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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

Introduction  

 

Under section 302(h) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the SFA, Regional 

Fishery Management Councils (Councils) prepare and submit Fishery Management Plans 

(FMPs) for fisheries under their authority that require conservation and management. The 

golden tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps) fishery is managed under the Tilefish 

FMP that was prepared cooperatively by the Council and the National Martine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS).  

 

The FMP which initiated the management for this species became effective November 1, 

2001 (66 FR 49136; September 26, 2001) and included management and administrative 

measures to ensure effective management of the tilefish resource. The FMP established 

total allowable landings (TAL) as the primary control on fishing mortality. The FMP also 

implemented a limited entry program and a tiered commercial quota allocation of the 

TAL. The FMP added a framework adjustment procedure that allows the Council to add 

or modify management measures through a streamlined public review process. Tilefish 

Amendment 1 included a new structure for managing the commercial tilefish fishery 

using an individual fishing quota (IFQ) system. The new tilefish IFQ program became 

effective on November 1, 2009 (74 FR 42580; August 24, 2009). Amendment 1 also 

modified essential fish habitat (EFH) and habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) 

designations, implemented gear restricted areas, reporting and permitting requirements, 

and expanded the list of management measures to be added or modified via the 

framework adjustment process to facilitate the management of the fishery among others. 

Amendment 3 (omnibus amendment; effective October 31, 2011) brought the golden 

tilefish FMP into compliance with the annual catch limit (ACL) and accountability 

measure (AM) requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA). This amendment 

established measures that address the MSA-required elements to utilize scientific advice, 

establish catch limits, and maintain accountability in managing fisheries (76 FR 60605). 

In addition, Amendment 3 established catch and landings limit framework that allow for 

modifications (via framework action) for the purpose of modifying or refining catch and 

landings limits and their associated accountability measures in order to manage the 

resource in a flexible and timely manner.  

 

This framework considers alternatives that can be modified via the framework adjustment 

process (i.e., modify the golden tilefish catch and landings flow chart, eliminate the 

interactive voice response (IVR) requirements, prohibit the use of mini-long lines in the 

recreational fishery). In addition, this framework also considers two administrative issues 

that were raised by NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 

(GARFO; i.e., prohibit vessels from fishing for more than one IFQ allocation at a time, 

require tilefish to be landed with the head attached). The Council instructed staff to 

evaluate these two administrative issues raised by GARFO as they would enhance the 

management and monitoring of the golden tilefish IFQ system.  

 

 

 



 

iii 

 

Summary of Issues and Alternatives  

 

Modify the Tilefish Catch and Landings Limits Flow Chart  

 

This framework considers modification to the golden tilefish catch and landings flow 

chart. The current tilefish catch and landings limits flow chart indicates that discards are 

to be deducted from the overall Annual Catch Target (ACT) in order to derive the TAL. 

However, commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery, which prohibits 

discarding. This action would modify the structure of the tilefish catch and landings 

limits flow chart to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific component of the 

commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating them.  

 

Catch and Landings Flow Chart Alternatives – Alternative 1 is the status quo alternative. 

Alternative 1 would not change the existing golden tilefish system for deriving catch and 

landings limits. Alternative 2 would modify the structure of the tilefish catch and 

landings limits flow chart to allow for discards to be deducted from the specific 

component of the commercial sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating 

them.  

 

Eliminate IVR Reporting Requirements  

 

The IVR requirements were first implemented when the FMP was initiated in 2001 as a 

way to track quota landings in the fishery in a timely fashion. However, with the 

implementation of electronic dealer reporting in 2004 and improved VTR reporting 

processing by the agency, the information provided by fishermen using the IVR system 

has become redundant. GARFO uses landings reported in the dealer system as the 

primary tool to track landings in the fishery. This framework would consider eliminating 

the IVR reporting requirements.  

 

IVR Reporting Requirements Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the status quo alternative. 

Alternative 1 would not change the existing IVR reporting requirements. Alternative 2 

would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements in the golden tilefish fishery. 

 

Prohibit Vessels From Fishing for More Than one Allocation at a Time  

 

The first administrative issue would prohibit vessels from fishing for more than one 

allocation at a time. IFQ holders designate vessels they own or lease that are authorized 

to land their IFQ. Under the current monitoring system, a vessel is authorized to land for 

a specific time period not for a specific number of pounds. During the period a vessel is 

authorized to harvest, all of its tilefish landings are counted against the allocation. The 

system is not designed to allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ allocation 

numbers. This framework would consider prohibiting vessels from fishing for more than 

one allocation at a time.  
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Fishing Allocation Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the status quo alternative. Alternative 1 

would not make an administrative change to the current regulations that would prohibit 

vessels from fishing for more than one golden tilefish IFQ allocation at a time. 

Alternative 2 would make an administrative change to the current regulations that would 

prohibit vessels from fishing for more than one golden tilefish IFQ allocation at a time. 

 

Require Tilefish to be Landed with the Head Attached  

 

The second administrative issue would require tilefish to be landed with the head 

attached (i.e., head-on gutted or whole). In spring 2014, The Analysis and Program 

Support Division (APSD) and the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) decided 

to remove the “head-off” category from the dealer reporting software to avoid dealers 

mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off. The need for this action is to close the loop 

on the change already made to dealer reporting, as well as help GARFO change to 

specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental landing limit in landed weight, rather than 

whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ and incidental limits would be easier and 

more logical for industry and enforcement. This framework would consider requiring that 

tilefish be landed with the head attached in the commercial fishery.  

 

Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the 

status quo alternative. Alternative 1 would not make an administrative change to the 

current regulations that would require vessels to land golden tilefish with the head 

attached. Alternative 2 would make an administrative change to the current regulations 

that would prohibit vessels from landing golden tilefish with the “head-off.”  

 

Prohibit the Use of Mini-Long Lines in the Recreational Fishery  

 

Under the current tilefish regulations, there is no quota allocation to the recreational 

fishery. When the Tilefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) was developed in 1999, the 

recreational landings were considered insignificant and available data suggested that 

there was not a substantial directed recreational fishery for tilefish (MAFMC 1999). 

Furthermore, the FMP states that “although tilefish were a popular recreational fish 

during the early to mid-1970s, due to fluctuations in the availability of fish and changes 

in angling preference, the number of recreational fishing trips targeting tilefish has 

precipitously declined.” The Tilefish FMP implemented a 10 year stock rebuilding 

schedule with 50% probability of achieving the rebuilt BMSY stock level and the 

commercial quota was divided into the commercial full-time, part-time, and incidental 

categories. The Tilefish FMP did not contain management measures for the recreational 

fishery.  

