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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  December 8, 2017 

To:  Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From:  Kiley Dancy, Staff 

Subject:  Summer Flounder Amendment Commercial Working Group Guidance on 

Alternative 2B 

 

At their November meeting, the Demersal Committee directed the Commercial Working Group 

for the summer flounder amendment to provide technical guidance on the appropriate 

configuration of Alternative 2B for commercial allocation. This alternative applies an estimated 

change in relative exploitable biomass between a Northern and Southern region to modify state-

by-state allocations. The Committee questioned whether the mathematical approach to applying 

the biomass change to the regional allocations is technically correct and appropriate for their 

objectives. The Committee requested a recommendation on which of these methods is likely to 

best achieve the Council and Board's intention of incorporating the apparent shift in regional 

relative exploitable biomass into a revised allocation scheme.  

All calculations in this document use the new NEFSC analysis recommended by the Demersal 

Committee in November 2017, revised to include additional survey strata in the Gulf of Maine and 

Georges Bank.1 

                                                 
1 The original version of this analysis used the following survey strata: Spring survey - North = Hudson Canyon and 

North; offshore strata 1-12; South = south of Hudson Canyon; offshore strata 61-76. Fall survey - North = Hudson 

Canyon and North; offshore strata 1,5,9, inshore strata 1-14 and 45-61; South =south of Hudson Canyon; offshore 

strata 61,65,69,71, inshore strata 15-44. Following the recommendations of the Demersal Committee in Nov. 2017, 

the analysis was re-done to include several additional northern survey strata.  

In the spring when the fish are ‘offshore,’ the ‘North’ region set now includes offshore strata 1-40: south of Long 

Island NY and north through Georges Bank and the Gulf of Maine. The ‘South’ region still includes offshore strata 

61-76: east of NJ and south to Cape Hatteras NC. In the fall when more of the fish move ‘inshore,’ the ‘North’ region 

set now includes of offshore strata 1-40, inshore strata 1-14, and inshore strata 45-90: south of Long Island NY and 

north through Georges Bank and the Gulf of Maine, including all sampled inshore strata. The ‘South’ region now 

includes offshore strata 61-76 and inshore strata 15-44: east of NJ and south to Cape Hatteras NC, including all 

sampled inshore strata. 
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Summary of Problem  

The estimated change in regional relative exploitable biomass between two time periods needs to 

be translated into a change in regional allocation. Both the regional exploitable biomass and the 

regional allocation are expressed as percentages split between the Northern and Southern regions. 

The main question involves whether to express each change (biomass between time period 1 and 

time period 2; allocation between status quo and proposed revisions) as an absolute change in 

regional percentage (percent difference) or as a percent change (percent increase/decrease, relative 

to the original value for that region).   

If a is the original quantity and b is the new quantity, then:  

• Absolute change between the quantities is (b-a).  
Absolute change or percent difference involves simple subtraction. If the relative 

exploitable biomass was 67% in the North in time period 1 (1980-1989), and increased to 

80% during time period 2 (2007-2016), the absolute increase is 80-67=13%. In this case, 

this is the appropriate expression when the question is how did the proportions in the 

North and South change relative to the coastwide total?   

• The percent change between the quantities is: 
(𝐛−𝐚)

𝐚
∗ 𝟏𝟎𝟎.  

This expresses the change (increase or decrease) relative to the original value (in the case 

of relative biomass, the biomass value in time period 1). Because this is an expression of 

the change between two values relative to the starting value, 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%.   

The same math can be applied to the change in regional allocation values between status quo and 

revised allocations. Thus, the question is whether each of these changes is most appropriately 

expressed as an absolute difference or a percent change. This involves some questions of what the 

Committee's true intent is with regard to this alternative. Three options, as discussed by the 

Committee, were considered by the working group:  

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 The new total regional allocations (36.67% in the North and 63.33% 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 smallest shift in allocation, with a ±4% regional shift 

relative to the coast, and a 13% increase in the North relative to the existing 
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Northern allocation, and a 6% decrease in the South relative to the existing 

Southern allocation. 

o See Table 1. 

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 looks as percent changes. 

relative to each region's starting value, and the starting allocations are not 50/50. 

o The new total regional allocations (38.62% in the North and 61.38% 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 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 existing Northern allocation, and a 9% decrease in the South relative to the 

existing Southern allocation. 

o See Table 2. 

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 3 
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Notes 

• 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. Since percent change is 

relative to the starting value, each regional percent change is relative to the starting regional 

quota. These would only be the same in magnitude in the North/South if the starting 

allocations were 50/50. 

Recommendation  

The working group reviewed these options via email, although not all members responded with 

comments. Of those who responded, opinions were somewhat mixed regarding which was most 

appropriate, however based on the discussion and the perceived Committee intent, staff 

recommends using option 2 in the development of alternative 2B.  

Staff strongly recommends choosing one option for further development in a public hearing 

document, rather than keeping multiple options in the document for comment. The nuances 

between these options would likely be difficult to communicate in a public hearing process, and 

staff believes that option 2 most closely matches the Committee's intent. 

• There were some concerns about inconsistency in methods with Option 1 (Table 1) that 

arise from using both and a percent difference (in the relative exploitable biomass) and a 

percent change (to change the Northern region allocation). Some working group members 

stated that this inconsistency makes this option less logically appealing.  

• Option 2 (Table 2) appears to be consistent with the staff and Committee objectives, since 

it proposes to change the North landings allocation in direct relation to the percentage 

change in biomass in the North. Another way to think of this is essentially 'A is to X as B 

is to Y', where A and B are the two time period biomass percentages and X and Y are the 

two time period allocation percentages. Thus, (67.00/32.46 = 80.00/Y), which is equivalent 

to 80.00*32.46 = 67.00*Y, such that Y= 38.76 = the new North percentage share of the 

landings allocation. This is consistent with the calculation for option 2 described above, 

which described as a percentage change in the Northern region is (38.76-32.46)/32.46 = 

0.19 = +19%. Thus option 2 seems logical if the Committee's intent is to link the allocation 

change directly to the increase in Northern region biomass between the two time periods. 

• Option 3 (Table 3) appears to be less consistent with the objectives of this alternative, 

since it applies an overall shift in proportion seen in the relative biomass to the proportion 

in the allocation, which originally had no basis in biomass distribution. In fact, the relative 

exploitable biomass in time period 1 (67% N, 33% S) and the status quo regional allocation 

percentages (32.5% N; 67.5% S) are almost exactly opposite proportions. An absolute 13% 

shift in the regional allocation relative to the coast thus seems less appropriate than a shift 

in allocation that is directly proportionate to the shift in Northern regional biomass over 

the two time periods. 
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Table 1: 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% 17.72177 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 

15.68025 

-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% 19.98519 -1.33157 -6.2% 1,622,797 1,730,921 -108,124 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 25.73141 -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 
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Table 2: 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% 18.66275 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 

15.19806 

-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% 19.37062 -1.94614 -9.13% 1,572,894 1,730,921 -158,027 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 24.94014 -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 3: 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% 21.96477 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% 10.70998 3.06299 40.1% 869,650 620,936 248,715 

NJ 16.72499 

67.54 

24.76% 

54.54 

13.50600 

-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% 17.21401 -4.10275 -19.2% 1,397,778 1,730,921 -333,143 

NC 27.44584 40.63% 22.16345 -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 

 


