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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  December 3, 2021 

To:  Council and Board 

From:  Kiley Dancy, Karson Coutre, and Julia Beaty, Council Staff 

Subject:  Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation 
Amendment: Final Action 

On Tuesday, December 14, the Council and Board will consider final action on the Summer 
Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment. Final 
action was previously considered in April 2021 and postponed to December.  

Briefing Materials 

The briefing materials for this meeting include: 

1) Memo dated December 2, 2021 with Council staff recommendations for final action 
2) Written comments received for this meeting through December 1, 2021 
3) December 2021 Amendment Decision Document (revised version of prior Public Hearing 

Document) 
4) December 2021 Amendment Alternative Quick Reference Guide 

The following supplemental materials have also been posted to 
https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/december-2021:   

1) Amendment public comment summary of comments received through March 16, 2021 
2) Additional written comments received prior to April 2021 meeting 
3) Advisory Panel meeting summary from March 23, 2021 plus additional written AP 

comments received in connection with this meeting 
4) FMAT meeting summary from March 24, 2021 

 

In addition, the January 2021 Public Hearing Document and the December 2020 draft of the 
Commission’s amendment document are available at https://www.mafmc.org/actions/sfsbsb-
allocation-amendment. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

Date:  December 2, 2021 

To:  Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From:  Kiley Dancy, Karson Coutre, and Julia Beaty, Staff 

Subject:  Council Staff Recommendations for Final Action on Summer Flounder, Scup, and 
Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment 

On December 14, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States 
Marine Fisheries Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board 
(Board) will consider final action on the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass 
Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment. Final action was previously considered in April 
2021 but was postponed until December to allow further progress to be made on the Recreational 
Harvest Control Rule Framework and Addendum. In addition, NMFS staff indicated that it would 
be very difficult to implement this action by January 2022; therefore, a delay of final action until 
December 2021 was not expected to interfere with the more realistic implementation date of 
January 2023. In August 2021, the Council and Board adopted four additional commercial/ 
recreational allocation alternatives for each species, as proposed by a group of Council and Board 
members. These alternatives were determined to result in example commercial quotas and 
recreational harvest limits (RHLs) within the range of the previously considered alternatives.  

This memo represents a revised version of a staff memo prepared for the April 2021 joint meeting,1 
describing Council staff recommendations for each species should the Council and Board choose 
to reallocate. The staff recommendations are unchanged for summer flounder and scup. The staff 
recommendation for black sea bass has been modified but has a similar outcome as the April 2021 
recommendation. 

Staff strongly recommend that the Council and Board take final action at this meeting by either 
selecting status quo allocations for one or more species or selecting reallocation alternatives. Staff 
do not recommend further postponement of final action as this creates additional uncertainty for 
stakeholders and managers and would make 2023 implementation difficult if preferred alternatives 
were selected at a later stage. Considerations and staff recommendations for each alternative set 
are described below.  

 
 

1 https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2021  
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1) Commercial/Recreational Allocation Alternatives (Alternative Set 1) 

Considerations for Reallocation or Status Quo 
If the Council and Board select the status quo allocation alternatives, the allocations will remain 
unchanged until reviewed through a future amendment (or framework action/addendum, if 
framework/addendum provisions are adopted through this action). The Council’s allocation review 
policy states that review of allocations should take place at least every 10 years. 2  

If the Council and Board adopt allocation changes at this meeting, it is anticipated that these 
revisions would take effect on January 1, 2023. The Council and Board must choose preferred 
allocation alternatives based on the information currently available. As previously noted, final 
action was previously postponed in part to prioritize work on the Recreational Harvest Control 
Rule Framework/Addendum. This Framework/Addendum focuses on setting recreational 
management measures. It will not change the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act requirements for annual catch limits (ACLs) and for prevention of overfishing. 
It will not modify the process defined in the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for setting 
commercial and recreational ACLs.3  

Staff Recommendation for Commercial/Recreational Allocation 
The decision of whether to reallocate is a policy decision for the Council and Board to make. If 
the Council and Board choose to reallocate between the commercial and recreational sectors, the 
sections below contain species-specific recommendations for how to change the allocations, given 
currently available information. 