 

Amendment 1 to the Tilefish FMP implemented an IFQ system, modified EFH/HAPC 

designations and implemented measures to reduce gear impacts on EFH, and 

implemented a fee and cost recovery program among others (MAFMC 2009). During the 

development of Amendment 1, Council members indicated that they had seen an increase 

in recreational tilefish landings. In addition, it was thought that much of the catch by the 

recreational sector was not captured through federal reporting requirements. As a result, 
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the Amendment established a party/charter tilefish vessel permit and party/charter vessel 

reporting requirements and a possession limit (eight fish per angler per trip). At the 

December 2014 Council meeting, it was discussed that industry members have reported 

that anglers are fishing for tilefish using mini longlines with up to 25 hooks on the line. 

Another purpose of the action is to consider prohibiting the use of mini-long lines by the 

recreational sector.  

 

Recreational Fishery Gear Alternatives - Alternative 1 is the status quo alternative. 

Alternative 1 would not make a modification to the current gear requirement regulation 

for the fishery. Alternative 2 would prohibit the use of mini-long lines in the golden 

tilefish recreational fishery.  

 

Summary of Impacts  

 

This section to be completed prior to the second required framework meeting.  

 

Cumulative Impacts  

 

This section to be completed prior to the second required framework meeting.  

 

Concussions  
 

This section to be completed prior to the second required framework meeting.  
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2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS  
 

To be updated prior to Framework Meeting 2. 

 

CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 

CZMA  Coastal Zone Management Act  

EA  Environmental Assessment 

EEZ  Exclusive Economic Zone 

EFH  Essential Fish Habitat 

EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 

EO  Executive Order 

ESA  Endangered Species Act of 1973  

F  Fishing Mortality Rate 

FR  Federal Register 

FMP  Fishery Management Plan 

IRFA  Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

M  Natural Mortality Rate 

MAFMC Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

MMPA  Marine Mammal Protection Act  

MRFSS Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey 

MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act  

MSY  Maximum Sustainable Yield 

mt  metric tons 

NAO  NOAA Administrative Order 

NE  New England 

NEFSC Northeast Fisheries Science Center 

NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 

NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 

NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

OY  Optimal Yield 

PRA  Paperwork Reduction Act 

RHL  Recreational Harvest Limit 

RIR  Regulatory Impact Review 

RFA  Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

SARC  Stock Assessment Review Committee 

SAW  Stock Assessment Workshop 

SSB  Spawning Stock Biomass 

SFA  Sustainable Fisheries Act 

VPA  Virtual Population Analysis 

VTR  Vessel Trip Report 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

 

4.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION  

 

The purpose of this framework is to address issues related to the administration of the 

golden tilefish fishery, while continuing to achieve the management objectives of the 

Golden Tilefish FMP as outlined in section 4.2 below. The need for this framework 

relates to a desire by the Council to optimize the management system for the golden 

tilefish fishery.  

 

This action is being considered to modify the present system of catch and landings 

derivation in the golden tilefish fishery. Under the current system to derive catch and 

landings limits, discards are subtracted from the annual catch target (ACT) for the overall 

fishery. However, commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ fishery, which 

prohibits discarding. This action would modify the structure of the tilefish catch and 

landings flow chart to allow for discards to be deduct at for the specific commercial 

sector (IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery) generating them.  

 

In addition, this action would eliminate the IVR reporting requirements implemented to 

monitor landings when the IFQ system was firs implemented. The IVR reporting system 

has become redundant as GARFO now uses landings reported in the dealer system as the 

primary tool to track landings in the fishery.  

 

This action would also address two administrative issues raised by GARFO that would 

allow for a more management system. The first administrative issue would prohibit 

vessels from fishing for more than one allocation at a time. IFQ holders designate vessels 

they own or lease that are authorized to land their IFQ. Under the current monitoring 

system, a vessel is authorized to land for a specific time period not for a specific number 

of pounds. During the period a vessel is authorized to harvest, all of its tilefish landings 

are counted against the allocation. The system is not designed to allow a trip to be split 

between multiple IFQ allocation numbers. The second administrative issue would require 

tilefish to be landed with the head attached (i.e., head-on gutted or whole). In spring 

2014, the Analysis and Program Support Division (APSD) and the Northeast Fisheries 

Science Center (NEFSC) decided to remove the “head-off” category from the dealer 

reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off. The 

need for this action is to close the loop on the change already made to dealer reporting, as 

well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental landing limit in 

landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ and incidental 

limits would be easier and more logical for industry and enforcement. This framework 

would consider requiring that tilefish be landed with the head attached in the commercial 

fishery.  

 

Lastly, this action is being considered to eliminate the use of mini long-lines in the 

recreational fishery. Industry members have reported that anglers are fishing for tilefish 

using mini longlines with up to 25 hooks on the line.  
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This framework was developed in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

conservation and Management Act (MSA1) and National Environmental Protection Act 

(NEPA), the former being the primary domestic legislation governing fisheries in the 

U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and the Golden Tilefish Fishery Management 

Plan (FMP). The management regime and objectives of the fishery are detailed in the 

FMP, including any subsequent amendment, and are available at: http://www.mafmc.org. 

An overview of the amendment and framework actions that have affected management of 

golden tilefish are summarized in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. History of the Golden Tilefish FMP amendments and framework actions.  

Year Document Management Action 

2001 Original FMP 

-Established management of the golden tilefish fishery  

-Limited entry into the commercial fishery  

-Implemented system for dividing Total allowable landings 

(TAL) among three fishing categories  

2001 Framework 1 Established quota set-aside for research  

2007 Amendment 2 -Standardized bycatch reporting methodology  

2009 Amendment 1 

-Implemented an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for 

the commercial fishery  

-Established new reporting requirements  

-Addressed recreational fishing issues  

-Reviewed the EFH components of the FMP  

2011 Amendment 3 
-Established annual catch limits (ACLs) and accountability 

measures (AMs)  

2015 Amendment 4 -Implemented Standardized Bycatch Reporting Methodology  

 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the impacts of each proposed action and 

their alternatives on the human environment. The aspects of the human environment that 

are likely to be directly or indirectly affected by the actions proposed in this document 

are described as valued ecosystem components (VECs; Beanlands and Duinker 1984). 

These VECs comprise the affected environment and are specifically defined as the 

managed resource (golden tilefish) and any non-target species; habitat, including EFH for 

the managed resource and non-target species; Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed and 

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) protected species; and any human communities 

(social and economic aspects of the environment). The impacts of the alternatives are 

evaluated with respect to these VECs.  

                                            
1 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), portions retained plus revisions 

made by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 

(MSRA). 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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All management alternatives under consideration were analyzed. A full description of 

each alternative and a discussion of a no action/status quo alternative are given in section 

5.0. The Council-preferred alternatives has not yet been specified. These impacts of the 

alternatives are described in section 7.0. 

