
Comments for upcoming AP meeting June 22, 2016 

 

I would like to present the following input for discussion and inclusion regarding the FMP for summer 
flounder: 

I will comment in the order it is presented on the worksheet:  Comprehensive Summer Flounder 
Amendment: Issues for Development. 

Commercial/Recreational Allocation: 

 I feel the current allocation based on previous years catch ratios be revisited. My perspective, 
being a member of the charter boat sector, and my observations and discussions with the recreational 
sector, show a significant decline in the number of trips for fluke, number of successful trips for fluke, 
number of charter boats fishing for fluke, and number of recreational boats fishing for fluke.  

 I would suggest that since the council and commission function under the NMFS which is an 
entity under the auspices of the Department of Commerce, that economic considerations be the 
primary driver of our decisions in regards to allocations, particularly keeping in mind the economic 
health of existing fishery related businesses.  

 Fluke, for certain, more than any other species, is the primary driver of economic activity in the 
recreational sector in the mid Atlantic region. A majority of fishing activity and money spent in all 
sectors of the recreational sector, revolves around this fishery, and the importance of the fluke 
population sustainability and proper fishery regulations and allocations, should not be underestimated. 

 I would suggest the following thought process when considering allocations. Each fluke has an 
economic value to both the recreational and commercial sector. Based on economic driven activity, it is 
within the realm of our SSC that the economic value of a fluke for each sector can be ascertained. While 
this may be a new concept to consider, I feel it is at the basis of what we are trying to achieve under the 
guidelines of the Magnuson provisions, a sustainable fishery preserving the rights of the fishery sectors 
and community related businesses.  

 Of primary consideration is the health of the stock as no businesses will thrive if we do not 
manage the species well. Viability of our fishery sectors is important as well as it is based on the 
economics of the fisheries involved. Species that are more economically important to one sector vs 
another should be allocated in accordance so that both sectors continue to thrive under tough economic 
conditions. 

New MRIP data……..survey via mail data vs older telephone survey data: 

 We have been presented data suggesting that the recreational catch may be as much as 3 times 
previously captured data. I have previously sent in comments on using this type of intercept data and 
the historical inaccuracy of this type of data under the older MRFFS and newer MRIP configurations. In 
these comments I implore that such data types are too inherently flawed and can lead to devastating 
and economically disastrous consequences.  

 As Magnuson requires that the recreational catch be quantified, we have struggled for many 
years since MRFFS data was first used in 1979. It was hoped that the national registration of saltwater 



fishermen would prove a valuable base to tap into for surveying the public under MRIP guidelines, but 
alas, it has been discovered that a very large percentage of fishing activity occurs by individuals not 
registered. 

 For years, this type of intercept data has been proven to be inaccurate and our fishery scientists have 
struggled, having to use uncertainty factors in their formulas, to come up with ABC and ACL 
recommendations. I strongly suggest, that once and for all, this whole program subset of data collection 
be abandoned and substituted with more believable and reliable data such as dock side surveys, fish 
counters on head boats, percent of boats fishing via direct observations, etc.  

To conclude my comment of this subject………..Whatever modifications are made to the 
commercial vs recreational allocation, the final driving factor needs to be the sustainability of the 
economic health of existing businesses in both sectors. Our decision can have drastic consequences if 
not thought out well. 

 

Conservation Equivalency: 

 I remain strongly opposed to our current regionalized management approach to summer 
flounder for the following reasons. 

 It is obvious to all that if we had the same size and number limit for the whole east coast that 
this would not work due to the spatial distribution of the fluke population. Fishermen in some states 
would be able to keep no catch due to unavailability of the species, unavailability of the species in that 
time frame, or unavailability of fish in that size parameter. 

 Suppose we divided the east coast in half, would the imposition of one regulatory statute on the 
northern half and a separate one of the southern half work? Again, the answer is no for the above 
reasons. 

 I would suggest, regional management does the same thing. All those who have been involved 
in the fluke fishery for many years have seen the dynamics of the spatial distribution change. We all 
have seen the changes in the fisheries in our individual states where we fish. The larger the territories 
involved in any grouping of fishery regulations, the harder it becomes to establish regulations that allow 
for viability of fishery related businesses within that state. 

 An example of this is the recent change in the regulations for the Delaware Bay, allowing 
regulations to be changed for this area more closely matched to the size fish on the southern fringes of 
the fluke biomass. This change hopefully will help those fishery related businesses survive, many others 
of which have already failed. Another example of is the allowance of a smaller fluke for shore based 
fishermen in Island Beach State Park. 

 Fluke regulations should be returned to a state by state basis such that fisheries can be 
regulated to accommodate the changes and availability of fluke populations within each state.  