Summer Flounder 
The summer flounder recommendation below is the same staff recommendation presented at the 
April 2021 Council and Board meeting.  

Staff agrees with the FMAT conclusion that catch-based allocations are generally preferable from 
a technical and process standpoint.4 Currently, the summer flounder allocation is landings-based. 
This has resulted in each sector receiving a varying percentage of the Acceptable Biological Catch 
(ABC) each year in the form of sector ACLs, depending on annual sector discard trends. Because 
the management process has moved toward catch accounting and greater consideration of discards 
since the original summer flounder allocations were set, changing the summer flounder allocation 
to catch-based would simplify the specifications process and decrease the influence of discards 
from one sector on the other sector’s ACLs.  

 
 

2 The Council’s allocation review policy is available at: https://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-Fishery-Allocation-
Review-Policy_2019-08.pdf.  
3 More information on the Harvest Control Rule Framework/Addendum is available here: 
https://www.mafmc.org/actions/recreational-reform-initiative  
4 See 3/24/21 FMAT meeting summary to be posted in supplemental materials at 
https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2021.  

https://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-Fishery-Allocation-Review-Policy_2019-08.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-Fishery-Allocation-Review-Policy_2019-08.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/actions/recreational-reform-initiative
https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2021
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The current 1980-1989 base years for summer flounder were adopted by the Council and 
Commission based on landings data during a time period when the fisheries were largely 
unconstrained, prior to implementation of the joint FMP. Staff believe that updating these base 
years with our current best scientific data available would be a well-justified approach for revising 
summer flounder allocations should the Council and Board wish to reallocate. Other base year 
options would represent time periods during which each sector was theoretically constrained by 
their existing allocation, while in practice the summer flounder, the recreational fishery has had 
much more variable performance relative to their limits since 2004 compared to the commercial 
fishery. However, for summer flounder, catch-based allocations cannot be calculated using the 
existing 1980-1989 base years given that dead discard estimates are not available in the stock 
assessment until 1989. Observer data cannot be used to develop summer flounder discard estimates 
for years prior to 1989. In addition, MRIP data are only available starting in 1981, so the full 1980-
1989 base years cannot be re-calculated for the recreational fishery in catch or harvest.  

Based on these considerations, if the Council and Board decide to change the allocations, staff 
recommend selecting a new alternative using the percentages from landings-based alternative 1a-
5 (55% commercial, 45% recreational based on 1981-1989 revised data), but applied to catch 
instead of landings. This would allow for continued use of the existing base years with a transition 
to a catch-based allocation approach. In comparison to the other alternatives in the document, this 
would represent a relatively small shift in allocation from the commercial to recreational sectors, 
and represents an outcome in between status quo (alternative 1a-4) and each of the catch-based 
alternatives (alternatives 1a-1 through 1a-3 plus Fluke-2 and Fluke-4).   

In addition, a catch-based allocation of 55% commercial/45% recreational would be very similar 
to recent splits of the ABC into sector ACLs (Table 1). In this way, this allocation would represent 
an outcome close to status quo in many years, depending on sector discard trends and projection 
methods. Landings limits for each sector would vary based on projected sector discards, which 
could provide an incentive to reduce discards in a given sector to increase their landings limits.  

Table 1: Effective split of the ABC into implemented sector ACLs for summer flounder 
since 2012. 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022/
2023 Avg 

Comm 
ACL % of 

ABC 
55% 54% 59% 59% 58% 58% 58% 54% 54% 54% 56% 56% 

Rec ACL 
% of ABC 45% 46% 41% 42% 42% 42% 42% 46% 46% 46% 44% 44% 
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Scup  
The scup recommendation below is the same staff recommendation presented at the April 2021 
Council and Board meeting.  

For the purposes of setting specifications and catch accounting, FMAT members generally 
preferred catch-based allocations. Unlike for summer flounder and black sea bass, the allocation 
percentages for scup are currently already catch based, therefore staff do not recommend further 
consideration of the landings-based reallocation alternatives (Scup-1, Scup-2,1b-5, 1b-6, and 1b-
7). 