 

5.0 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

 

5.1 Catch and Landings Flow Chart Alternatives  

 

5.1.1 Alternative 1 (No action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this no action alternative, the flow chart used to derive catch and landings limits as 

established in Amendment 3 to the Golden Tilefish FMP would continue to apply (Figure 

1).  

 

5.1.2 Alternative 2 (Modification to the golden tilefish catch and landings flow chart)  

 

Under this alternative, the flow chart used to derived catch and landings limits would be 

modified as specified in Figure 2. This alternative would allow for discards to be 

deducted from the specific sector of the fishery IFQ fishery and/or incidental fishery 

generating the discards. As such, only the fishing sector producing discards would 

receive an adjustment  

 

ACL: Under this alternative, the fishery level-ACL would be equal to the ABC for the 

golden tilefish sock (as it is stipulated in the current regulations). 

 

ACL=ABC 

 

Use of ACTs: Under this alternative, existing allocations already defined in the FMP 

would be used to partition the ACL into sector-specific ACTs. Separate IFQ and 

incidental fishery ACTs would be specified. The Council has developed ACTs as they 

provide increased flexibility for dealing with management uncertainty and do not evoke 

automatic AMs if exceeded.2 Figure 2 highlights the ACT structure if this alternative is 

selected. 

 

The Tilefish Monitoring Committee will be responsible for recommending ACTs to the 

Council which consider and address management uncertainty as defined under NS1 

guidelines, as part of the specifications process for fishery management measures. The 

Monitoring Committee may provide other recommendations relevant to setting catch 

limits consistent with the MSA. The Monitoring Committee will consider all relevant 

sources of management uncertainty in this fishery and provide the technical basis, 

including any formulaic control rules if applied, for any reduction in catch when 

recommending an ACT. The ACTs, technical basis, and sources of management 

                                            
2 Additional information on the use and function of ACTs as envisioned by the Council for management 

resources can be found in section 4.1.1 of Amendment 3 (Omnibus Amendment; MAFMC 2011).  
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uncertainty would be described and provided to the Council at the time Monitoring 

Committee recommendations are made for the sector-specific fishery management 

measures for a single year or up to 3 years. 

 

If not accommodated under scientific uncertainty, uncertainty associated with the 

imprecision of the recreational fishery (i.e., inability to accurately capture the true 

magnitude of that fishery) would continue to be accommodated under management 

uncertainty stipulated in the current regulations. 

 

Accountability for Catch Components 

 

For tilefish, under this alternative the Council is proposing three reactive accountability 

mechanisms that respond to potential overages in the specific sectors or by non-landings, 

respectively. 

 

Reactive Accountability for the IFQ Component of the ACL: Irrespective of whether the 

ACL is or is not exceeded, the mechanisms to address IFQ overages already in the FMP 

described in (§ 648.293(a)) would continue to be applied as needed.  

 

Reactive Accountability for the Incidental Landings Component of the ACL: Irrespective 

of whether the ACL is or is not exceeded, the mechanisms to address incidental overages 

already in the FMP described in (§ 648.292(d) and § 648.295(a)(b)) would continue to be 

applied as needed.  

 

If the ACL is exceeded and the incidental fishery landings are responsible for the 

overage, then accountability would occur at the fishery level and the ACL would be 

reduced. Specifically, the ACL would be reduced the following year by the overage 

amount (i.e., lb-for-lb repayment), as a single year adjustment. 

 

Reactive Accountability for Other Non-landings Components of the ACL: Accountability 

for other catch components (other than IFQ or incidental fishery landings) that result in 

the ACL being exceeded must also be addressed. In the event the ACL is exceeded, and 

that overage has not been accommodated through other mechanisms in the FMP (i.e., 

discards and/or unlikely event RSA is exceeded), then accountability would occur at the 

sector-specific ACT. Specifically, the amount by which the IFQ sector ACT and/or 

incidental sector ACT was exceeded would be used to adjust the ACT the following year 

(lb-for-lb repayment), as a single year adjustment.  
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Figure 1. Current golden tilefish catch and landings limits structure.  
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Figure 2. Modified golden tilefish catch and landings limits structure.  
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5.2. IVR Reporting Requirements  

 

5.2.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative, the IVR reporting requirements as established in Amendment 1 to 

the Golden Tilefish FMP would continue to apply. Amendment 1 specifies that owners or 

operators of limited access tilefish vessels must submit catch reports via the IVR system 

after 48 hours offloading tilefish.  

 

5.2.1 Alternative 2 (Eliminate the IVR reporting requirement)  

 

Under this alternative, the IVR reporting requirement would be eliminated. While the 

IVR reporting system was initially implemented to monitor IFQ landings in a timely 

basis, the implementation of electronic dealer reporting in 2004 and improved VTR 

reporting processing by the agency, the information provided by fishermen using the IVR 

system has become redundant. Currently, GARFO uses landings reported in the dealer 

system as the primary tool to track landings in the fishery and not the landings reported 

via the IVR system.  

 

5.3 Number of Allowable Fishing Allocations  

 

5.3.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative, multiple IFQ allocations (IFQ allocation numbers) could be use by 

a vessel during a trip.  

 

5.3.2 Alternative 2 (Prohibit Vessels From Fishing for More Than one Allocation at 

a Time)  

 

In the golden tilefish fishery, IFQ holders designate vessels they own or lease that are 

authorized to land their IFQ. Under the current monitoring system, a vessel is authorized 

to land for a specific time period not for a specific number of pounds. During the period a 

vessel is authorized to harvest, all of its golden tilefish landings are counted against the 

allocation. The system is not designed to allow a trip to be split between multiple IFQ 

allocation numbers. This alternative would prohibit vessels from fishing for more than 

one allocation at a time. GARFO has indicated to the Council that this administrative 

change would enhance the management process for the golden tilefish IFQ system. 

GARFO has also indicated that while it is not common for vessels to fish with more than 

one golden tilefish allocation at a time, this alternative if implemented would close the 

loop for potential IFQ monitoring issue in the future.  

 

5.4 Golden Tilefish Product Form Landings Requirements  

 

5.4.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  
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Under this alternative, no product form landings requirements for golden tilefish would 

be made 

 

5.4.2 Alternative 2 (Prohibit Vessels from Landing Golden Tilefish with the “Head-

Off”)  
 

In spring 2014, The Analysis and Program Support Division (APSD) and the Northeast 

Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) decided to remove the “head-off” category from the 

dealer reporting software to avoid dealers mistakenly reporting head-on fish as head-off. 

The need for this action is to close the loop on the change already made to dealer 

reporting, as well as help GARFO change to specifying IFQ quotas and the incidental 

landing limit in landed weight, rather than whole weight. As a result, monitoring of IFQ 

and incidental limits would be easier and more logical for industry and enforcement. This 

framework would consider requiring that tilefish be landed with the head attached in the 

commercial fishery. GARFO has indicated that this administrative issue would enhance 

the landings monitoring system.  

