0 

-13.00 

-3.21899 

-19.2% 

-19.2% 1,096,687 1,358,069 -261,382 

DE 0.01779 0.03% 0.01437 -0.00342 -19.2% 1,167 1,445 -278 

MD 2.0391 3.02% 1.64664 -0.39246 -19.2% 133,707 165,575 -31,868 

VA 21.31676 31.56% 

17.2140

1 
-4.10275 -19.2% 1,397,778 1,730,921 -333,143 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 

22.1634

5 
-5.28239 -19.2% 1,799,672 2,228,602 -428,930 

Tot. 100 100 -- 100 100 0 0 -- -- 8,120,000 8,120,000 0 
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Table 5: Allocation calculation under Alternative 2B - Option 4 configuration described above. This option uses the same proportion 

of N. region relative exploitable biomass historically allocated to the South and applies this to the new N. region relative exploitable 

biomass. Example state quotas are provided based on an 8.12 million lb coastwide quota with comparison to status quo distribution 

under the same quota. 

 

Status 

quo 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Status 

quo 

regional 

alloc. 

(%) 

State % 

of 

regional 

total 

Revised 

regional 

alloc. 

Revised 

state 

alloc. (%) 

Absolute 

change in 

regional 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

Absolute 

change in 

state 

alloc. 

relative 

to coast 

(%) 

% 

Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

regional 

alloc. 

% Change 

relative 

to 

existing 

state 

alloc. 

Revised 

alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Status 

quo alloc. 

based on 

8.12 mlb 

quota 

Revised 

vs. SQ 

quota diff. 

(8.12 mil 

lb) 

ME 0.04756 

32.46 

0.15% 

38.80 

0.05686 

6.34 

0.00930 

19.5% 

19.5% 4,617 3,862 755 

NH 0.00046 0.00% 0.00055 0.00009 19.5% 45 37 7 

MA 6.82046 21.01% 8.15374 1.33328 19.5% 662,083 553,821 108,262 

RI 15.68298 48.32% 

18.7487

2 
3.06574 19.5% 1,522,396 1,273,458 248,938 

CT 2.25708 6.95% 2.69830 0.44122 19.5% 219,102 183,275 35,827 

NY 7.64699 23.56% 9.14184 1.49485 19.5% 742,317 620,936 121,382 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76% 

61.20 

15.1540

1 

-6.34 

-1.57098 

-9.4% 

-9.4% 1,230,505 1,358,069 -127,564 

DE 0.01779 0.03% 0.01612 -0.00167 -9.4% 1,309 1,445 -136 

MD 2.0391 3.02% 1.84757 -0.19153 -9.4% 150,022 165,575 -15,553 

VA 21.31676 31.56% 

19.3144

7 
-2.00229 -9.4% 1,568,335 1,730,921 -162,586 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 

24.8678

4 
-2.57800 -9.4% 2,019,269 2,228,602 -209,333 

Tot. 100 100 -- 100 100 0 0 -- -- 8,120,000 8,120,000 0 
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Draft Framework/Addendum Alternatives 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 

Commission (Commission) staff propose the draft alternatives in Table 1 for the recreational 

management framework and addendum, based on input from the Fishery Management Action Team 

(FMAT), the Council’s Demersal Committee, and a subset of the Commission’s Summer Flounder, 

Scup, and Black Sea Bass Board (the Board). Specific considerations from the FMAT, Demersal 

Committee, and Board sub-group are described in more detail in the next section.  

 

  

 

Table 1: Draft framework/addendum alternatives proposed by staff. 

• Alternative set 1: black sea bass conservation equivalency  

o Alternative 1.A: no action (conservation equivalency cannot be used for black sea bass) 

o Alternative set 1.B: update the FMPs to allow conservation equivalency for black sea bass 

▪ Alternative 1.B.i: black sea bass conservation equivalency using the current summer 

flounder conservation equivalency process 

▪ Alternative 1.B.ii: black sea bass conservation equivalency using a similar process as 

summer flounder, with one or more of the following modifications: 

• Conservation equivalency rollover (when appropriate) 

• Joint Council and Board determination of state/regional allocations of RHL 

(vs. allocations developed through Board process as is current practice) 

• Manage to the ACL rather than the RHL 

• Alternative set 2: Block Island Sound transit provisions (potentially Council only) 

o Alternative 2.A: no action (no transit provisions) 

o Alternative 2.B: Block Island Sound transit provisions 

▪ Which vessels? 

• Recreational only 

• Commercial and recreational 

▪ Which measures? 

• Season 

• Bag  

• Size 

• Alternative set 3: recreational slot limits (Council only) 

o Alternative 3.A: no action (slot limits cannot be used in federal recreational summer 

flounder, scup, or black sea bass fisheries) 

o Alternative 3.B: modify the Council’s FMP to allow use of a maximum size limit for 

recreational summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries (would allow for slot limits, 

split slot limits, trophy and guppy fish measures, and other size limit configurations requiring 

a maximum size) 
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Summary of FMAT, Demersal Committee, and Board Sub-Group 
Discussion of Draft Alternatives 

The FMAT met in February 2018 to discuss this framework/addendum. The Council’s Demersal 

Committee and a sub-group of the Board met in March 2018. Full summaries of these meetings can be 

found at: http://www.mafmc.org/actions/sfsbsb-recreational-management-fw.  

Black Sea Bass Conservation Equivalency Alternatives 
The Council and Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fishery Management 

Plans (FMPs) require uniform coastwide (state and federal waters) measures for the recreational black 

sea bass fishery; however, for the past several years, the Commission has used a series of addenda to 

allow temporary deviations from this requirement through an ad-hoc regional management approach.  

Under the current process, the Council and Board agree to federal waters measures each year. Individual 

states or regions work through the Commission process to develop measures for state waters. For 2018 

(Addendum XXX), the Commission used a combination of historical harvest and exploitable biomass 

information from the latest stock assessment to allocate the coastwide recreational harvest limit (RHL) 

among three regions: Massachusetts through New York (allocated 61.35% of the coastwide RHL), New 

Jersey (30.24%), and Delaware through North Carolina, north of Cape Hatteras (8.41%). The states 

within each region will cooperatively develop recreational measures designed to achieve, but not 

exceed, their regional RHL allocation. Each region will establish a standard set of measures, with each 

state in the region afforded the flexibility to adjust their measures up to one inch in minimum size and 

three fish in possession limit. The Board approved these provisions of Addendum XXX for use in 2018, 

with the possibility of extension into 2019.  

Under the draft no action alternative for conservation equivalency (alternative 1.A), the ad-hoc regional 

management approach would likely continue to be used to set recreational measures for black sea bass in 

state waters and the Council and Board would set preferred federal water measures. The details of how 

this is carried out may vary year to year. The Board would also have the option of discontinuing the use 

of ad hoc regional management and reverting to uniform coastwide measures.  

Alternative 1.B.i proposes establishing a process for black sea bass conservation equivalency based on 

the process currently used for summer flounder. Under this process, the Council and Board decide each 

year whether to use coastwide measures or conservation equivalency. If they agree to conservation 

equivalency, they must agree on a set of non-preferred coastwide measures consisting of a minimum fish 

size, possession limit, and season that, if implemented on a coastwide basis, would constrain harvest to 

the RHL. They also agree to a set of precautionary default measures (described in more detail below). 

Individual states or regions develop measures that, when taken as a whole, are the conservation 

equivalent of the non-preferred coastwide measures. An agreed upon allocation scheme forms the basis 

for the state/regional measures. The summer flounder allocations are written into the Commission's FMP 

as state targets based on the percent of 1998 recreational harvest by state. The Board has developed 

addenda in recent years to deviate from these allocations. 

The Commission’s Technical Committee reviews the state/regional proposals to determine if, as a 

whole, they would constrain harvest to the RHL. The Board then considers the proposals for approval, 

taking into account the Technical Committee recommendations. If the Board does not approve an 

individual proposal, that state or region may submit a revised proposal. If a state or region implements 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/sfsbsb-recreational-management-fw
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measures which are not approved by the Board, then the precautionary default measures should be 

enforced in that state or region. The precautionary default measures are intended to be restrictive enough 

to deter states/regions from implementing measures which are not approved through the conservation 

equivalency process. 

After reviewing and approving the state/region proposals, the Board then submits a letter to NMFS 

certifying that the combination of state and regional measures is expected to constrain harvest to the 

RHL. NMFS then either approves or rejects the combination of proposals. If approved, NMFS waives 

the federal waters measures (i.e. the non-preferred coastwide measures) in favor of the state or regional 

conservation equivalency measures. Federally-permitted vessels and vessels fishing in federal waters are 

then subject to the regulations in the states where they land their catch.   

Alternative 1.B.ii proposes to use a similar process to that described above, but with one or more 

modifications. Specific modifications (each of which are described in more detail below) discussed by 

the FMAT, Committee, and Board sub-group include conservation equivalency roll over, joint Council 

and Board determination of state/regional RHL allocations, and managing to the annual catch limit 

(ACL) rather than the RHL. 

Conservation equivalency rollover: The FMAT, the Demersal Committee, and the Board sub-group 

agreed that it could be beneficial to allow conservation equivalency to roll over from year to year, which 

is not possible under the current federal summer flounder regulations. If conservation equivalency rolled 

over from year to year, NMFS would not need to go through the rulemaking process to waive the federal 

waters measures each year. The Committee and Board sub-group supported the use of conservation 

equivalency roll over (when appropriate) for both black sea bass and summer flounder. 

The Council and Board would still need to review the non-preferred coastwide and precautionary default 

measures each year to ensure that the fishery would be constrained to the appropriate management target 

(i.e. a single-year ACL or RHL, see pages 7-11).Given the timing of data availability from the Marine 

Recreational Information Program (MRIP), the Council and Board would still need to review projected 

fishery performance in December and final recreational estimates early in the next year.  

For conservation equivalency to roll over from one year to the next, the non-preferred coastwide and 

precautionary default measures would need to be appropriate for the ACL or RHL in both years. In the 

future, the non-preferred coastwide and precautionary default measures could be crafted with this 

flexibility in mind. The Committee and Board sub-group requested that staff examine recent summer 

flounder recreational fishery performance in relation to the non-preferred coastwide and precautionary 

default measures to determine how often conservation equivalency rollover could have been possible in 

the recent past if the regulations had allowed for it. The information included in Appendix 1 suggests 

that rollover would have been possible in multiple years.  