Under all reallocation alternatives there are several tradeoffs and considerations and there is no 
best case scenario for both sectors. Unlike black sea bass and summer flounder, the scup stock 
biomass estimate did not increase after the incorporation of the revised MRIP data. Scup biomass 
is currently decreasing, though still well above the target level. The base years used for the current 
scup allocation percentages are all years prior to Council and Commission management and were 
likely chosen based on a desire to use as long of a pre-management time period as possible. The 
approach under alternative 1b-2 of revising the commercial/recreational allocations using the same 
base years and the updated data allows for consideration of fishery characteristics in years prior to 
influence by the commercial/recreational allocations and harvest constraints, while also using what 
is currently the best scientific information available to understand the fisheries in those base years. 
Based on example quotas and RHLs calculated for the Decision Document and recent landings 
information, the other catch-based reallocation alternatives (1b-3, Scup-2, Scup-4, and 1b-4) 
would likely allow for less restrictive measures for the recreational sector than alternative 1b-2; 
however, these alternatives reallocate based on time periods when the recreational fishery was 
effectively less constrained to their limits than the commercial fishery or influenced by sector 
harvest constraints due to the use of more recent base years. This was a prominent fairness issue 
brought forward throughout the public comment period. Based on this same comparison for the 
commercial sector, none of the catch-based reallocation alternatives would require more restrictive 
commercial measures under similar ABCs. If scup biomass continues to decline, or the scup 
market expands and landings increase, revised allocations have the potential to further limit the 
commercial sector compared with status quo allocations. Based on these considerations, if the 
Council and Board decide to change the allocations, alternative 1b-2 (same base years with revised 
data) is the recommended alternative and would result in 65% allocation to the commercial sector 
and 35% allocation to the recreational sector.  

Black Sea Bass 
If the Council and Board wish to modify the black sea bass allocations, Council staff recommend 
alternative BSB-4, which includes a catch-based allocation of 40.5% commercial and 59.5% 
recreational. These percentages are based on a 50/50 weighting of the no action/status quo base 
years (1983-1992, updated with the most recent data) and 2004-2018, excluding years with RHL 
overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018). Staff recommend transitioning to a catch-based 
allocation for black sea bass for the reasons described above for the other species.  

This recommendation differs from the April 2021 Council staff recommendation, which was based 
on an ad hoc approach that attempted to allow the commercial sector to increase their landings by 
a moderate amount compared to 2019 while requiring recreational restrictions that were still 
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notable, but lesser in magnitude than under the other alternatives under consideration at the time. 
The four black sea bass alternatives added in August 2021 (i.e., BSB-1 through BSB-4) fill a gap 
that existed in the previous range of alternatives in that they include example commercial quotas 
that are similar to or above 2017-2019 commercial landings while not requiring the same degree 
of reductions in recreational harvest as most of the previous range of alternatives (however, some 
could still require recreational restrictions, depending on the alternative and future specifications 
considerations). As such, the alternatives added in August 2021 can meet the intent of the April 
2021 staff recommendation while also providing a more robust and less ad hoc justification, as 
described in more detail below.     

Alternative BSB-4 results in an example commercial quota of 4.18 million pounds and an example 
RHL of 7.83 million pounds, based on the 2023 ABC and the methodology described in Appendix 
C in the Decision Document. This represents a 27% decrease in the commercial quota compared 
to the quota recently adopted for 2023 (5.71 million pounds) and a 32% increase in the 2023 RHL 
(5.95 million pounds). However, it represents a 19% increase in the commercial quota compared 
to 2019 (3.52 million pounds) and a 114% increase in the RHL compared to 2019 (3.66 million 
pounds). The comparison to 2021-2022 may be most relevant for impacts felt by the fisheries in 
2023; however, a comparison to the 2019 limits is also relevant because, as described in the 
Decision Document, the black sea bass commercial quotas and RHLs both increased by 59% from 
2019 to 2020 based on the 2019 operational assessment. This was largely the result of 
incorporating the revised time series of MRIP data into the assessment, but it was also partially 
the result of the above average 2015 year class. The quotas and RHLs also increased slightly from 
2020 to 2021 due to a change in the Council’s risk policy. The 2022-2023 quotas and RHLs are 
similar to the 2021 limits (i.e., within about 6% above and below). The degree to which the catch 
and landings limits increased from 2019 through 2021 because of the new MRIP data, as opposed 
to the risk policy change and the above average 2015 year class, cannot be precisely quantified 
based on how the stock assessment is structured. It stands to reason that both sectors should benefit 
from increases due to factors other than the revised MRIP data. As such, alternative BSB-4 would 
allow the commercial sector to retain some, but not all, of the increase in quota that resulted largely 
from the incorporation of the revised MRIP data and the above average 2015 year class into the 
stock assessment (which first impacted the 2020 specifications), as well as the risk policy change 
(which first impacted the 2021 specifications). 