 

5.5 Recreational Gear Requirements 

 

5.5.1 Alternative 1 (No Action/Status Quo)  

 

Under this alternative no changes to the recreational gear requirements in the golden 

tilefish fishery would occur. 

 

5.5.2 Alternative 2 (Prohibit the Use of Mini-Long Lines)  

 

At the December 2014 Council meeting, it was discussed that industry members have 

reported that anglers are fishing for tilefish using mini longlines with up to 25 hooks on 

the line. The Council discussed that this type of gear should not be used for recreational 

fishing purposes. This alternative would prohibit the use of mini-long lines in the 

recreational golden tilefish fishery. 

 

6.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND FISHERIES  
 

To be updated prior to Framework Meeting 2.  

 

6.1 Description of the Managed Resource  

 
6.1.1 Description of the Fisheries  

 

The management unit is all golden tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps) under U.S. 

jurisdiction in the Atlantic Ocean north of the Virginia/North Carolina border. The 

commercial fisheries for tilefish are fully described in Amendment 1 to the FMP 

(MAFMC 2009) and are also outlined by principal port in section 6.4 of that document. 

Tilefish are primarily caught by bottom longline gear (directed fishery) and otter trawl 

gear (incidental fishery). An overview of landings for this fishery is provided below. 
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Additional information on the tilefish fishery can be found in Council meeting materials 

available at: http://www.mafmc.org.  

 

For the 1970 to 2013 calendar years, golden tilefish landings have ranged from 128 

thousand pounds (1970) to 8.7 million pounds (1979). Since 2001, tilefish landings have 

ranged from 1.5 (2005) to 2.5 (2004) million pounds. In 2013, 1.7 million pounds of 

tilefish were landed (Figure 1).  

 

Table 2 summarizes the tilefish management measures for the 2002-2014 fishing years 

(FY). With the exception of FY 2003, 2004, and 2010 commercial tilefish landings have 

been below the commercial quota specified each year since the Tilefish FMP was first 

implemented. As a result of the decision of the Hadaja v. Evans lawsuit, the permitting 

and reporting requirements for the FMP were postponed for close to a year (May 15, 

2003 through May 31, 2004). During that time period, it was not mandatory for permitted 

tilefish vessels to report their landings. In addition, during that time period, vessels that 

were not part of the tilefish limited entry program also landed tilefish.  

 

A small recreational fishery briefly occurred during the mid 1970's, with less than 

100,000 pounds annually (MAFMC 2001). Subsequent recreational catches have been 

low for the 1982 - 2013 period, ranging from zero for most years to approximately 

30,000 fish in 2010 according to NMFS recreational statistics. In addition, the 2014 stock 

assessment indicates that recreational catches appear to be a minor component of the total 

removals (NEFSC 2014).  

 

VTR data indicates that the number of tilefish caught by party/charter vessels from Maine 

through Virginia is low, ranging from 81 fish in 1996 to 6,535 fish in 2013. Mean 

party/charter effort ranged from less than one fish per angler in 1999 throughout 2002 

and 2005 to approximately eight fish per angler in 1998, averaging 2.0 fish for the entire 

time series.  

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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Figure 3. Commercial U.S. Golden Tilefish Landings from Maine-Virginia, 1970-

2013. Source: 1970-1993 Tilefish FMP. 1994-2013 NMFS unpublished dealer data. 

 

Table 2. Summary of management measures and landings for FYa 2002 through 

2014.  

Management measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

ABC (m lb) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.013 2.013 

TAL (m lb)  1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-initial 
(m lb)  

1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-adjusted  

(m lb)  
1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. landings  1.935 2.318b 2.647b 1.497 1.897 1.777 1.672 1.887 1.997 1.946 1.873 1.817 - 

Com. overage/underage  

(m lb) 
-0.060 +0.323 +0.652 -0.498 -0.098 -0.218 -0.323 -0.108 +0.002 -0.049 -0.122- -0.178 - 

Incidental trip limit (lb) 300 300 300 133 300 300 300 300 300 300 500 500 500 

Rec. possession limit - - - - - - - - 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 

a FY 2002 (November 1, 2001 - October 31, 2002).  
b Lawsuit period (see text above).  
c Eight fish per person per trip.  

 

6.1.2 Description of the Stock (Including Status, Stock Characteristics, and 

Ecological Relationships)  

 

Reports on stock status, including Stock Assessment Workshop (SAW) reports, and 

Stock Assessment Review Committee (SARC) reports, and assessment update reports are 

available online at the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) website: 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/. The EFH Source Document, which includes details on stock 

characteristics and ecological relationships, is available at the following website: 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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The tilefish stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management at 

Stock Assessment Workshop 58 (SAW 58). A statistical catch at age model called ASAP 

(Age Structured Assessment Program) was used in this assessment to incorporate newly 

available length and age data to better characterize the population dynamics of the stock. 

The tilefish resource is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring in 2012. SSB was 

estimated be 11.53 million lb (5,229 mt) in 2012, about 101% of the biomass target 

SSBMSY proxy = SSB25% = 11.36 million lb (5,153 mt)3. The fishing mortality rate was 

estimated to be 0.275 in 2012, below the fishing mortality threshold FMSY proxy = F25% = 

0.370.  

 

The reference points from the previous 2009 SAW 48 assessment were based on the 

ASPIC surplus production model and cannot be compared to the current assessment 

ASAP (SAW 58) model results and biological reference points (NEFSC 2014). The 

tilefish reference points derived from SAW 48 and prior assessments were based on BMSY 

and FMSY values, and these values were used as the specific basis for the rebuilding 

program in the FMP. Since new reference points were developed in SAW 58, these 

would have to be updated in the FMP in a following action.  

 

6.1.3 Non-Target Species  

 
The term "bycatch" as defined by the MSA, means fish that are harvested in a fishery but 

that are not sold or kept for personal use. Bycatch includes the discard of whole fish at 

sea or elsewhere, including economic and regulatory discards, and fishing mortality due 

to an encounter with fishing gear that does not result in capture of fish (i.e., unobserved 

fishing mortality).  

 

According to VTR data, very little (< 0.2%) discarding was reported by longline vessels 

that targeted tilefish for the 2004 through 2013 period (Table 3). In addition, the 2014 

stock assessment indicates that approximately 95% of the commercial landings are taken 

by the directed longline fishery, and that tilefish discards in the trawl and longline fishery 

are negligible (NEFSC 2014).  

 

6.2 Habitat (Including Essential Fish Habitat)  

 
A description of the habitat associated with the tilefish fishery is presented in 

Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009), and a brief summary of that information is 

given here. The impact of fishing on tilefish habitat (and EFH) and the impact of the 

tilefish fishery on other species’ habitat and EFH can be found in the original FMP 

(MAFMC 2001) and in Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). Potential impacts 

associated with the measures proposed in this specifications document on habitat 

(including EFH) are discussed in section 7.2.  