Under the current process for summer flounder, conservation equivalency expires at the end of the year, 

but the federal waters measures are not waived until the spring, after NMFS receives a letter from the 

Commission certifying that the combination of state and regional measures will constrain harvest to the 

RHL. This means that from January 1 until NMFS completes the rule-making process to waive the 

federal waters measures, the non-preferred coastwide measures from the previous year are technically in 

place in federal waters. This not only creates the potential for confusion, but can also create a situation 

where federal waters measures are more restrictive than state waters measures.  
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Managing to the ACL or RHL: The summer flounder conservation equivalency regulations specify that 

management measures must constrain harvest to the RHL. The black sea bass conservation equivalency 

regulations could be written to specify that measures must constrain catch to the ACL, rather than 

constraining harvest to the RHL. The Council and Board have expressed interest in evaluating measures 

based on the ACL rather than the RHL (see pages 7-11). 

Joint allocation decisions: The FMAT, Committee, and Board sub-group discussed the possibility of the 

Council and Board jointly deciding on state or regional recreational allocations under black sea bass 

conservation equivalency. Summer flounder RHL allocations under conservation equivalency are not 

included in the Council’s FMP and the Council does not have a formal role in the decision-making 

process for these allocations. An FMP amendment would likely be needed to add conservation 

equivalency allocations to the Council’s FMP.  

There was disagreement among Committee and Board sub-group members as to whether this 

framework/addendum should include an alternative for conservation equivalency allocations to be 

decided upon jointly by the Council and Board. Concerns were expressed about the balance of 

representation among the states between the Council and Commission. Massachusetts, Connecticut, and 

Rhode Island do not have voting members on the Council. Those states would not have equal voting 

power with mid-Atlantic states if allocations were decided jointly between the Council and Commission. 

In addition, there was some concern that adding the Council to the decision-making process would add 

complexity to and prolong the rule-making process for allocation changes. 

The Board adopted black sea bass RHL allocations for 2018, with the possibility of extension into 2019, 

through Addendum XXX. However, the states of Massachusetts through New York have appealed this 

decision. MRIP plans to release a revised time series of recreational harvest estimates during the 

summer of 2018. The NEFSC currently plans to carry out a black sea bass operational assessment using 

the revised MRIP time series in early 2019. The revised MRIP estimates and the operational assessment 

could have implications for allocations based on historical harvest. The FMAT recommended that the 

Council and Board wait until after the results of the operational assessment are available to consider new 

allocation schemes under conservation equivalency.  

General Conservation Equivalency Recommendations  

The FMAT, Demersal Committee, and Board sub-group agreed that it would be beneficial to streamline 

the conservation equivalency process and decrease the amount of time needed to develop, approve, and 

implement state waters measures and waive federal waters measures. 

The FMAT recommended that the Council and Board focus on updating the FMPs to allow conservation 

equivalency to be used in a future year, rather than crafting measures to implement conservation 

equivalency in 2019. However, the Committee and Board wished to retain all options for consideration 

for use in 2019 at this point in time.  

Under the current schedule for this action (Appendix 2), NMFS will not be able to approve the use of 

black sea bass conservation equivalency until spring 2019 at the earliest. Therefore, if the Council and 

Board wish to use black sea bass conservation equivalency in 2019, they would need to approve a set of 

backup measures to be implemented if NMFS does not approve conservation equivalency or if 

conservation equivalency cannot be implemented by the start of the 2019 fishing season.  
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Table 1 does not include options for use of black sea bass conservation equivalency in 2019 because this 

could be achieved through the normal recreational specifications process (assuming that NMFS 

approves use of conservation equivalency through this framework/addendum). However, the current 

action timeline, combined with revisions to MRIP data which will impact allocation discussions, means 

that implementing conservation equivalency for 2019 may not be feasible. 

One Committee member said he preferred a state-by-state system to a regional system for black sea bass 

conservation equivalency. This is possible under the current summer flounder conservation equivalency 

regulations and would be allowed for under alternatives 1.B.i and 1.B.ii as summarized in Table 1. 

Block Island Sound Transit Provision Alternatives 

Alternative set 2 includes alternatives related to transiting Block Island Sound. Under current regulations 

(alternative 2.A), when scup and black sea bass recreational fisheries are closed in federal waters but 

open in state waters, vessels may not transit federal waters with scup or black sea bass caught in state 

waters. This has been problematic in Block Island Sound during the September 22 – October 21 black 

sea bass federal waters closure in recent years. State waters in Rhode Island, Connecticut, and New 

York are open to black sea bass fishing during that time.1 Anglers fishing in state waters around Block 

Island must pass through federal waters to return to the mainland. If they retain any black sea bass, they 

are in violation of the federal regulations while they pass through federal waters, even if those fish were 

legally caught in state waters. This has not been an issue for summer flounder as federal waters 

regulations for summer flounder are waived under conservation equivalency. It has also not been an 

issue for scup in recent years as the federal waters scup season has been open year-round since 2012. 

Alternative 2.B would allow vessels to transit federal waters in Block Island Sound with summer 

flounder, scup, or black sea bass caught in state waters on board. It is possible that these changes could 

be implemented through the Council’s FMP without a complementary change to the Commission’s 

FMP. The existing transit provisions for striped bass could be used as a model to define the transiting 

area. These regulations state that “it is unlawful for any person to…Possess any Atlantic striped bass in 

or from the EEZ, except in the following area: The EEZ within Block Island Sound, north of a line 

connecting Montauk Light, Montauk Point, NY, and Block Island Southeast Light, Block Island, RI; and 

west of a line connecting Point Judith Light, Point Judith, RI, and Block Island Southeast Light, Block 

Island, RI. Within this area, possession of Atlantic striped bass is permitted, provided no fishing takes 

place from the vessel while in the EEZ and the vessel is in continuous transit” (50 CFR 697.7 (b)). 

Instituting such transit provisions requires a simple change to the FMP and the regulations. Other FMPs 

would need to be updated if these provisions were to address additional species besides summer 

flounder, scup, and black sea bass. The FMAT recommended that this action consider only adding these 

changes to the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP. As other FMPs are modified for other 

purposes, similar transit provisions could easily be added for other species.  

The FMAT recommended that, for ease of enforcement, these transit provisions address only 

recreational fisheries in Block Island Sound and only situations where federal waters are closed and state 

waters are open (i.e. not situations where the federal waters minimum fish size or bag limit is more 

restrictive than in state waters).  

                                                 
1 With the exception that in 2017 Rhode Island closed their state waters fishery during the fall federal waters closure. 
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The Committee and Board sub-group requested that alternative 2.B also consider situations where the 

recreational bag or minimum size limit is more restrictive in federal waters than in state waters. The 

FMAT advised against this as it would be more complicated for enforcement than simply addressing 

situations where federal waters are closed and state waters are open.  

The Committee and Board sub-group requested that similar provisions also be considered for 

commercial fisheries. Commercial black sea bass and summer flounder fisheries are managed on a state-

by-state basis with no federal seasons or possession limits; thus, conflicting regulations are generally not 

an issue for individuals fishing under federal permits. However, state-only commercial permit holders 

are currently not permitted to transit Block Island Sound with summer flounder, scup, or black sea bass 

in excess of the recreational possession limit on board. The FMAT has not yet discussed the potential 

implications of applying these transit provisions to both commercial and recreational fisheries.  

Slot Limit Alternatives 

Alternative set 3 includes alternatives related to recreational slot limits. Currently, the Council may not 

use slot limits as a management tool for summer flounder, scup, or black sea bass as the Council’s FMP 

does not allow for specification of a maximum fish size (alternative 3.A). Slot limits may be 

implemented through the Commission process; thus, they may be implemented for summer flounder by 

states or regions through conservation equivalency, or for black sea bass and scup for state waters 

measures only. 

Under alternative 3.B, the Council’s FMP would be modified to allow specification of a maximum fish 

size. This would allow for use of regular slot limits, split slot limits, and trophy fish. A complementary 

alternative is not needed in the Commission’s addendum as slot limits can already be used through the 

Commission process. 

A maximum size may not be desired for scup. In addition, some Committee and Board members 

cautioned that slot limits may not be appropriate for black sea bass given concerns about barotrauma for 

larger fish, which could be discarded at higher rates under certain slot limits. 

Given the timing of this action, if the Council and Board wish to use slot limits in 2019, they would need 

to approve a set of backup measures in case NMFS does not approve adding the option for a maximum 

size to the FMP or if this change is not implemented by the start of the 2019 fishing season. Table 1 does 

not include options for use of slot limits in 2019 because this could be achieved through the normal 

recreational specifications process (assuming that NMFS approves use of a maximum size through this 

framework/addendum). 

The Monitoring and Technical Committees have analyzed slot limits in the past. Their analysis and 

recommendations should be revisited if the Council and Board wish to consider use of specific slot 

limits in a given year. For example, given the current status of the summer flounder stock (i.e. biomass 

is below the target and overfishing is occurring) and resulting low RHLs in recent years, a slot limit 

would need to be very narrow to prevent RHL overages. Black sea bass spawning stock biomass is 

currently more than double the biomass target; therefore, black sea bass may be a better candidate for 

slot limits than summer flounder at this point in time.  
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ACL Evaluation Issue (Not Currently Included in Framework/Addendum) 

Under current practice, recreational management measures for summer flounder, scup, and black sea 

bass are developed and modified based on a comparison of harvest to the RHL. The Board (through 

Addendum XXX) and the Council (as stated at their February 2018 meeting) are considering moving 

towards evaluating and modifying measures based on a comparison of catch to the ACL, rather than 

harvest to the RHL. The intent behind this change is to better address total mortality (i.e. harvest and 

dead discards) compared to the current process. 

The Council and Board have not approved this issue for inclusion in the recreational management 

framework/addendum; however, it could have implications for the black sea bass conservation 

equivalency alternatives. 

Depending on how this change is configured, FMP and regulation changes may not be necessary. 

However, a Commission Technical Addendum with associated public hearings may still be warranted. 

The current black sea bass and scup regulations require that recreational management measures ensure 

that the recreational ACL (not the RHL) is not exceeded. The summer flounder conservation 

equivalency regulations, however, state that measures must constrain harvest to the RHL. The black sea 

bass conservation equivalency alternatives considered through this framework/addendum could require 

measures that constrain harvest to the ACL, rather than the RHL.  