 I would also suggest that state quotas not be based on historical standards, but instead on the 
economic importance of that species to that state. Number of fisherman targeting that species should 
be an important factor.  



Sector separation: 

 I would strongly discourage separating the recreational sector into for hire vs recreational or 
shore based vs boat based fisheries for the following reasons. 

 The complexity of our fishery regulatory process is already way too complex and totally out of 
the realm of understanding by over 99% of our fishery community. Discord between commercial and 
recreational sectors is enough to deal with without adding a whole new dysfunctional process of arguing 
over quota distribution between more sectors and deciding on that quota.  

 The shore based fishery encompasses such a small segment of our fishery (4%), that subdividing 
it from our recreational catch sector is surely not worthy. Furthermore, as this is such a small fishery, 
wasting more resources on trying to document the catch more than is already being done, is not 
productive in an economically challenged regulatory process where monies could be better spent 
elsewhere.  

 I know in some fisheries, say Bluefin tuna for example, different regulations exist between for 
hire vessels and recreational fishermen. One mightsuggest that since I am in the for hire sector of the 
fluke industry, I might argue for our own catch sector and fight for a larger segment of that quota. My 
interest is in fairness and congruity of our fishing segments and I feel any subsector divisions will not 
benefit the fluke population, sector financial health, or the ability of fishery related businesses to thrive.  

 

Recreational discards: 

 This continues to be a problem in the recreational industry. Due to the high size limit my discard 
ratio tends to be anywhere from 1 out of 4 to 1 out of 10. We still unfortunately continue to keep the 
best breeders of the stock.  

 For years we have had discussions on a slot size fishery and also on a cumulative length strategy 
both of which may help preserve more of the breeding segment. I feel it is worthwhile exploring these 
topics in the following manor. First, I have never seen what fluke fishing regulations would look like 
under these two types of systems.  

 I would suggest the SSC be given the task of working figures based on known parameters of our 
fluke population, and suggesting what regulations would look like under slot or cumulative length 
regulations to see if either of these is even feasible. It is hard for us to comment on such suggestions 
without knowing more about what the regulations might look like.  

 Second, if such regulations appear viable, I would suggest it be done on a small scale, say a 
portion of one state, to see if SSC projections turn out to be within expectations. 

 

Recreational gear requirements: 

 I am not in favor of regulating gear requirements at this time. I do feel however that 
recommendations should be made and distributed online where feasible and also as handouts at local 
tackle and bait shops.  



 Two gear recommendations should be made. One is to require J hook sizes no smaller then 5/0, 
demonstrated by a recent study to be ideal hook size for reducing the catch of small fish while not 
reducing the catch of keeper size fluke.  

 A second recommendation would be to use Kahle hooks or circle hooks for the use of non 
bucktail type of rigs. 

 

Data collection and protocols consideration: 

 As previously mentioned I strongly oppose the continued use of fishery dependent data sourced 
through phone or mail surveys. Students of survey data of all types are well aware of all the inherent 
inaccuracies of this type of data.  

 The for hire sector, and to a lesser extent the recreational sector are aware that the more fish 
they report, the more this will affect the quota for subsequent years. With social media being such a 
dominant force in our lives, the recreational sector will learn too that high catch reporting rates will be 
used against them. 

 I strongly suggest that only data derived by direct observations be used. The suggestion of using 
aps or any other survey reporting means have been and always will be flawed. Our SSC’s cannot produce 
proper ACL’s and ABC’s if we don’t give them good data. 

Other issues…….Commercial measures 

 Evaluate spawning/time area closures 

 I brought this up at the previous AP meeting and I feel we are being remiss by not exploring this 
issue. One of the prime considerations for the health of any stock is preserving the spawning ability of 
that species. While 2014 was a little better for recruitment index, the previous 4 years showed a low 
index, which is one of the reasons for the reduced biomass and subsequent reduced quotas for both 
industry sectors. 

 I am aware that many factors affect recruitment success including predation, SSB, and oceanic 
factors including variations in ocean temps and acidity. One factor we should not ignore, though, is 
harvesting these fish when they are at their prime spawning time.  

 I have read many studies, mostly done in the late 1980’s regarding spawning times of our 
offshore fluke population. We know that they are serial spawners and that the timing of the spawns is 
related to the north-south distribution of the fish in the fall and winter. As we know what areas the fluke 
are being harvested from, and when they are harvested, strongly suggest money should be allocated for 
studies to be done at fish processing facilities to examine what state of fecundity the fish are in.  

 I think we should use that data to time the areas of closure to best preserve a successful 
spawning event. If we can increase recruitment, this will benefit the industry as a whole. Effort should 
be made to make the closures as least cumbersome to the commercial community as possible. 
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