The example RHL under alternative BSB-4 (7.83 million pounds) is lower than recent MRIP 
harvest estimates (e.g., 8.53 million pounds on average during 2018-2020) and therefore may 
require restrictions in the recreational management measures. However, based on fairness 
considerations regarding differences in how well the commercial and recreational sectors are 
constrained to their landings limits (described in more detail below), Council staff do not believe 
it would be appropriate to constrain the commercial fishery to below pre-2019 levels with the sole 
purpose of preventing the need for recreational restrictions. If alternative BSB-4 is selected and 
future ABCs remain similar to the currently adopted 2023 ABC, then future consideration would 
be needed regarding how to best prevent recreational ACL overages under catch and landings 
limits that are lower than recent MRIP catch and harvest estimates.  

In addition to these considerations, Council staff support the rationale outlined in the initial 
proposal for alternative BSB-4. As described in Appendix B of the Decision Document, the 
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proposal for this alternative acknowledged that public comments from the commercial sector 
largely favored no change in the allocations while comments from the recreational sector tended 
to favor reallocating based on current data and more recent time periods. Under alternative BSB-
4, the 50/50 weighting of the status quo base years and 2004-2018 allows for a balance of these 
viewpoints while also using current data and allowing for a transition to a catch-based allocation. 
Importantly, alternative BSB-4 excludes years with RHL overages from the 2004-2018 average 
catch proportions. This resulted in removal of 8 of 15 years. As mentioned above and described in 
the Decision Document, the commercial sector is generally well-constrained to their quotas. 
Monitoring of commercial landings is comprehensive and timely and the commercial fishery can 
be shut down if landings approach the quota before the end of the season. Black sea bass is a 
valuable commercial species and the commercial sector has landed their full quota for many years.5 
As such, the commercial sector is largely unable to demonstrate a need for an increased allocation 
based on landings. The recreational sector is open access, does not have in-season closures, and 
recreational catch and harvest are estimated by a statistical survey methodology which can result 
in estimates that are much more variable and less comprehensive than the commercial fishery 
dealer data. As such, despite attempts to constrain recreational harvest based on bag, size, and 
season limits, the recreational sector has been able to exceed their RHL to a much greater extent 
and more frequently than the commercial sector has been able to exceed their quota. This poses a 
fairness issue regarding how both sectors demonstrate a need for increased allocation. Removing 
years with RHL overages from the averages used to calculate revised allocations under alternative 
BSB-4 helps address these concerns.  

Phase-in Provisions 
The benefits of a phase-in period will vary depending on the magnitude of the allocation change 
implemented and the species under consideration. Furthermore, the stock assessments will be 
updated in 2023 for use in setting 2024-2025 specifications, so changes to stock biomass may 
offset or compound any changes to the percent allocation through a phase in. Council staff 
recommend either no phase-in, or if the Council and Board wish to use a phase-in period, a two-
year phase-in (alternative 1d-2). Depending on the magnitude of the change implemented, a two-
year phase-in could most appropriately balance the tradeoffs regarding socioeconomic impacts and 
a desire to address a management challenge by changing the allocations. Staff do not recommend 
a 3 or 5 year phase in due to the magnitude of allocation changes within the amendment and the 
uncertainties related to future stock condition. 

2) Transfers (Alternative Set 2) 

Due to the implementation complexities associated with the proposed transfer process outlined in 
the Decision Document, Council staff advise against the use of transfers for these species. 
Therefore, staff recommend selection of alternative 2a (no action on transfers). 