Greater clarification on the Council and Board’s intent is needed. For example, it is not clear if the intent 

is for recreational measures to be designed to achieve the ACL, or if they should continue to be based on 

the RHL, with the ACL taken into account when evaluating the performance of the measures. Table 2 

includes examples of options which could be considered. In addition, it is not clear if the Council and 

Board intend for this change to apply only to black sea bass, or also to the other species in the FMP. 

As previously stated, under the current process, recreational management measures are designed to 

ensure that harvest does not exceed the RHL. Late in year 1, projected year 1 harvest is compared to the 

year 2 RHL. This is re-evaluated early in year 2 when preliminary harvest estimates for all of year 1 are 

available. If year 1 harvest is significantly over or under the year 2 RHL, then the recreational 

management measures are modified to reduce or increase harvest to achieve but not exceed the year 2 

RHL.  

The timing of availability of discard estimates would be problematic if management measures were 

evaluated based on catch compared to the ACL, rather than harvest compared to the RHL. MRIP 

provides estimates of live discards in numbers of fish. Some of these fish are assumed to die after being 

released. Only dead discards and landings count towards the ACL, which is specified in pounds. NEFSC 

stock assessment scientists translate the MRIP live discard estimates in numbers of fish to dead discards 

in weight using the length distribution of recreational discards from MRIP party/charter sampling and 

other programs, length/age/weight relationship data, and an assumed 10% or 15% discard mortality rate, 

depending on the species. Appendix 3 describes this process in more detail. 

If recreational management measures were evaluated against the ACL, rather than the RHL, then 

discards in weight would be needed to estimate catch in year 1 for comparison with the year 2 ACL 

when drafting year 2 management measures. Estimates of discards in weight in year 1 are typically not 

available until mid-year in year 2 as they must be calculated based on final year 1 MRIP discard 
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estimates and other data which are typically not available until mid-year in year 2. Therefore, any 

necessary modifications to the year 2 measures due to year 1 catch that is significantly higher or lower 

than the year 2 ACL could not be implemented until late in year 2 or at the start of year 3. This is a 

notable time lag compared to the current process. 

Addendum XXX states that if the ACL is exceeded, catch will be evaluated against a three-year moving 

average of the ACL. States/regions would develop proposals to reduce harvest in the following year if 

catch exceeds the three-year average ACL. It should be noted that in every year since 2012, recreational 

black sea bass catch exceeded both the ACL and the three-year moving average ACL (where the average 

includes the current year and the two prior years; Figure 1). Under this approach states/regions would 

still need to constrain catch to a given year’s ACL, given current FMP requirements. However, a three-

year moving average of the ACL could be used to provide rationale for why a given year’s ACL won’t 

be exceeded. Clarification is needed on which three years would be used to calculate the ACL moving 

average. It may be worth also considering a comparison of three years of catch to three years of the 

ACL. This would align with the current process for determining if recreational accountability measures 

(AMs) are triggered (i.e. the previous three complete years of catch is compared to the average of the 

previous three years of ACLs). 

In the future, if the SSC uses a multi-year averaging approach to recommend ABCs, then the ACL 

averaging approach described above may not be able to be used as the single-year ACLs would already 

be based on an average. 

 

Figure 1: Recreational black sea bass catch, ACLs, and three-year moving average ACL, 2012-2018. 

Catch values are from the 2017 data update provided by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center. 

 

Several challenges regarding managing to the ACL, rather than the RHL, are worth emphasizing. For 

example, some Committee and Board members cautioned that managing to the ACL would 

disadvantage northern states, given regional differences in the availability and size distribution of black 

sea bass. Some Council and Board members have expressed an interest in using information from the 

2016 black sea bass benchmark stock assessment to manage the northern region (north of Hudson 

Canyon) differently than the southern region (Hudson Canyon through Cape Hatteras), for example, 
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with different fishing mortality and biomass targets. This could help address concerns about differences 

in availability and size distribution among the northern and southern states; however, this type of 

regional management is not currently feasible given the way the stock assessment is configured (see 

Appendix 4 for more information). 

In addition, concerns regarding the accuracy and precision of data used in the current process, as well as 

challenges with the timing of the current process, would be exacerbated if measures were evaluated 

based on the ACL because discard information would need to be considered. Recreational discards are 

much more difficult than landings to accurately estimate, in part because they are largely based on self-

reported angler data (see Appendix 3 for more information). In addition, dead discard data in weight for 

one year are typically not available until at least June of the next year. Preliminary harvest data can be 

used to project harvest for the full year late in that same year. Final harvest estimates for the full year are 

typically available the next spring. Given the data needed to estimate dead discards (i.e. MRIP live 

discard estimates, discard length distributions from a variety of programs, and age/weight/length 

relationship data from a variety of sources), dead discards in weight cannot be projected prior to the 

year’s end as accurately as harvest.   

Addendum XXX also specifies that, if the approach of evaluating measures based on the ACL is used, 

significant improvements need to be made in: 1) Biological sampling (length and weight), 2) Reduction 

in refusal rates of dockside MRIP intercepts/interviews, 3) Discard composition information (i.e. reason 

discarded, length), 4) Reduction in discarding relative to 2010‐2015, 5) Improved compliance with 

management measures. These topics warrant further clarification and development of guidelines for 

achieving sufficient progress. 

In recent years, the Monitoring and Technical Committees have worked toward improving the 

recreational measures setting process by identifying technical approaches for considering uncertainty in 

the recreational data and developing alternative methods for evaluating and responding to recreational 

harvest estimates. For example, the Committees identified methods of evaluating and smoothing 

extreme outlier harvest estimates using multiple years of data to project harvest and predict how 

modified measures will perform. The Monitoring and Technical Committees support continued 

evaluation of the current process for developing recreational management measures, including 

consideration of developing and evaluating measures based on the ACL, rather than the RHL. This topic 

warrants further discussion by the Monitoring and Technical Committees.  
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Table 2: Potential options for evaluating and modifying recreational management measures based on the 

RHL and/or the ACL (not included as alternatives in this framework/addendum).

 

- Recreational management target options  

o Recreational management measures are designed to allow the fishery to achieve, but not 

exceed, the RHL (current practice), or 

o Recreational management measures are designed to allow the fishery to achieve, but not 

exceed, the ACL. This does not require an FMP or regulation change for black sea bass or 

scup, but would require a change to the summer flounder conservation equivalency 

regulations. 

- Options for evaluation and modification of management measures 

o If the RHL is the management target: 

▪ Evaluate and adjust measures based on a comparison of harvest (or projected harvest) 

in year 1 to the year 2 RHL. If the year 2 RHL is greater than year 1 harvest, then 

measures can be liberalized to help the fishery achieve but not exceed the year 2 RHL. 

If year 1 harvest exceeds the year 2 RHL, then: 

• Adjust management measures to reduce harvest so the year 2 RHL is not 

exceeded (current practice), or 

• Take the ACL into consideration (proposed in Addendum XXX) 

o Consider a single-year ACL -  If year 1 catch does not exceed the year 

2 ACL, then modifications to the management measures are not 

required. If year 1 harvest exceeds the year 2 RHL, and year 1 catch 

exceeds the year 2 ACL, then measures should be modified so harvest 

in year 2 does not exceed the year 2 RHL, or 

o Compare the three-year average of catch to the three-year average 

ACL - If the three-year average catch does not exceed the three-year 

average ACL, then modifications to the management measures are not 

required. If year 1 harvest exceeds the year 2 RHL and the three-year 

average catch exceeds the three-year average ACL, then measures 

should be modified so harvest in year 2 does not exceed the year 2 

RHL. 

o If the ACL is the management target: 

▪ Evaluate and adjust measures based on a comparison of catch (or projected catch) in 

year 1 to the year 2 ACL. If the year 2 ACL is greater than year 1 catch, then measures 

can be liberalized to help the fishery achieve but not exceed the year 2 ACL. If year 1 

catch exceeds the year 2 ACL, then: 

• Adjust management measures to reduce catch so the year 2 ACL is not 

exceeded, or 

• Compare the three-year average of catch to the three-year average ACL – If 

the three-year average catch exceeds the three-year average ACL, then 

measures should be modified so catch in year 2 does not exceed the year 2 

ACL. If the three-year average catch does not exceed the three-year average 

ACL, then modifications to the management measures are not required. 
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Multi-Year Approaches to Management 

The Committee and Board sub-group discussed the potential for evaluating the recreational black sea 

bass fishery based on multiple years of performance and multiple years of RHLs and/or ACLs, 

regardless of whether conservation equivalency is used. This could add efficiency to the process and 

could result in less frequent modifications of recreational management measures. Table 3 summarizes 

potential options for multi-year approaches to management for recreational summer flounder, scup, and 

black sea bass fisheries. 

Multiple years of data are already considered in some parts of the process. For example, the Monitoring 

and Technical Committees consider multiple years of data to project harvest when developing 

management measures for the upcoming year. In addition, three years of catch and ACLs are compared 

when determining if recreational AMs are triggered.  

The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and the National Standard 1 

Guidelines allow some flexibility in terms of multi-year approaches to management, including allowing 

a single-year ACL to be exceeded in certain circumstances. For example, stock status, the reason for the 

overage, and other details can be considered when determining whether an ACL overage necessitates 

implementation of an AM. However, it should be noted that the summer flounder conservation 

equivalency regulations require constraining harvest to a single-year RHL. 

The Commission’s Cobia FMP was referenced on the Committee and Board sub-group call as an 

example of setting measures for multiple years and modifying them only if there is a significant change 

in circumstances (e.g. stock status or fishery performance). Currently, the 2018-2020 cobia RHLs in the 

Commission’s FMP are identical. States set recreational management measures with the goal of 

constraining average harvest over 2018-2020 to their individual RHL allocations. Single-year overages 

do not require changes to the management measures, as long as the three-year average harvest does not 

exceed the RHL allocation in a given state. Applicability of this type of management for summer 

flounder, scup, or black sea bass has not yet been considered in detail. However, it should be noted that 

the current summer flounder conservation equivalency regulations require constraining harvest in a 

single year to a single-year RHL. The FMP also requires that catch of all three species be constrained to 

the appropriate single-year ACL, thus, this approach could not currently be used if it results in a single-

year ACL overage. 

The Council’s FMP currently allows for constant ABCs to be set for up to three years for summer 

flounder, scup, and black sea bass. This approach has not yet been used. 
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Table 3: Potential multi-year approaches to management of recreational summer flounder, scup, and 

black sea bass fisheries. 

Already allowed under current FMPs: 

- ABC averaging for constant ABCs over up to three years and thus the potential for constant 

ACLs, quotas, and RHLs for up to three years at a time.  