 

 

 

 

                                            
3 NMFS has notified Council that tilefish is rebuilt.  
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Table 3. Catch disposition for directed tilefish tripsa, Maine through Virginia, 2004-

2013 combined.  

Common Name 

 

Kept 

 lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Discarded 

lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Total 

 lb 

 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

 

GOLDEN TILEFISH 16,363,998 100.00% 99.48% 0 0.00% 0.00% 16,363,998 0.00 

SPINY DOGFISH 44,100 70.45% 0.27% 18,500 29.55% 58.85% 62,600 0.42 

BLUELINE TILEFISH 9,626 100.00% 0.06% 0 0.00% 0.00% 9,626 0.00 

CONGER EEL 8,051 94.15% 0.05% 500 5.85% 1.59% 8,551 0.06 

BLACK BELLIED 

ROSEFISH 3,477 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,477 0.00 

SKATES 3,201 67.66% 0.02% 1,530 32.34% 4.87% 4,731 0.48 

SNOWY GROUPER 3,100 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,100 0.00 

TILEFISH OTHER 2,692 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,692 0.00 

DOGFISH SMOOTH 2,294 78.72% 0.01% 620 21.28% 1.97% 2,914 0.27 

ELL OTHER 1,485 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,485 0.00 

BLUEFISH 998 24.53% 0.01% 3,070 75.47% 9.77% 4,068 3.08 

WRECKFISH 984 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 984 0.00 

MONKFISH 868 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 868 0.00 

YELLOWFIN TUNA 770 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 770 0.00 

BLACK SEA BASS 497 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 497 0.00 

MAKO SHORTFIN SHARK 465 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 465 0.00 

AMERICAN EEL 460 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 460 0.00 

BLUEFIN TUNA 440 91.67% 0.00% 40 8.33% 0.13% 480 0.09 

RED HAKE 412 94.28% 0.00% 25 5.72% 0.08% 437 0.06 

SILVER HAKE (WHITING) 296 96.42% 0.00% 11 3.58% 0.03% 307 0.04 

OTHER FISH 218 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 218 0.00 

MAKO SHARK OTHER  194 88.58% 0.00% 25 11.42% 0.08% 219 0.13 

ALBACORE TUNA 183 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 183 0.00 

MIX RED & WHITE HAKE 130 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 130 0.00 

DOLPHIN FISH 119 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 119 0.00 

COD 100 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 0.00 

CUSK 97 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 97 0.00 

PORBEAGLE SHARK 95 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 95 0.00 

REDFISH 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

SUMMER FLOUNDER 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

WHITE HAKE 71 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 71 0.00 
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Table 3 (continued). Catch disposition for directed tilefish tripsa, Maine through 

Virginia, 2004-2013 combined.  

a Directed trips for tilefish were defined as trips comprising 75 percent or more by weight of tilefish landed.  

Number of trips = 1,155.  

 

6.2.1 Physical Environment  

 
Detailed information on the affected physical and biological environments inhabited by 

the managed resource is available in Stevenson et al. (2004). Tilefish inhabit the 

Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem, which has been described as including the area from the 

Gulf of Maine south to Cape Hatteras, extending from the coast seaward to the edge of 

the continental shelf, including the slope sea offshore to the Gulf Stream. The continental 

slope includes the area east of the shelf, out to a depth of 2000 m. Four distinct sub-

regions comprise the NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Region: the Gulf of Maine, 

Georges Bank, the Mid-Atlantic Bight, and the continental slope. The Gulf of Maine is an 

enclosed coastal sea, characterized by relatively cold waters and deep basins, with a 

patchwork of various sediment types. Georges Bank is a relatively shallow coastal 

plateau that slopes gently from north to south and has steep submarine canyons on its 

eastern and southeastern edge. It is characterized by highly productive, well-mixed 

waters and strong currents. The Mid-Atlantic Bight is comprised of the sandy, relatively 

flat, gently sloping continental shelf from southern New England to Cape Hatteras, NC. 

The continental slope begins at the continental shelf break and continues eastward with 

increasing depth until it becomes the continental rise. It is fairly homogenous, with 

Common Name 

 

Kept 

 lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Discarded 

lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Total 

 lb 

 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

 

BLACK WHITING 24 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 24 0.00 

POLLOCK 22 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 22 0.00 

LOLIGO SQUID 20 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 20 0.00 

AMBER JACK 18 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 18 0.00 

BUTTERFISH 15 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15 0.00 

SKATE BARDOOR 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,599 100.00% 8.27% 2,599 -- 

DOGFISH CHAIN 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,001 100.00% 3.18% 1,001 -- 

TIGER SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,000 100.00% 3.18% 1,000 -- 

JONAH CRAB 0 0.00% 0.00% 785 100.00% 2.50% 785 -- 

BLUE SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 645 100.00% 2.05% 645 -- 

LOBSTER 0 0.00% 0.00% 614 100.00% 1.95% 614 -- 

SKATE ROSETTE 0 0.00% 0.00% 310 100.00% 0.99% 310 -- 

HAMMERHEAD SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 100.00% 0.32% 100 -- 

SHARK OTHER 0 0.00% 0.00% 60 100.00% 0.19% 60 -- 

ALL SPECIES 16,449,664 99.81% 100.00% 31,435 0.19% 100.00% 16,481,099 0.00 
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exceptions at the shelf break, some of the canyons, the Hudson Shelf Valley, and in areas 

of glacially rafted hard bottom.  

 

The environment that could potentially be affected by the proposed action overlaps with 

EFH for the managed resource. The following sections describe where to find detailed 

information on EFH and any past actions taken in the FMPs to minimize adverse EFH 

effects to the extent practicable.  

 

6.2.2 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)  

 

Information on tilefish habitat requirements can be found in the document titled, 

Essential Fish Habitat Source Document: Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, Life 

History and Habitat Characteristics" (Steimle et al. 1999). An electronic version of this 

source document is available at the following website: 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/.  

 

The current designation of EFH by life history stage for tilefish is provided here:  

 

Eggs and Larvae: EFH for tilefish eggs and larvae is the water column on the outer 

continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the Virginia/North 

Carolina boundary in mean water column temperatures between 7.5°C and 17.5°C 

(45.5oF to 63.5oF).  

 

Juveniles and Adults: EFH for tilefish juveniles and adults is semi-lithified clay substrate 

on the outer continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian boundary to the 

Virginia/North Carolina boundary in bottom water temperatures which range from 9°C to 

14°C (48.2oF to 57.2oF), which generally occur in depths between 100 and 300 meters 

(328 to 984 ft). Tilefish create horizontal or vertical burrows in semi-lithified clay 

sediments, a substrate type with cohesive properties that allow the burrows to maintain 

their shape. Tilefish may also utilize rocks, boulders, scour depressions beneath boulders, 

and exposed rock ledges as shelter.  