 
 

5 For example, see Table 2 in the 2021 Black Sea Bass Fishery Information Document, available at: 
https://www.mafmc.org/s/BSB_fishery_info_doc_2021.pdf. Note that 2020 landings were greatly impacted by the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

https://www.mafmc.org/s/BSB_fishery_info_doc_2021.pdf
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3) Framework/Addendum Provisions (Alternative Set 3) 

Council staff support the use of frameworks/addenda to make future allocation changes as a tool 
in the tool box, acknowledging that major allocation changes or controversial allocation changes 
should still be considered through an amendment. Staff also support the use of framework actions/ 
addenda to implement future transfer provisions if the Council and Board deem it appropriate. 
Therefore, Council staff recommend selection of alternative 3b (allow future changes to 
allocations, transfers, and other measures included in this amendment) as a preferred alternative. 
Council staff advise against constraining the use of frameworks/addenda to changes within a pre-
determined range as the decision to use a framework/addendum or an amendment should always 
be made on a case-by-case basis.  

 



From: Moore, Christopher
To: Beaty, Julia
Subject: FW: Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Reallocation
Date: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 3:56:10 PM

Fyi and posting. C

On 12/1/21, 3:51 PM, "fishthewizard (null)" <fishthewizard@aol.com> wrote:

    Dear Dr. Moore:

    Any reduction of quota to the commercial black sea bass fishery will severely impact commercial fishermen,
along with the public who depend on us for providing them with fish.  We have abided by strict regulations for
years, but are now at risk of losing fish through reallocation, even though black sea bass are abundant.  While there
is a moratorium on commercial permits, uncontrolled expansion of the recreational fishery is allowed.  The
allocation of black sea bass between sectors should remain status quo, unless the commercial allocation is increased.

    Sincerely,

    Joan Berko
    F/V Wizard

mailto:cmoore@mafmc.org
mailto:jbeaty@mafmc.org


Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director            November 18, 2021 
Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 
 

Re: Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment 

 

Dear Dr. Moore and Mid Atlantic Council Members, 

 

  We the undersigned Rhode Island federally permitted commercial fish dealer/processors are 
writing to strongly support the No Action/Status Quo Alternative for the Commercial/Recreational 
Allocation Amendment.  

  Although Rhode Island does not hold a seat on the Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 
Point Judith, Rhode Island, accounted for more individual vessels landing black sea bass than any other 
port on the East Coast and 9% of the overall 2020 commercial landings.1 Similarly, Rhode Island was 
awarded, based on landings, 15% of the coastwide baseline commercial fluke quota.2 Of the state by 
state quotas for scup summer quota period, Rhode Island accounts for 56% of the entire coastwide 
quota, more than all other East Coast states combined.3    

  The state of Rhode Island has just been awarded a federal Saltonstall Kennedy grant entitled 
“Realizing the Full Potential of Rhode Island Seafood in Rhode Island”, a targeted effort via the Rhode 
Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative to increase in state consumption of “three bellwether species 
landed in RI: summer flounder, black sea bass, and scup”.4 This initiative has been lauded by RI Governor 
McKee and the entire federal RI Congressional delegation. 5 

  The SK grant itself notes:  

“Rhode Island has long been a major, steady contributor to the fisheries of the U.S., with annual 
landings valued at over $100 million (ex‐vessel), total economic output valued at over $400 million, and 
total associated jobs exceeding 4,000. Point Judith is the third most valuable commercial fishing port on 
the East Coast…. While the Rhode Island commercial fishing and seafood industry are a key focus of the 
project, the success of the project is wholly dependent upon an increase in consumer awareness of, 

 
1 See 2021 Black Sea Bass Fishery Information Document at 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/60e48e0984aa98094ae673b9/1625591306
568/BSB_fishery_info_doc_2021.pdf.  
2 See 2021 Summer Flounder Fishery Information Document at 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/60eca7c7973f9128ac6e30ab/16261221845
91/Fluke+AP+FPR+Info+Doc_2021.pdf.  
3 See 2021 Scup Fishery Information Document at 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/60c3af6c249ef247cdaa8914/16234371650
82/Scup_info_doc_2021.pdf.  
4 See attached document, “Measuring the Impact of the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Campaign: Participants 
Needed: RI Seafood Dealers”. Emphasis added.  
5 See RI DEM Press Release, November 16, 2021 at: https://www.ri.gov/press/view/42487.  