- Evaluating fishery performance using multiple years of data 

o Under current practice, the average of the most recent three complete years of 

recreational catch is compared to the average ACLs in those years to determine if 

AMs are triggered for the recreational fishery. 

o Under current practice, when appropriate, the Monitoring and Technical Committees 

consider data on fishery performance in multiple past years when projecting 

recreational harvest in a given year when developing recommendations for 

recreational management measures for the following year. 

o Under current practice, when appropriate, the Monitoring and Technical Committees 

evaluate recreational data for extreme outliers and use multiple years of data to adjust 

these outlier estimates.  

FMP and/or regulation changes required: 

- Cobia approach  - Under the Commission’s Cobia ISFMP recreational measures are set such 

that average harvest over three years does not exceed the RHL, which is constant over three 

years. The RHL may be exceeded in a single year without requiring further action as long as 

the three-year average harvest does not exceed the RHL. Under current regulations, this 

would not be possible for summer flounder through conservation equivalency because harvest 

must be constrained to a single-year RHL. The FMP also requires that catch be constrained to 

a single-year ACL, thus, this approach could not currently be used if it results in a single-year 

ACL overage. 
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Appendix 1: Summer Flounder Conservation Equivalency Rollover 
Potential 

Demersal Committee members requested information on how often the non-preferred coastwide and 

precautionary default measures for summer flounder conservation equivalency could have remained the 

same from year to year in recent history. This question is relevant to the issue of conservation 

equivalency rollover. If conservation equivalency rolled over from one year to the next, assuming 

fishery conditions and the upcoming year’s RHL allowed for it, then the non-preferred coastwide and 

precautionary default measures would remain unchanged and federal waters measures would continue to 

be waived until additional action was taken to implement changes. This could result in administrative 

savings and allow staff to prioritize other projects because a recreational specifications package for 

summer flounder would not need to be developed annually.  

Determining whether or not the non-preferred coastwide measures could justifiably stay the same from 

one year to the next is complicated, as multiple factors are taken into account when setting them (e.g. 

harvest and effort trends, changes in the RHL, and availability factors such as stock trends and year class 

strength). Non-preferred coastwide measures must be realistically expected to constrain harvest to the 

RHL if implemented on a coastwide basis.  

Precautionary default measures are also determined annually but are less variable from year to year as 

they are not as closely tied to the RHL as the non-preferred coastwide measures. Precautionary default 

measures simply need to be restrictive enough to deter states from not adopting acceptable conservation 

equivalency measures through the Board's process.  

Since 2012, the non-preferred coastwide measures have generally remained similar from year to year 

with minor to moderate changes in 2013, 2017, and 2018. The precautionary default measures remained 

the same from 2012-2016 and were made more restrictive for 2017 and 2018 (Table 4).  

 



 

15 

Table 4: Non-preferred coastwide and precautionary default measures under summer flounder 

conservation equivalency, 2012-2018. 

Fishing 

year 

Non-preferred 

coastwide measures 

(changes from 

previous year in 

bold) 

Precautionary 

default 

measures 

(changes from 

previous year 

in bold) 

RHL 

(mil lb) 

Reduction 

needed? 

(at time of 

Dec. 

meeting) 

Notes 

2012 
18 inches, 2 fish, 

May 1-September 30 

20 inches, 2 

fish, May 1-

September 30 

8.49 0%  

2013 
18 inches, 4 fish, 

May 1-September 30 

20 inches, 2 

fish, May 1-

September 30 

7.63 0%  

2014 
18 inches, 4 fish, 

May 1-September 30 

20 inches, 2 

fish, May 1-

September 30 

7.01 0% 2014 start of 

regional 

management; 

Constant state 

measures 2014-

2016 (except DE 

Bay) 

2015 
18 inches, 4 fish, 

May 1-September 30 

20 inches, 2 

fish, May 1-

September 30 

7.38 0% 

2016 
18 inches, 4 fish, 

May 1-September 30 

20 inches, 2 

fish, May 1-

September 30 

5.42 0% 

2017 

19 inches, 4 fish, 

June 1-September 

15 

20 inches, 2 

fish, July 1-

August 31 

3.77 41% 

Addendum 

XXVIII required 

1-inch increase in 

size limits and 

reduced 

possession limits 

to achieve 

reduction 

2018 

19 inches, 4 fish, 

May 15-September 

15 

20 inches, 2 

fish, July 1-

August 31 

4.42 0% 

Collective 17% 

cap put on 

liberalization of 

state/regional 

measures 
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Appendix 2: Draft Timeline for Framework/Addendum Development and 
Implementation 

Task Description Date (all are subject to change) 

Initiation  December 2017 

FMAT call to develop initial draft alternatives February 2018 

Demersal Committee and Board sub-group call to discuss 

initial draft alternatives 
March 2018 

Council and Board approval of draft alternatives April 2018 

Development of draft ASMFC public hearing document May – August 2018 

AP meeting  June 2018 

Monitoring Committee meeting July 2018 

Council and Board review of draft alternatives and impacts 

analysis; Board approval of public hearing document 
August 2018 

ASMFC public hearings Fall 2018 

Monitoring and Technical Committee meeting (if needed) November 2018 

AP meeting - recommendations for final action November 2018 

Demersal Committee and Board sub-group meeting - 

recommendations for final action  
November or December 2018 

Council and Board final action December 2018 or February 2019 

Finalization of framework and addendum documents; 

submission of EA to NMFS 
Early 2019 

EA revisions and resubmission to NMFS Spring 2019 

Proposed rule Spring or summer 2019 

Final rule Summer or fall 2019 
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Appendix 3: Recreational Discard Estimation for Summer Flounder, Scup, 
and Black Sea Bass ACL Accounting 

Recreational harvest estimates from MRIP include kept fish observed by MRIP samplers (referred to as 

catch type A) and fish that are kept, filleted, used as bait, or released dead, as reported by anglers but not 

observed by MRIP samplers (catch type B1). Harvest estimates (catch types A and B1) are provided 

both in numbers of fish and weight. Angler-reported harvest (catch type B1) in weight is estimated 

based on numbers of fish reported by anglers and weights recorded by MRIP samplers (the type A data). 

MRIP also provides estimates of live discards (catch type B2) in numbers of fish as reported by anglers 

(not observed by MRIP samplers). MRIP does not provide estimates of total catch (i.e. harvest plus live 

and dead discards) in weight.  

Total dead catch (i.e. all harvest and dead discards) in weight is needed for evaluation of catch against 

the recreational ACL. This requires converting MRIP estimates of live discards in numbers of fish to 

dead discards in weight. The general methodology for this conversion is described below. The specific 

data inputs vary slightly by species. 

First, estimated live discards in numbers of fish are combined with recreational discard length frequency 

data to calculate the numbers of discarded fish by length. Recreational discard length frequencies are 

derived from a number of sources including sub-legal lengths from MRIP landings sampling, MRIP 

sampling aboard party/charter boats, the American Littoral Society tagged fish database, special 

sampling of the New York and Massachusetts party/charter fleets, and volunteer angler surveys in 

Connecticut, New Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia. The weight of all discarded fish is then estimated by 

applying a length/weight relationship to the estimated discards by length.  

Some of the fish released alive die from their injuries or from predation which would not have otherwise 

occurred (e.g. if the fish is disoriented or suffering from barotrauma after release). The assumed 

recreational discard mortality rate for a given species (10% for summer flounder, 15% for scup and 

black sea bass) is applied to the estimate of total live discards in weight to arrive at the estimate of total 

dead discards in weight.  

Estimates of dead discards in weight for a given year typically cannot be calculated until at least halfway 

through the next year as data from most of the sources listed above are typically not available until June 

of the following year, at the earliest.  

Annual recreational harvest estimates are available earlier in the year than discard estimates. Preliminary 

MRIP harvest estimates for the full year are typically available in February of the following year. Final 

estimates are typically available in April or later. 

Recreational discards are more difficult to accurately estimate than recreational harvest. Self-reported 

angler data play a larger role in recreational discard estimates than harvest estimates. Self-reported data 

from private anglers are recorded after fishing has occurred; therefore, recall bias can be an issue. For 

example, anglers tend to report discarded fish in increments of five. This reduces the accuracy of the 

discard estimates. The number of fish that are released by private recreational anglers is not validated.  

Discards make up significant proportions of total recreational catch for summer flounder, scup, and 

black sea bass. According to MRIP estimates, during 2007-2017, recreational live discards in numbers 



 

18 

of fish averaged 88% of total summer flounder recreational catch, 58% of total scup recreational catch, 

and 82% of total black sea bass recreational catch. 

For both recreational discards and harvest, annual coastwide estimates for all modes are generally 

considered more accurate and precise than estimates for smaller regions and subsets of waves and 

modes. 
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Appendix 4: Utility of the Black Sea Bass 2016 Benchmark Stock 
Assessment in a Two-Region Management Approach  

Council and Board members have questioned if information from the 2016 black sea bass benchmark 

stock assessment could be used to manage the northern region (north of Hudson Canyon) differently 

than the southern region (Hudson Canyon through Cape Hatteras), suggesting that this could help 

address concerns about differences in availability and size distribution between northern and southern 

states.  

Council staff discussed the potential for the stock assessment to inform development of regional sub-unit 

catch advice and reference points with the lead stock assessment scientist. The information below is a 

summary that discussion.  

The 2016 benchmark stock assessment model portioned the black sea bass stock north of Cape Hatteras, 

North Carolina into two sub-units (North and South with a separation at approximately Hudson Canyon) 

to account for the spatial differences in the data and fishery. The SAW/SARC peer review did not 

consider these sub-units to be separate stocks. They recommended that sub-unit fishing mortality and 

biomass model results be combined for the development of reference points and black sea bass catch 

specifications. In addition, it should be noted that a sub-committee of the SSC reviewed the Black Sea 

Bass Assessment Working Group’s recommendation to spatially partition the black sea bass stock for 

developing spatial models. This sub-committee concluded the spatial separation at Hudson Canyon was 

appropriate for the purposes of modeling and parameter estimation; however, there was little biological 

justification for a split and the spilt did not support the development of two separate stocks.  

Since both reviews indicated these sub-units do not represent unique stocks, the development of sub-unit 

reference points and targets to inform management is not supported by the best available science.  