 

Although the revised designations emphasize temperature and substrate type (clay) over 

depth as being indicative of EFH, depth was used for the purposes of mapping the EFH 

designations. Depth is fixed and not seasonally variable, therefore the depth ranges that 

define the area where the preferred bottom temperatures conditions typically prevail (100 

to 300 meters, or 328 ft to 984 ft) were used to create maps of benthic EFH for juvenile 

and adult tilefish on the outer continental shelf and slope from the U.S./Canadian 

boundary to the Virginia/North Carolina boundary.  

 

Tilefish are primarily caught by bottom longline and otter trawl. Based on dealer data 

from 2009-2013, the bulk of the tilefish landings are taken by longline gear (98%) 

followed by bottom trawl gear (2%). No other gear had any significant commercial 

landings. Minimal catches were also recorded for hand line, dredge (other), gillnets, and 

lobster pot/traps (Table 4).  

 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
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Table 4.Tilefish commercial landings ('000 lb live weight) by gear, Maine through 

Virginia, 2009-2013 combined.  

Gear 

 

Pounds 

 

Percent 

 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 143 1.5 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Scallop 1 * 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Other 4 * 

Otter Trawl, Midwater 3 * 

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 8 * 

Pots and Traps, Lobster, Inshore/Offshore Combined * * 

Pots and Traps, Fish/Other Combined * * 

Lines Hand 19 * 

Lines Long Set with Hooks 9,272 97.7 

Dredge, Other 3 * 

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 37 * 

 

All Gear 9,490 100 

Note: * = less than 1,000 pounds or less than 1 percent.  

 

There are other federally-managed species with lifestages that occupy essential benthic 

habitats that may be susceptible to adverse impacts from otter trawl gear; descriptions of 

these are given in Table 1 of Appendix A (from Stevenson et al. 2004) and are available 

at: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/habitat/publications/publications.html.  

 

6.2.3 Fishery Impact Considerations  

 

The directed commercial fishery for tilefish is largely by bottom longline gear. Otter 

trawls may also be used, but have limited utility because of the habitat preferred by 

tilefish. Otter trawls are only effective where the bottom is firm, flat, and free of 

obstructions. Soft mud bottom, rough or irregular bottom, or areas with obstructions, 

which are those that are most frequented by tilefish, are not conducive to bottom 

trawling. However, tilefish are often taken incidental to other directed fisheries, such as 

the trawl fisheries for lobster and flounder (Freeman and Turner 1977) and hake, squid, 

Atlantic mackerel and butterfish (NMFS, unpublished landings data).  

 

A panel of experts who participated in a 2001 workshop to evaluate the potential habitat 

impacts of fishing gears used in the Northeast region concluded that longlines (which 

land the bulk of the tilefish) cause some low degree impacts in mud, sand, and gravel 

habitats. Bottom trawls, which account for nearly all of the rest of the landings, and 

which are mostly incidental catches, had the greatest impacts which occur in low and 

high energy gravel habitats and in hard clay outcroppings (NEFSC 2002).  

Tilefish are restricted to the continental shelf break south of the Gulf of Maine (Steimle et 

al. 1999). They occupy a number of habitats, including scour basins around rocks or other 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/habitat/publications/publications.html
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rough bottom areas that form burrow-like cavities, and pueblo habitats in clay substrate. 

The dominant habitat type is a vertical burrow in a substrate of semi-hard silt-clay, 6 to 

10 feet deep and 12 to 16 feet in diameter with a funnel shape. These burrows are 

excavated by tilefish, secondary burrows are created by other organisms, including 

lobsters, conger eels, and galatheid crabs. Tilefish are visual daytime feeders on galatheid 

crabs, mollusks, shrimps, polychaetes, and occasionally fish. Mollusks and echinoderms 

are more important to smaller tilefish. Little is known about juveniles of this species. A 

report to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Able and Muzeni 2002), based 

upon a review of archived video surveys in areas of tilefish habitat, did not find visual 

evidence of direct impacts to burrows due to otter trawls. The Northeast Region EFH 

Steering Committee Workshop (NEFSC 2002) concluded that there was the potential for 

a high degree of impact to the physical structure of hard clay outcroppings (pueblo 

village habitat) by trawls that would result in permanent change to a major physical 

feature which provides shelter for tilefish as well as their benthic prey. Although Able 

and Muzeni's (2002) review did not offer any evidence of this type of negative effect, 

their sample size for this habitat type was very small. Due to the tilefish's reliance on 

structured shelter and benthic prey, as well as the benthic prey's reliance on much of the 

same habitat, and the need for further study, the vulnerability of tilefish EFH to otter 

trawls was ranked as high (Stevenson et al. 2004). Clam dredges operate in shallow, 

sandy waters typically uninhabited by tilefish (Wallace and Hoff 2005), so EFH 

vulnerability was rated as none for this gear. Scallop vessel monitoring data indicate that 

scallop dredges operate to a small extent in areas overlapping tilefish EFH; therefore, 

EFH vulnerability to scallop dredges was ranked as low (Stevenson et al. 2004). Tilefish 

eggs and larvae are pelagic: therefore, EFH vulnerability to gear is not applicable.  

 

Amendment 1 to the Tilefish FMP (MAFMC 2009) prohibited the use of bottom-tending 

mobile gear within specific areas of the Oceanographer, Lydonia, Veacth, and Norfolk 

canyons4. The gear restricted areas in these four canyons were chosen to providing 

protection to areas that are known to have clay outcrop/pueblo habitats.  

 

6.3 ESA-Listed Species and MMPA Protected Species  

 

6.3.1 Species in the Fisheries Environment  

 

There are numerous species inhabiting the environment, within the management unit of 

tilefish, that are afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 

(i.e., for those designated as threatened or endangered) and the Marine Mammal 

Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA). Table 5 provides species formally listed as threatened 

or endangered under the ESA, with 2 additional candidate species, that occur within the 

management unit for tilefish.  

 

Two species (dusky shark and cusk) are candidate species for listing under the ESA 

(Table 5). Candidate species receive no substantive or procedural protection under the 

ESA (i.e., conference provisions requirement of the ESA applies only if a candidate 

                                            
4 See tilefish regulations at: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/regs/fr.html for specific coordinates of the closed 

areas.  

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/regs/fr.html
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species is proposed for listing); however, NMFS recommends that project proponents 

consider implementing conservation actions to limit the potential for adverse effects on 

candidate species from any proposed project. The Protected Resources Division of the 

NMFS GARFO has initiated a review of recent stock assessments, bycatch information, 

and other information for the candidate species. Any conservation measures deemed 

appropriate for these species will follow the information from these reviews. Section 

6.3.2 below documents any commercial fishery interactions. More detailed description of 

the species listed in Table 5, including their environment, ecological relationships and life 

history information including recent stock status, is available at:  

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/.  