As such, the current stock assessment model should not be used to provide catch advice for the two sub-

units. The assessment includes estimates of abundance and fishing mortality for each sub-unit. However, 

any regional management catch advice based on these sub-unit estimates would be uncertain and would 

require a number of significant caveats and assumptions be made for any possible consideration in their 

use. In addition, a number of allocation decisions beyond just the recreational sector would need to be 

considered and evaluated. For example, the current assessment is comprised of four fleets:  

• North sub-unit recreational hook and line and commercial hook and line/pot 

• South sub-unit recreational hook and line and commercial hook and line/pot 

• North sub-unit offshore trawl  

• South sub-unit offshore trawl 

Each sector contributes to the total fishing mortality within a sub-unit and targets black sea bass at 

different times of the year with different selectivities. In addition, the offshore trawl fleet operates on a 

combination of north and south sub-unit fish. Therefore, allocation decisions would need to be 

developed across the sub-units and fleets in order to manage as two separate units. 

A two-region management approach would increase the complexity of the model and the demands for 

finer spatial resolution of commercial catch (particularly from the offshore trawl fishery) going forward. 
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Retrospective patterns are present in both sub-units for multiple variables (F, SSB, total biomass) and 

are in the opposite direction (e.g. the North model under estimates SSB and the South model over 

estimates). The retrospective patterns generally canceled each other out when combined and resulted in 

little retrospective patterns for the total stock. These retrospective patterns, which are more pronounced 

in the South sub-unit, could pose significant issues when developing sub-unit catch advice.  
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Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries 

April 16, 2018 
 

To:  Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board 

From:   Caitlin Starks, FMP Coordinator 

RE:    Preliminary February 2018 Black Sea Bass Recreational Harvest Estimates 

 
In October 2017, the Council and Board approved a motion to allow a February 2018 black sea bass 
recreational fishery for interested states in federal waters. Anglers were limited to 15 fish per day at a 
minimum size of 12.5”. The projected harvest assuming participation of all states was 100,000 pounds.  

The two states that opted into the February fishery were Virginia and North Carolina. Based on wave 1 
landings data from 1996‐2000 and 2013 they were projected to harvest 5,496 pounds and 62 pounds, 
respectively. Preliminary harvest estimates from the two states indicate between 4,826 and 5,206 
pounds of black sea bass were harvested by Virginia anglers, and zero pounds were harvested by North 
Carolina anglers. Descriptions of sampling and estimation methods for each state are provided below. 

Virginia Sampling and Estimation  

The Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) required mandatory reporting for all black sea bass 
harvested during the 2018 February season. All reports were due by March 15, 2018. A total of 2,540 
black sea bass were reported as kept, including the for‐hire fleet. VMRC staff sampled 75 fish from 4 
private recreational trips. VMRC APAIS staff also rode on 4 of the 5 party boat trips that took place. 
Sampling from the private vessels showed an average weight of 1.7 pounds per fish. There were a total 
of 21 private anglers who reported a total of 33 trips. The 4 trips sampled may not be the best 
representation of all 33 trips. As an alternate approach to characterizing those trips, VMRC staff 
reviewed the MRIP average weight (for all modes) for waves 5 and 6 for 2017. The average weight was 
1.7 pounds for wave 5 and 1.9 pounds for wave 6. Applying 1.9 pounds per fish for all modes for the 
February fishery, Virginia harvested 4,826 pounds. 

The amount of sampling for party boats was extensive compared to the number of trips taken. However, 
only lengths were collected on sampled fish, not weights. Therefore VMRC staff used the 2015‐2017 
length‐weight regression from data collected by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) survey 
for the southern region for the length samples and calculated an average weight of 2.18 pounds for the 
party boat samples. Applying that to the number of fish kept by the party boats, and still using the 1.9 
pounds per fish for the private mode, the total estimate goes up to 5,206 pounds harvested in February.  

North Carolina Sampling and Estimation 

North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries staff intended to work with charter boat captains who target 
black sea bass north of Cape Hatteras to collect black sea bass carcasses for age and growth samples. 
However, no carcasses were collected due to very low fishing effort for black sea bass (only two known 
trips). MRIP staff reported zero intercepts with black sea bass north of Cape Hatteras in February. 
Weather conditions prevented many boats from going offshore out of Oregon Inlet, which played a role 
in little fishing effort during February. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  April 17, 2018 

To:  Council and Board 

From:  Matthew Seeley, Council Staff 

Subject:  Approval of the Bluefish Allocation Amendment Draft Scoping/Public Information 
Document for Public Comment 

 

At their March meeting, the Bluefish Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) provided 
comments and approved the draft action plan and draft scoping/public information document for 
the bluefish allocation amendment. Briefing materials provided to the Council and Board need to 
be reviewed and/or approved for public comment.  

The following materials are enclosed: 

1) FMAT Action Plan (Updated as of April 2018) 
2) Draft Bluefish Scoping/Public Information Document (Updated as of April 2018) 

Additional materials can be found on the Council's Bluefish Action Page 
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Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Michael P. Luisi, Chairman ǀ G. Warren Elliott, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment
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Bluefish Allocation Amendment 

Draft Action Plan  
(Updated as of February 2018 and subject to change) 

Amendment Goal 
The goal of this amendment is to review and possibly revise the allocation between the commercial and 
recreational fisheries and the commercial allocations to the states. This action may be needed to avoid 
overages, achieve optimum yield, prevent overfishing, and reduce the need for quota transfers off the 
U.S. east coast. 

Fishery Management Action Team  
The Council will form a team of technical experts, known as a Fishery Management Action Team 
(FMAT) to develop and analyze management alternatives for this amendment. The FMAT is led by 
Council staff and includes management partners from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO), the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC), 
the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC), the Southeast Fishery Management Council 
(SAFMC), and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC). The FMAT will work with 
other experts to address specific issues, as needed.  
 

FMAT Membership 
Name Role/Expertise Agency 

Matthew Seeley FMAT Chair MAFMC 

Danielle Palmer Protected Resources NMFS GARFO 

David Stevenson Habitat Conservation NMFS GARFO 

Cynthia Hanson Sustainable Fisheries NMFS GARFO 

Sarah Gurtman NEPA NMFS GARFO 

Tony Wood Population Dynamics NEFSC 

Trish Clay Social Sciences NEFSC 

Caitlin Starks Plan Coordinator ASMFC 

Mike Celestino Bluefish Technical Committee NJDFW  
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Applicable Laws 
Magnuson-Stevens Act Yes 

National Environmental Policy Act Yes – will require an Environmental Assessment or 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Administrative Procedure Act Yes 

Regulatory Flexibility Act Yes 

Paperwork Reduction Act Possibly; depends on data collection needs 

Coastal Zone Management Act Possibly; depends on effects of the action on the resources of 
the coastal states in the management unit 

Endangered Species Act Possibly; level of consultation will depend on the actions taken 

E.O. 12866 (Regulatory Planning 
and Review) 

Yes 

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

E.O. 13123 (Federalism) Possibly; legal review will confirm 

Essential Fish Habitat Possibly 

Social Impact Analysis Possibly 

Information Quality Act Yes 

 
 

Expected Document 

Acronym NEPA Analysis Requirements 

EA Environmental Assessment NEPA applies, no scoping 
required, public hearings 

required under MSA 

EIS Environmental Impact 
Statement 

NEPA applies, scoping 
required, public hearings 

required 
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Draft Timeline for Amendment Development and Implementation 
Task Description Date (all are subject to change) 

Initiation and request of FMAT 
participants December 2017 

Formation of FMAT January 2018 

Initial FMAT discussion  March 2018 

Council (or ASMFC) meeting - 
review scoping plan and document  April 2018 (May 2018) 

Scoping hearings/scoping comment 
period June-July 2018 

Advisory Panel (AP) meeting - review 
amendment goals and objectives, 
FMAT recommendations, develop 
recommendations for alternatives; any 
amendment issues? 

June or 2018 

Council meeting - review scoping 
comments and FMAT, AP, and MC 
recommendations; discuss management 
alternatives 

August 2018 

FMAT Meeting – review comments 
and develop recommendations for 
alternatives 

September 2018 

Demersal Committee Meeting - 
review comments and develop 
recommendations for alternatives 

November 2018 

Council meeting - approve range of 
alternatives for public hearings February 2019 

FMAT Meeting  February/March 2019 

Public hearing document and EIS -
draft approval April 2019 

Public hearings Spring-Summer 2019 

AP meeting - recommendations for 
final action Summer 2019 

MC meeting - recommendations for 
final action Summer 2019 

Council meeting - final action Fall 2019 

Submission of draft EA/EIS to 
GARFO Fall 2019 

Draft EA/EIS revisions and 
resubmission Winter 2020 

Rulemaking (proposed rule) Spring 2020 

Rulemaking (final rule) Summer 2020 
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DRAFT SCOPING AND PUBLIC 
INFORMATION DOCUMENT 

 
BLUEFISH ALLOCATION AMENDMENT TO 

THE BLUEFISH MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

April 2018 

 
 
 

Prepared by the 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC or Council) 

and the  
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC or Commission) 

Public Comment Opportunities and Instructions 
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In December 2017, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) initiated the 
development of an amendment to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). In April/May 
2018, the Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission)’s Bluefish 
Board jointly approved this public scoping document to solicit information during the public 
scoping process. The amendment process will involve a review and potential update of the FMP’s 
sector based allocations, commercial allocations to the states, transfer processes, and goals & 
objectives. This scoping document presents background on bluefish management, the 
amendment process and timeline, and issues that may be addressed in the amendment.  

The public is encouraged to submit comments regarding the range of potential issues to be 
addressed in the amendment. In addition to providing comments at any of the scheduled scoping 
hearings listed below, you may submit written comments by 11:59 p.m., Eastern Standard 
Time, on Day, Date per the notice of intent and notice of public scoping, as published in the 
Federal Register. 

Written comments may be sent by any of the following methods: 
1. Online at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment 
2. Email to the following address: mseeley@mafmc.org 
3. Mail or Fax to either: 
Chris Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director Bob Beal, Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
North State Street, Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 

1050 North Highland Street, Suite 200A-N 
Arlington, VA 22201 

FAX: 302.674.5399 FAX: 703.842.0741 
 
Please include “Bluefish Allocation Amendment Scoping Comments” in the subject line if 
using email or fax or on the outside of the envelope if submitting written comments.  

All comments, regardless of submission method, will be compiled in one document for 
review and consideration by both the Council and Commission. Please do not send separate 
comments or the same comments by multiple submission methods to the Council and 
Commission.  

The public will be notified via the Federal Register of additional opportunities to comment later 
in the process, however, this is the first and best opportunity for members of the public to 
raise concerns related to the scope of issues that will be considered in the amendment. 

For information and updates, please visit: http://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-
amendment. If you have any questions, please contact either:  

Matthew Seeley, FMP Coordinator Caitlin Starks, FMP Coordinator 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
mseeley@mafmc.org cstarks@asmfc.org 
(302) 526-5262 (703) 842-0717 

 
  

mailto:mseeley@mafmc.org
mailto:cstarks@asmfc.org
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Public scoping hearings will be held on the following dates: 
Date and Time Location 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD TBD 

TBD Webinar 
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Draft Timeline for Completion of Proposed Bluefish Allocation Amendment:  

 

December 2017 Council initiates amendment 

February-May 2018 
Draft action plan developed; Fishery Management Action 
Team (FMAT) formed; Council’s Demersal Committee 
meets to discuss scoping process 

April-May 2018 
Joint Council and Commission draft scoping document 
developed; Council and Commission review and approve 
draft document for public comment 

Summer 2018 Scoping hearings and public comment period 

Fall 2018 

Council and Commission identify priority issues for 
inclusion in the amendment; Issue-specific working 
groups established; FMAT and working group meetings; 
FMAT beings development of options 

Spring/Summer 2019 
FMAT continues development of options (with working 
group input); meetings of the FMAT, working groups, 
Council and Commission, and Advisory Panel 

Fall 2019/Spring 2020  

Council and Commission review FMAT and working 
group recommendations for options; Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) development 
begins  

Spring 2020  Range of options refined and approved; DEIS 
development continues 

Summer 2020  DEIS finalized; Council and Commission select 
preferred options; public hearings  

Fall/Winter 2020 
Council and Commission consider public comments; 
final action; rulemaking and comment periods (5-7 
months) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Current Step  
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Introduction 
The bluefish fishery is managed cooperatively by the Council and NOAA Fisheries in Federal 
waters (3-200 miles) and the Commission in state waters (0-3 miles). The management unit for 
bluefish in US waters is the western Atlantic Ocean from the east coast of Florida northward to 
the US-Canadian border.  
 
The Council and Commission are seeking public input for the development of a “Bluefish 
Amendment” to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). This amendment will review and 
potentially revise allocations between the commercial and recreational fisheries, the commercial 
allocations to the states, the goals and objectives, and the transfer processes.  
 
This action was identified as a priority in the Council’s 2017 Implementation Plan 
(http://www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan/), and the Council is now seeking public input to inform 
development of an amendment. The Council and Commission would like your comments on the 
range of issues and information that should be considered, including comments related to 
allocations as well as any other issues that might be of concern to you regarding management of 
the bluefish fishery. 

Why is this action being proposed?  
The Council and Commission have proposed this action in order to:   

1) Perform a comprehensive review of the bluefish sector allocations, commercial allocations 
to the states, and transfer processes within the Bluefish FMP 

2) Update the FMP goals and objectives for bluefish management 
 

Several issues and concerns relative to bluefish management were raised by Council and 
Commission members, advisors, and other interested stakeholders in recent years. Many of these 
concerns are related to the catch histories that current allocations are based on. Amendment 1 to 
the Bluefish FMP was published in 1998 to set sector and state allocations. These allocations 
were developed using catch data from 1981-1989 (the years prior to regulations that may have 
affected both recreational and commercial landings) and are still the basis for the current bluefish 
allocations. Stakeholders would like to see allocations reviewed using more recent catch 
histories. 
 
In addition, the Council and Commission have proposed this action to evaluate the need for 
management response to changing conditions in the bluefish fishery. This includes addressing 
apparent shifts in bluefish distribution (potentially related to the effects of climate change), as 
well as possible changes to social and economic drivers for these fisheries. This action was also 
proposed so that the FMP goals, objectives, and management strategies can be assessed in light 
of possible changing fishery conditions. 

Issues for consideration 
The amendment is likely to consider a variety of approaches for reviewing bluefish allocations. 
These could include (a combination of), but would not be limited to:  
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• Analyses of recent catch histories 
• Analyses of overages/underages in recent history 
• Recent trends in sector-based or state transfers 
• Shifts in temporal and spatial distributions 

 
A draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be developed for public comment and used 
by the Council to evaluate any proposed measures. The Council will consider the biological and 
socio-economic impacts of any management measure before making a final decision. 
 
Amendment Process and Timeline  
The Council and Commission will first gather information during the scoping period. The scoping 
process is the first and best opportunity for members of the public to raise concerns related to the 
scope of issues that will be considered in the bluefish allocation amendment. The Council and 
Commission need your input both to identify management issues and to develop effective 
alternatives. Your comments early in the amendment development process will help us address 
issues of public concern in a thorough and appropriate manner. 
 
Following the initial phase of information gathering and public comment, the Council and 
Commission will evaluate potential management alternatives and the impacts of those alternatives. 
The Council and Commission will then develop a draft amendment, incorporating the identified 
management alternatives, for public review.  
 
As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council will develop an 
environmental analysis document to evaluate the impacts of the management measures 
considered. This can be either an environmental assessment (EA) or environmental impact 
statement (EIS), depending on the results of the scoping process. The public will have several 
opportunities to review and comment on any environmental analysis document that is prepared 
as part of the bluefish allocation amendment process. 
 
This is the public’s opportunity to inform the Council and Commission about changes observed in 
the fishery, actions the public feels should or should not be taken in terms of management, 
regulation, enforcement, research, development, enhancement, and any other concerns the public 
has about the resource or the fishery. The measures outlined in this document are not a list of 
"preferred alternatives" or measures that the Council and Commission will necessarily include in 
the amendment. No management measures have yet been analyzed for their effectiveness or 
impacts. Please comment on any bluefish management measures or strategies you think may 
or may not be useful or practical and explain your rationale. Please also comment on any 
other issues that should be addressed in the amendment. The list of relevant issues may be 
expanded as suggestions are offered during the scoping process. 
  
A tentative schedule for the completion of the amendment is included at the beginning of this 
document. Please note that this timeline is subject to change.  
 
Background on Bluefish Management 
The Council and Commission implemented the first Bluefish FMP in 1990. Since then, six 
amendments and one framework have been developed and approved for the Bluefish FMP, all of 
which made changes to bluefish management measures. These documents can be found here: 
http://www.mafmc.org/bluefish/. 
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Amendment 1 (1999) introduced the updated allocations to the recreational and commercial 
fisheries as 87% and 13%, respectively. This amendment also implemented the state-by-state 
commercial allocations from Maine to Florida (FL east coast) using catch histories from 1981-
1989. States manage their own commercial quotas and are subject to accountability measures if 
they exceed their individual quota. Additionally, Amendment 1 allows for a transfer of up to 10.5 
million pounds of quota from the recreational to the commercial fishery as long as the recreational 
sector is not projected to take their share of the quota.  
 
To further allow for the successful utilization of state quotas, Amendment 1 allows for quota to be 
transferred between two or more states under mutual agreement and with the approval of the 
NMFS Regional Administrator. The ability to transfer or combine quota allows states the 
flexibility to respond to variations in the resource, short term emergency situations, or other factors 
affecting the distribution of catch. The transferring of quota does not affect the share of quota each 
state receives annually.   
  
Approved quota transfers are published in the Federal Register. To allow for these in-season 
adjustments, commercial state landings for bluefish are monitored by the states and NOAA via the 
Dealer Electronic Reporting to the Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information System (SAFIS), as 
well as state agencies.  
 
Description of the Bluefish Resource 
Status of the Stock 
The bluefish benchmark stock assessment was peer reviewed in June 2015 and approved for use 
by management at the 60th Stock Assessment Workshop/Stock Assessment Review Committee. 
 
Results from the most recent benchmark stock assessment indicate that the bluefish stock is not 
overfished and overfishing was not occurring in 2014 relative to the biological reference points 
from the 2015 SAW/SARC 60. Modeling results indicated that the estimated spawning stock 
biomass (SSB) was 190.77 million pounds (86,534 mt) in 2014 (85 percent of the accepted 
reference point SSBMSY proxy = SSB35%SPR = 223.42 million pounds or 101,343 mt, which was 
updated by the SSC from F40%SPR =0.17 in 2015). SSB declined since the beginning of the time 
series, from a high of 340.90 million pounds (154,633 mt) in 1985 to a low of 116.34 million 
pounds (52,774 mt) in 1997, before increasing again (Figure 1). The stock spawning biomass 
average for the 1985-2014 time series is 175.15 million pounds (79,449 mt). Fully-selected 
fishing mortality in 2014 was estimated to be 0.157, below the F threshold (FMSY proxy = F35%SPR = 
0.19). Fully selected F peaked in 1987 at 0.477 and then declined gradually since then, with a 
time series average of 0.284 (Figure 2.).  
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Figure 1. Fully selected spawning stock biomass of bluefish plotted with thresholds and 95% 
confidence intervals identified in SAW 60. 
 

 
 
Figure 2. Fully selected fishing mortality of bluefish plotted with thresholds and 95% confidence 
intervals identified in SAW 60. The F threshold (FMSY PROXY = F35%SPR =0.19) was changed by the 
MAFMC SSC from F40%SPR =0.17. 
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Biology and Stock Definition 
Bluefish are found worldwide in tropical and subtropical waters, but in the western North Atlantic 
range from Nova Scotia and Bermuda to Argentina. The Council and Commission FMP for 
bluefish defines the management unit as all bluefish from the east coast of Florida northeast to the 
US-Canada border. Bluefish travel in schools of like-sized individuals and undertake seasonal 
migrations, moving into the Middle Atlantic Bight (MAB) during spring and then south or farther 
offshore during fall. Within the MAB they occur in large bays and estuaries as well as across the 
entire continental shelf. Juvenile stages have been recorded in all estuaries within the MAB, but 
eggs and larvae occur in oceanic waters (Able and Fahay 1998). Growth rates are fast, and they 
may reach a length of 3.5 ft and a weight of 27 pounds (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953). Bluefish 
live to age 12 and greater (Salerno et al. 2001). 
 
Bluefish eat a wide variety of prey items. The species has been described by Bigelow and 
Schroeder (1953) as “perhaps the most ferocious and bloodthirsty fish in the sea, leaving in its 
wake a trail of dead and mangled mackerel, menhaden, herring, alewives, and other species on 
which it preys." 
 