 

6.3.2 Commercial Fisheries Interactions  

 

A description of the areas fished commercially for tilefish (i.e., area affected by the 

proposed action) is given in section 6.4.2. The directed commercial fishery for tilefish is 

prosecuted with bottom longline gear. While some tilefish (< 5 percent) are landed 

incidentally to other fisheries, those fisheries are not directly targeting tilefish. The List 

of Fisheries (LOF) classifies U.S. commercial fisheries into Categories according to the 

level of interactions that result in incidental mortality or serious injury of marine 

mammals (Table 6).  

 

6.3.3 Description of Species with Interactions  

 

There are no documented interactions with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species with 

bottom longline gear in the tilefish fishery. Detailed descriptions of other ESA-listed and 

MMPA protected species that are distributed within the management unit of tilefish are 

available at the following website: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/. This site also contains 

general information on marine mammals (cetaceans and pinnipeds), marine turtles, 

marine and anadromous fish, and marine invertebrates and plants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/
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Table 5. Species endangered and threatened under the ESA that are found in the 

environment utilized by the tilefish fishery. DPS = Distinct Population Segment.  

Species Common name Scientific Name Status 

Cetaceans 

North Atlantic right  Eubalaena glacialis Endangered 

Humpback  Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered 

Fin  Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 

Blue  Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 

Sei  Balaenoptera borealis Endangered 

Sperm  Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 

Sea Turtles 

Leatherback  Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 

Kemp's ridley  Lepidochelys kempii Endangered 

Green Chelonia mydas Threatened 

Hawksbill Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered 

Loggerhead5 Caretta caretta Threatened 

Fishes 

Shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum Endangered 

Atlantic salmon Salmo salar Endangered 

Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus 

Threatened - Gulf of Maine DPS 

Endangered - New York Bight DPS 

Endangered - Chesapeake Bay DPS 

Endangered - Carolina DPS 

Endangered - South Atlantic DPS 

Cusk Brosme brosme Candidate 

Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscuras Candidate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
5 Northwest Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS) of loggerhead turtles.  
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Table 6. Commercial Fisheries Classification based on 2014 List of Fisheries (LOF).  

Fishery (Action 

Area)  
Resource Gears  LOF  Potential for Interactions 

See section 6.4.2 

for a description 

of the areas fished 

the managed 

resource 

tilefish 
U.S. Mid-Atlantic 

bottom longline 
Cat. II 

No documented interactions 
where marine mammal 

species and stocks 

incidentally killed or injured 

 

6.4 Human Communities and Economic Environment  

 
A detailed description of the social and economic aspects of the fishery for tilefish was 

presented in Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). Montauk, New York and 

Barnegat Light, New Jersey continue to be the ports with the vast amount of landings. 

Recent trends in the fishery are presented below.  

 

6.4.1 Fishery Descriptions  

 

Commercial tilefish ex-vessel revenues have ranged from $2.5 to $5.5 million for the 

1999 through 2013 period (calendar year). The mean price for tilefish (adjusted) has 

ranged from $1.03/lb in 2004 to $3.27/lb in 2013 (Figure 2).  

 

 

Figure 4. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price for tilefish, Maine through Virginia 

combined, 1999-2013. Note: Prices were adjusted to 2013 values using the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics Producer Price Index.  

 

The 2009 through 2013 coastwide average ex-vessel price per pound for all market 

categories combined was $2.98, $3.31 for extra large, $3.71 for large, $2.86 for medium, 
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$2.21 for kittens, $1.92 for small-kittens; $1.83 for small, and $3.29 for unclassified. 

Price differentials for the 2009 through 2013 period combined indicate that the ex-vessel 

price per pound for extra large tilefish was 72 percent and 81 percent greater than for 

small-kittens and small size categories, respectively. Price differentials for the same time 

period indicate that large tilefish was 93 percent and 103 percent greater than for small-

kittens and small size categories, respectively. This price differential indicates that larger 

fish tend to bring higher prices (Table 7). Nevertheless, even though there is a price 

differential for various sizes of tilefish landed, tilefish fishermen land all fish caught as 

the survival rate of discarded fish is very low (L. Nolan 2006; Kitts et al. 2007).  

 

Table 7. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price of tilefish by size category, from 

Maine-Virginia, 2009 through 2013, combined.  

Size 

Category 

Landed Weight 

('000 lb) 

Value 

($1,000) 

Price 

($/lb) 

Extra large 188,914 624,911 3.31 

Large 2,375,270 8,802,967 3.71 

Medium 2,990,944 8,554,064 2.86 

Small 229,507 419,970 1.83 

Kittens 1,744,892 3,855,677 2.21 

Small-Kittens 168,219 323,821 1.92 

Unclassified 1,016,436 3,347,014 3.29 

All 8,714,182 25,928,424 2.98 

 

6.4.2 Description of the Areas Fished  

 

A detailed description of the areas fished by the fishery for tilefish was presented in 

Amendment 1 to the FMP (MAFMC 2009). The following provides information about 

recent fishery conditions.  

 

Over 56 percent of the landings for 2013 were caught in statistical area 537, which 

includes Atlantis and Block Canyons; statistical area 616 had 36 percent of the landings, 

which includes Hudson Canyon; and statistical area 626 had 5 percent of the landings 
(Table 8). Less than 1 percent of the total landings were caught in statistical areas 525 (includes 

Oceanographer, Lydonia, and Gilbert Canyons) and 526 (includes Hydrographer and Veatch 

Canyons). NMFS statistical areas are shown in Figure 3.  

 

6.4.3 Port and Community Description  

 

The ports and communities that are dependent on tilefish are fully described in Amendment 

1 to the FMP (section 6.5; MAFMC 2009; found at: 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf).  

 

Additional information on "Community Profiles for the Northeast U.S. Fisheries" can be 

found at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/.  

 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
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To examine recent landings patterns among ports, 2012-2013 NMFS dealer data are used. 

The top commercial landings ports for tilefish are shown in Table 9. A “top port” is 

defined as any port that landed at least 10,000 lb of golden tilefish. Ports that received 1% 

or greater of their total revenue from tilefish are shown in Table 10.  

 

Table 8. Tilefish percent landings by statistical area and year, 1996-2013.  