Bluefish born in a given year (young of the year) typically fall into two distinct size classes 
suggesting that there are two spawning events along the east coast. Literature supports the 
existence of a small third spawn in the fall as well (Juanes et al. 2013). As a result of the bimodal 
size distribution, young are referred to as spring-spawned or summer-spawned. In the MAB, 
spring-spawned bluefish appear to be the dominant component of the stock. 
  
Description of the Fishery 
Recreational Fishery 
All recreational data presented in this document for 2017 are listed as preliminary. Recreational 
data is now collected and reported through the Marine Recreational Information Program 
(MRIP). Prior to MRIP was the Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS), which 
ran for two decades until 2006. Data collection and reporting transitioned from MRFSS to MRIP 
due to increasing demand for better precision, accuracy, timeliness, and coverage. The majority 
of data collection occurred through a telephone survey that used a random-digit dialing method 
to target households in coastal counties. Over time, this method has become less effective as 
more people are abandoning landlines for cell phones. Now, MRIP is transitioning to a mail 
survey design that utilizes the National Saltwater Angler Registry. New survey designs may 
produce very different results than those from older surveys. Preliminary MRIP calibration work 
suggests all effort estimations will increase ~3-5 times. This increase has the potential to 
drastically alter bluefish catch/landings/effort data for the shore and private angler modes. No 
change will occur for party/charter as vessel operators either submit VTRs or report through a 
separate telephone survey. 
 
The current recreational bluefish allocation is 83% of the overall annual catch limit (ACL), 
resulting in a 2018 post-sector transfer recreational harvest limit of 11.58 million pounds. 
Bluefish are targeted as a recreational fishery from Maine to Florida. The Council has 
management jurisdiction in federal waters and the Commission within state waters.  
 
A coastwide time series of recreational harvest and catch in numbers of fish is provided in Figure 
3. To calculate landings in pounds, the average weight of a harvested bluefish (2016 - 2.22 
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pounds) can be multiplied by the number of fish harvested. Additionally, a recent time series 
(2013-2017) of landings by state is provided in Table 1.  
 

 

Figure 3. Bluefish recreational harvest and catch spanning ME to FL (east coast) from 1981-
2017. 
 
In 2017, the greatest harvest (retained catch) of bluefish by weight occurred in New Jersey with 
3.33 million pounds, followed by Florida (1.38 million pounds), New York (1.06 million 
pounds), and Delaware (831,000 pounds). According to MRIP, only 27 and 0 bluefish were 
caught in Maine and New Hampshire, respectively. Average weights, based on dividing MRIP 
landings in weight by landings in number for each state, suggest that bluefish size tends to 
increase toward the north along the Atlantic coast. Discards in the recreational fishery remain 
relatively high throughout the time series (Figure 4). 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Ratio of bluefish harvest (A+B1) to discards (based on numbers of fish); 2017 estimate 
is preliminary. 
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Table 1. Bluefish recreational landings (pounds) by state from 2013-2017. 
 

State 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Maine 62,654 636 3,780 57 27 
New Hampshire 0 5,310 24,942 16 0 
Massachusetts 2,562,308 1,968,114 1,837,308 697,834 537,297 
Rhode Island 1,431,880 347,030 338,087 421,797 362,589 
Connecticut 4,281,939 1,018,115 2,650,562 966,241 594,817 
New York 4,266,712 1,877,864 2,095,307 2,025,744 1,055,014 
New Jersey 1,877,196 3,002,699 2,566,738 3,493,997 3,333,175 
Delaware 26,760 121,972 84,781 93,402 830,999 
Maryland 63,249 227,618 147,595 157,161 223,604 
Virginia 273,735 83,104 147,363 156,836 31,207 
North Carolina 988,664 966,004 868,868 855,631 700,724 
South Carolina 109,218 104,495 140,155 145,961 83,816 
Georgia 3,646 12,261 3,717 2,880 1,227 
Florida 516,404 720,464 764,037 520,365 1,377,636 
Grand Total 16,464,365 10,455,686 11,673,240 9,537,922 9,132,132 

 
Figure 5 reflects MRFSS/MRIP-based estimates of landings by mode (1991 through 2017) and 
indicates that the primary landing modes for bluefish are private boats followed by the for-hire 
mode. About 53 percent of the landings of bluefish on a coastwide basis came from private/rental 
boats, followed by for-hire boats (25 percent) for the 1991 to 2016 period. Shore mode 
contributes about 22 percent of the total landings. For the last six years (2012-2017), 40 percent 
of the total bluefish landings came from private/rental boats, 37 percent from shore mode, and 23 
percent from for-hire boats. 
 

 

Figure 5. Bluefish landings (pounds) by recreational fishermen by mode, Atlantic Coast, 1991-
2017. 
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Trends in recreational trips associated with targeting or harvesting bluefish from 1991 to 2017 
have been slowly declining since 2007. The lowest annual estimate of bluefish trips was 1.61 
million trips in 2017, a decrease from 2.17 million trips in 2016. The highest annual estimate of 
bluefish trips in this timeframe was 5.95 million trips in 1991. For the last five years (2013-
2017), bluefish trips have ranged from 1.61 million trips in 2017 to 2.40 million trips in 2014. 
Number of trips is further broken down by state (last five years) in Table 2. Relative to total 
angler effort in 2017, bluefish were either the primary target and/or harvested in 5.7 percent of 
all recreational angler trips. 
 
Table 2. Number of recreational trips by state from 2013-2017 where bluefish were the primary 
target and/or where bluefish were harvested regardless of target. 

 
  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Maine 10,493 4,157 2,846 4,058 212 
New Hampshire 6,761 1,026 3,777 3,004 98 
Massachusetts 288,852 493,501 185,421 167,855 106,786 
Rhode Island 105,070 121,231 57,285 44,275 42,855 
Connecticut 193,270 238,880 191,390 209,317 191,189 
New York 468,625 541,966 406,297 651,045 291,135 

New Jersey 248,338 429,928 336,354 442,673 497,680 
Delaware 21,197 51,989 25,783 53,948 68,176 
Maryland 6,053 44,392 26,596 33,938 24,014 
Virginia 59,201 36,136 44,952 69,583 10,191 

North Carolina 275,868 272,732 226,333 356,635 245,656 
South Carolina 35,758 34,879 89,359 46,614 35,019 

Georgia 98 4,670 1,813 1,390 2,970 
Florida 91,505 126,334 121,220 82,640 96,983 
Total 1,811,089 2,401,821 1,719,426 2,166,975 1,612,964 

 
MRIP classifies catch into three fishing areas, inland, nearshore ocean (< 3 mi), and offshore 
ocean (> 3 mi). About 51 percent of the harvest of bluefish on a coastwide basis came from 
inland waters, followed by nearshore ocean (33 percent) for the 1991 to 2017 period. Therefore, 
84% of harvest is within state waters. Only about 16% of the total harvest occur offshore. For the 
last six years (2012-2017), 58% of the total bluefish harvest came from inland waters, 9% from 
offshore ocean, and nearshore ocean was 33 % of the total. These results are grouped by state or 
federal waters to present where the majority of the harvest is taking place. 
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Commercial Fishery 
The presented data is representative of recent fishery performance (2012-2016, 2013-2017, or 
2017) depending on data availability. 
 
The current commercial bluefish allocation is 17% of the overall ACL, resulting in a 2018 
commercial quota of 7.24 million pounds (Figure 6). Current state allocations were partitioned 
using catch histories from 1981 to 1989, as that period represents the years prior to the 
regulations that may have affected both recreational and commercial landings. Quotas were 
distributed to the states based on their percentage share of commercial landings during that 
period. The current commercial allocations to the states are presented in Table 3. State quota 
allocations have generally kept the proportion of total landings among states stable over time, 
though state-specific landings vary (e.g., Table 3). 
 
Dealer data for 2017 indicate that the bulk of the bluefish landings were taken by gillnet (47 
percent), followed by unknown gear (29 percent), handline (7 percent), bottom trawl (10 
percent), and pound net (3 percent). 
 
VTR data were used to identify all NMFS statistical areas that accounted for 5 percent or more 
of the Atlantic bluefish catch. Seven statistical areas accounted for approximately 78 percent of 
the VTR-reported catch from 2013-2017. Statistical area 612 was responsible for the highest 
percentage of the catch. These seven statistical areas have accounted for the majority of bluefish 
commercial landings since the mid-1990s. A map of the statistical areas that accounted for 5 
percent or more of the Atlantic bluefish catch is shown in Figure 7. 
 

 
 
Figure 6. Total coastwide commercial quotas from 2000-2018 (after any transfer from the 
recreational sector). 
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Table 3. Commercial state allocations (percent share) and 2013-2017 initial quotas (pre-transfer) and landings (pounds). 

 

State Percent 
Share 

2013 Initial 
Quota 

2013 
Landings 

2014 
Initial 
Quota 

2014 
Landings 

2015 
Initial 
Quota 

2015 
Landings 

2016 
Initial 
Quota 

2016 
Landings 

2017 
Initial 
Quota 

2017 
Landings 

Maine 0.67 60,673 28 49,861 0 35,037 0 32,655 20 57,105 0 
New Hampshire 0.41 37,620 161 30,916 3,048 21,725 1,192 20,247 10 35,408 0 
Massachusetts 6.72 609,606 591,743 500,970 471,443 352,036 601,400 328,096 500,562 573,755 364,810 
Rhode Island 6.81 617,902 457,382 507,786 504,863 356,826 514,278 332,561 463,513 581,563 647,112 
Connecticut 1.27 114,929 31,755 94,448 31,513 66,369 40,310 61,856 68,673 108,170 33,088 
New York 10.38 942,548 1,261,364 774,579 943,191 544,304 958,734 507,289 913,996 887,118 690,675 

New Jersey 14.82 1,344,713 346,251 1,105,075 509,103 776,547 710,612 723,739 669,113 1,265,633 304,710 
Delaware 1.88 170,465 10,074 140,087 8,592 98,440 77,223 91,746 16,690 160,440 5,679 
Maryland 3.00 272,443 45,726 223,891 83,507 157,330 94,667 146,631 68,000 256,420 25,147 
Virginia 11.88 1,078,179 315,954 886,040 239,295 622,629 196,125 580,287 205,564 1,014,773 36,251 

North Carolina 32.06 2,909,829 952,307 2,391,274 1,864,168 1,680,371 645,952 1,566,100 981,454 2,738,704 1,319,384 
South Carolina 0.04 3,195 0 2,625 0 1845 0 1,719 0 3,007 0 

Georgia 0.01 862 0 709 0 498 0 464 0 812 0 
Florida 10.06 913,016 110,489 750,309 113,045 527,249 183,460 491,394 186,598 859,322 209,864 
Total 100.01 9,075,976 4,123,234 7,458,570 4,771,768 5,241,202 4,023,953 4,884,784 4,074,193 8,542,230 3,636,720 
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Figure 7. Statistical areas that accounted for 5 percent or more of the Atlantic bluefish catch from 
2013-2017. 
 