Year 

 

Unk 

 

525 

 

526 

 

536 

 

537 

 

539 

 

612 

 

613 

 

616 

 

622 

 

626 

 

Other 

 

1996 19.88 0.07 5.18 - 44.02 0.38 * 1.07 27.99 0.01 - 1.39 

1997 23.30 0.03 0.67 - 56.21 0.02 * 2.59 16.40 0.01 * 0.76 

1998 16.22 1.25 2.15 - 65.86 0.04 - 5.45 8.53 * * 0.50 

1999 2.57 0.97 0.22 - 55.07 0.01 0.11 3.68 36.79 0.02  0.02 0.54 

2000 * 0.36 3.79 - 46.10 0.01 0.05 2.37 43.93 0.47 0.14 2.78 

2001 - 0.23 3.09 - 23.92 * 0.01 3.16 68.96 * 0.10 0.52 

2002 - 0.12 8.73 - 35.86 0.07 0.01 15.39 39.64 0.02 0.02 0.14 

2003 - 0.88 1.79 - 38.48 0.10 - 11.85 46.51 0.05  0.05 0.28 

2004 - 1.03 2.59 - 61.67 0.06 5.28 0.70 25.92 0.03 0.06 2.66 

2005 - 0.12 0.25 - 62.99 0.02 0.03 6.11 25.68 0.03 0.20 4.56 

2006 - * 1.54 1.96 61.70 0.50 1.24 0.71 30.09 0.04 0.05 2.16 

2007 - 0.02 0.42 4.80 55.15 0.01 - 5.53 31.56 0.85 0.43 1.23 

2008 - 1.09 0.06 8.17 39.57 0.01 - 4.62 43.26 2.05 0.02 1.15 

2009 - 2.17 0.01 4.18 42.62 1.30 0.04 4.37 41.72 1.34 1.16 1.10 

2010 - 0.01 0.01 - 57.14 0.55 0.02 7.28 33.95 0.69 0.04 0.31 

2011 - 0.02 * - 53.06 0.01 - 3.12 39.88 0.31 0.06 3.44 

2012 - 0.01 0.01 - 52.54 0.03 * 0.58 43.92 0.20 0.10 2.62 

2013 - * 0.63 - 56.22 1.09 0.03 0.09 35.83 1.25 4.72 0.14 

All 4.85 0.47 1.73 0.87 51.65 0.23 0.54 4.21 33.31 0.35 0.37 1.42 

Note: - = no landings; * = less than 0.01 percent. UNK = Unknown.  
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Figure 5. NMFS Statistical Areas.  
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Table 9. Top ports of landing (in lb) for golden tilefish, based on NMFS 2012 - 2013 

dealer data. Since this table includes only the “top ports,” it may not include all of 

the landings for the year. (Note: values in parenthesis correspond to IFQ vessels).  

Port 

2012 2013 

Landings # Vessels Landings # Vessels 

MONTAUK, NY 
1,193,294 

(1,188,394) 

17  

(4) 

1,183,535 

(1,179,437)) 

14 

(4) 

BARNEGAT LIGHT/LONG BEACH, 

NJ 

397,610 

(396,054) 

12 

(9) 

357,360 

(355,845) 

8 

(6) 

HAMPTON BAYS, NY 
213,948 

(C) 

3 

(C) 

250,941 

(C) 

4 

(C) 

POINT JUDITH, RI 
7,789 

(0) 

48 

(0) 

13,868 

(0) 

53 

(0) 

Note: C = Confidential.  

 

Table 10. Ports that generated 1% or greater of total revenues from golden tilefish, 

2009-2013.  

Port State 

BARNEGAT NEW JERSEY 

OTHER MONMOUTH NEW JERSEY 

BARNEGAT LIGHT /LONG BEACH NEW JERSEY 

MONTAUK NEW YORK 

HAMPTON BAYS NEW YORK 

MATTICUT NEW YORK 

SHINNECOCK NEW YORK 

 

6.4.4 Vessels, Permits, Dealers, and Markets  

 

Data from the Greater Atlantic permit application database shows that in 2013 there were 

1,827 vessels that held a valid commercial tilefish permit and 393 vessels held a valid 

party/charter tilefish permit. However, not all of those vessels are active participants in 

the fishery. In 2013 there were 61 Federally permitted dealers who bought golden tilefish 

from 143 vessels that landed this species from Maine through Virginia. In addition, 74 

dealers bought tilefish from 140 vessels in 2012. These dealers bought approximately 

$5.5 million of tilefish in both 2012 and 2013, and are distributed by state as indicated in 
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Table 11. Table 12 shows relative dealer dependence on tilefish. Furthermore, 25 

party/charter vessels reported catching tilefish in 2013.  

 

Table 11. Dealers reporting buying golden tilefish, by state in 2012 - 2013.  

 

# 

of 

Dealers 

 

MA RI CT NY NJ MD VA Other 

'12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 

11 9 11 9 8 7 20 17 12 10 5 2 6 7 1 0 

Note: C = Confidential.  

 

Table 12. Dealer dependence on tilefish, 2009-2013.  

Number of Dealers Relative Dependence on Tilefish 

82 <5% 

3 5%-10% 

2 10% - 25% 

3 25% - 50% 

1 50% - 75% 

1 90%+ 

 

Most tilefish are sold fresh. The bulk of the catch is gutted at sea and iced during long 

trips. Incidental catches are not gutted. When the catch arrives at the dock it is sorted, 

washed, weighted, boxed and iced in 60 pound cartons. Tilefish are generally transported 

to the Fulton Market by truck. Tilefish is carried as a specialty item in the Fulton Market 

for mostly ethnic customers. However, an increasing although small amount is going to 

local buyers on Long Island, where there has been an uptick in local restaurants featuring 

local fishes as well as purchases by a Sea-to-Table business serving the larger region 

(sea2table.com). Tilefish supplies are very stable throughout the year as the IFQ 

participants spread their landings through the fishing season to avoid market gluts and 

price fluctuations. Nevertheless, the price for Golden tilefish decreases when tilefish 

landed in the South Atlantic "derby" fishery enters the New York market. This typically 

occurs a few months out of the year as the South Atlantic tilefish fishery typically closes 

early in the season. Fishermen in the Mid-Atlantic take this into account when planning 

fishing activity.  

 

7.0 ENVIROMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVES  

 

The impacts of the alternatives will be completed prior to Framework Meeting 2.  

 

8.0 APPLICABLE LAWS  
 

To be completed prior to Framework Meeting 2.  

 

9.0 LITERATURE CITED  

 

To be completed prior to Framework Meeting 2.  
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10.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED  

 

In preparing this framework document, the Council consulted with NMFS, The New 

England and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, Fish and Wildlife Service, 

and the states of Maine through North Carolina through their membership on the Council. 

To ensure compliance with NMFS formatting requirements, the advice of NMFS 

GARFO personnel was sought.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copies of the specifications document, including the Environmental Assessment and 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis and other supporting documents for the 

specifications are available from Dr. Christopher M. Moore, Executive Director, 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Suite 201, 800 North State Street, 

Dover, DE 19901  
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