According to dealer data, commercial vessels landed about 4.13 million pounds of bluefish 
valued at approximately $2.88 million ex-vessel value from 2013-2017. Average coastwide ex-
vessel price of bluefish was $0.71 per pound from 2013-2017. The relative value of bluefish is 
very low among commercially landed species, less than 1% of the total value of all finfish and 
shellfish landed along the U.S. Atlantic coast in 2017. A time series of bluefish landings, 
revenue, and price is provided in Figure 8. 
 

 
 

Figure 8. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price (adjusted to 2016 real dollars; 2017-unadjusted) for 
bluefish, 1999-2017.  
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According to dealer data when a state or federal permit could be associated with an individual 
trip (which is ~90%, except for SC, GA, FL ~0%), Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York, 
New Jersey, Virginia, and North Carolina all accounted for greater than 5% of bluefish trips, 
which represents 94% of all bluefish trips from 2013-2017. 
 
Transfers 

Transfers of quota from the recreational to the commercial fishery occur almost on a yearly basis 
(Table 4). Typically, this transfer of quota is written into the specifications, and then adjusted as 
needed when recreational landings from the previous year become available. However, these in- 
season adjustments have only begun in recent years. This represents quota that would otherwise 
go unused if not transferred to the commercial sector. These transfers occur once confirmation 
has been made by the Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office that the recreational sector will 
not meet their bluefish quota. 
 
Transfers of bluefish quota also occur within the commercial fishery between states. Quota 
transfers occur on a year to year basis, as needed. As a state nears its commercial quota, that state 
can request a poundage quota transfer from another state that is not on track to land their quota. 
See Table 3 for the pounds of commercial quota landed by each state (before and after any state 
transfers). Based on recent fishery performance (2013-2017), only MA, RI, and NY have 
received quota transfers. Of the eleven states that did not receive any transfer, nine of them 
transferred quota to other states in one or more years (Table 5). Transfers during this time frame 
(2013-2017) occurred largely during a period of declining coastwide commercial quota (Figure 
6). Past reduced quota periods (2006-2008) resulted in different patterns of transfers than seen in 
recent years. Over longer periods of time (2005-2016), New York has received quota from other 
states in 10 of 12 years. 
 
Table 4. Final bluefish quota transfers from the recreational to commercial sector. 
 
  Year Final Sector Transfer Amount FR Citation 

2000 0 65 FR 45844 
2001 3.15 million lbs 66 FR 23625 
2002 5.933 million lbs 67 FR 38909 
2003 4.161 million lbs 68 FR 25305 
2004 5.085 million lbs 69 FR 47798 
2005 5.254 million lbs 70 FR 13402 
2006 5.367 million lbs 71 FR 9471 
2007 4.780 million lbs 72 FR 4458 
2008 4.088 million lbs 73 FR 9957 
2009 4.838 million lbs 74 FR 20423 
2010 5.387 million lbs 75 FR 27221 
2011 4.772 million lbs 76 FR 17789 
2012 5.052 million lbs 77 FR 25100 
2013 4.686 million lbs 78 FR 26523 
2014 3.340 million lbs 79 FR 35293 
2015 1.579 million lbs 80 FR 46848 
2016 1.577 million lbs 81 FR 51370 
2017 5.033 million lbs 82 FR 13402 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2000-07-26/pdf/00-18648.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2001-05-09/pdf/01-11701.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2002-06-06/pdf/02-14235.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2003-05-12/pdf/03-11739.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2004-08-06/pdf/04-18050.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2005-03-21/pdf/05-5541.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2006-02-24/pdf/06-1691.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2007-01-31/pdf/E7-1544.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-02-25/pdf/E8-3514.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-05-04/pdf/E9-10170.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-05-14/pdf/2010-11611.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-03-31/pdf/2011-7630.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-04-27/pdf/2012-10242.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-05-07/pdf/2013-10805.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-06-20/pdf/2014-14419.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-08-06/pdf/2015-19269.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-08-04/pdf/2016-18424.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2017-03-13/pdf/2017-04864.pdf
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Table 5. Commercial state-to-state transfers from 2005-2017 (light grey indicates quota received and dark grey indicates quota transferred). 
 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Average
ME 0 -52,000 -25,000 -45,000 0 0 0 0 0 -45,000 -30,000 -32,000 0 -17,615
NH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0 0 -20,000 0 6,154
MA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200,000 45,000 250,000 225,000 0 55,385
RI 0 60,000 155,000 -50,000 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 180,000 132,000 150,338 55,949
CT 0 0 0 -20,000 -75,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -7,308
NY 0 250,000 450,000 455,000 425,000 0 200,000 50,000 300,000 250,000 550,000 420,000 0 257,692
NJ 0 0 309,125 0 0 0 0 0 -300,000 -50,000 0 -40,000 -50,000 -10,067
DE 0 -15,000 -80,000 -90,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -50,000 0 -18,077
MD 0 -45,000 -50,000 -50,000 0 0 0 0 0 -50,000 0 -50,000 0 -18,846
VA 0 -525,000 -350,000 0 -150,000 0 0 0 0 0 -250,000 -210,000 -338 -114,257
NC 0 652,000 0 -100,000 0 0 0 -100,000 -200,000 0 -550,000 -225,000 -100,000 -47,923
SC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -150,000 0 -11,538
GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FL 0 -325,000 -409,125 -100,000 -200,000 0 -200,000 -50,000 0 -250,000 -150,000 0 0 -129,548
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Issues for Public Comment 
Public comment is sought on a range of issues that may be considered in the amendment. The 
issues listed below are not necessarily exhaustive, but are intended to focus the public comment 
and provide the Council and Commission input necessary to develop the amendment. The public 
is encouraged to submit comments on the issues listed below as well as any other issues that 
should be addressed in the amendment.  
 
 
ISSUE 1: FMP 
GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES  

Background 
The original FMP (1990) contains the first set of goals and 
objectives. The five goals of the FMP are the following:  

1. Increase understanding of the stock and of the fishery  
2. Provide the highest availability of bluefish to U.S. 
fishermen while maintaining, within limits, traditional 
uses of bluefish (defined as the commercial fishery not 
exceeding 20% of the total catch). 
3. Provide for cooperation among the coastal states, the 
various regional marine fishery management councils, 
and federal agencies involved along the coast to 
enhance the management of bluefish throughout its 
range.  
4. Promote compatible management regulations 
between State and Federal jurisdictions. 
5. Prevent recruitment overfishing. 
6. Reduce the waste in both the commercial and 
recreational fisheries. 
 

 Description of the Issue 
As the management of bluefish over the last 20 years has changed 
through amendments, framework adjustments, and addendums, the 
management objectives in the FMP have remained the same. 
During this period, the status of the stock has changed, as well as 
potential changes in availability, effort, and fishery productivity. 
Given these changes, do the management objectives still capture 
the needs and goals of the FMP? 
 

 Management Questions 
 Are the existing objectives appropriate for managing the 

bluefish fishery?  
 If these are not appropriate, what should the goals and 

objectives be? 
 What else should the Council and Commission consider with 

regard to goals and objectives in the bluefish fishery 
management plan? 
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ISSUE 2: 
COMMERCIAL AND 
RECREATIONAL 
ALLOCATIONS 

 
Background 
The original FMP (1990) contains the first set of allocations at 80% 
recreational and 20% commercial of the ACL. This was adjusted 
to 83% recreational and 17% commercial of the ACL in 
Amendment 1 (1999). 
Description of the Issue 
While the designation of the 83/17% split in 1999 was determined 
based on the historical significance (1981-1989) of the bluefish 
fishery, the characteristics and participation in both the commercial 
and recreational fisheries might have changed over the last 20 
years.  
 

 Management Questions 
 Is the existing allocation between the commercial and 

recreational sectors based on the annual ACL appropriate 
for managing the bluefish fishery?  

 If not, how should the current allocations be revised? 
 What else should the Council and Commission consider 

with regard to quota allocation between the commercial 
and recreational bluefish fisheries? 
 

ISSUE 3: 
COMMERCIAL 
ALLOCATIONS TO 
THE STATES 
 

Background 
Amendment 1 (1999) set the commercial allocations to the states 
using catch histories from 1981-1989.  
Description of the Issue 
Trends in state harvest have shifted, especially with yearly state-
to-state transfers in recent years. See Tables 3 and 5. 
 
Management Questions  
 Are the existing commercial state allocations appropriate for 

managing the bluefish fishery?  
 If not, how should current measures and requirements be 

revised? 
 What else should the Council and Commission consider with 

regard to commercial state allocations for bluefish? 
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ISSUE 4: QUOTA 
TRANSFERS 
 

Background 
The original FMP (1990) contained alternatives regarding quota 
transfers. Quota transfers can occur from state-to-state within the 
commercial fishery and from the recreational to commercial 
fishery once deemed the recreational fishery will not meet the 
quota. 
 
Description of the Issue 
Commercial state-to-state quota transfers occur on a yearly basis 
and become repetitive amongst a few states, especially in recent 
years. Transfers from the recreational to commercial sector have 
occurred in every year since 2001, inclusive (Table 4). 

 Management Questions  
 Are the existing transfer processes appropriate for managing 

the bluefish fishery?  
 If not, what are appropriate requirements for managing the 

transfers within the commercial fishery? 
 When and why do state transfers occur? 
 What else should the Council and Commission consider with 

regard to quota transfers in the bluefish fishery? 
 
 

ISSUE 5: OTHER 
ISSUES 
 

Background 
As stated earlier in this document, the goal of the Public 
Information Document is to solicit comments on a broad range of 
issues for consideration in this amendment. This “Issue” is in 
place to allow the public to identify any other associated issues 
with the fishery. Comments do not need to be limited to issues 
included in this document. 

 Management Considerations  
 Fishery productivity 
 Ecosystem considerations 
 Changes in the fishery 
 Changes in distribution of bait fish 
 Average fish size 
 Changes in availability, effort, and marketability 
 Impacts of changes observed over time 
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