demand for, and consumption of Rhode Island seafood products. As such, Rhode Island seafood 
consumers in Rhode Island stand to benefit as much, if not more than the industry itself. Rhode Island 
seafood consumers include all residents and all visitors to the state. Rhode Island, the Ocean State, is a 
prime destination for tourists seeking the Ocean‐State experience, and that involves a lot of dining at a 
lot of Rhode Island restaurants…. And during a time when public health issues are at the fore, and food 
security has become a major concern, it stands to reason that improving public health and welfare via 
increased access to and consumption of healthful Rhode Island seafood is, per se, enormously important 
and particularly timely…. A final public benefit stemming from the campaign will be the enhanced 
opportunity for low‐income segments of the population to access high‐quality Rhode Island seafood 
products at an affordable price.”6 

The first and foremost prerequisite to this effort is the availability of commercially landed Rhode 
Island seafood‐ specifically summer flounder, black sea bass, and scup. Rhode Island cannot develop 
new markets and new consumer awareness and feed the public while simultaneously losing commercial 
access to these species. Creating uncertainty through reallocation combined with the scientific and 
management uncertainty, and associated quota reductions, that will accompany increased recreational 
allocation will directly undermine these efforts.  

Therefore, we can only support Status Quo when it comes to Allocation. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 

 

Sincerely,  

         

       Meghan Lapp, Seafreeze Shoreside                Chris Lee, Sea Fresh USA  

 

 

     

 Katie Almeida, The Town Dock 

 
6 Saltonstall Kennedy Grant “Realizing the Full Potential of Rhode Island Seafood in Rhode Island”, p. 4, 7.  



 

 

 

 

 

Participants Needed: RI Seafood Dealers 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participants Needed: URI researchers seek volunteers among RI seafood dealers who buy and 

sell summer flounder, black sea bass, and/or scup landed in RI. 

 

Data Needed:  

Sales data for the three RI-landed species, including volume, form (whole, processed, 

fresh, frozen, prepared), destination (in-state/out-of-state), and value (price paid and sold) 

 

Data Collection Period: January - December 2022, plus comparison data from prior year(s).  

 

Data Collection Method: Data will be collected on a biweekly basis via a convenient method 

that best fits the interests of each participant, e.g., Dropbox, cloud storage, or memory stick. 

 

Data Confidentially: All data collected will be subject to strict confidentiality. Only the 

researchers conducting this study will have access to the data, which will be stored securely. 

Final results will be aggregated to protect the confidentiality of individual participants. 

 

Your participation in this study is important. The goal of the well-funded 2022 RI seafood 

marketing and promotion campaign is to increase the value of RI seafood sold in RI by 

increasing awareness, consumption, and demand. A sound way to evaluate the effectiveness of 

this campaign is to track changes in sales of three bellwether species landed in RI regarding the 

volume and value of products sold in-state versus out-of-state. Since all species landed in RI 

must be sold to (or by) licensed dealers, their sales serve as the key metric for this evaluation. 

While we hope all licensed dealers in RI will participate in this study, participation is 

completely voluntary. We appreciate your time and interest and hope to hear from you soon! 

 
 

 
For more information or to volunteer to participate, contact Dr. Hiro Uchida at 

riseafoodstudy@uri.edu /  (401) 874-2238 

 

During 2022, the RI Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) 

on behalf of the RI Seafood Marketing Collaborative, will conduct a 

statewide marketing campaign to promote sales of RI seafood. The 

campaign is being funded by a federal Saltonstall-Kennedy grant award. 

Researchers from the University of Rhode Island (URI) will evaluate the 

effectiveness of the campaign by tracking in-state sales of three bellwether 

species landed in RI: summer flounder, black sea bass, and scup.  
 



1 
 

Section A:  Project Summary 

A-1.  Project Information 

Project Title:  Realizing the Full Potential of Rhode Island Seafood in Rhode Island 

Pre-Proposal Number: 21GAR031 

Project Location: Rhode Island (statewide) 

Requested Project Period: September 1, 2021 – April 30, 2023 

Federal Funding Request:  $300,000 

Program Priority: Promotion, Development, and Marketing 

A-2.  Applicant Information 

Applicant Organization:  Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM), 
Office of the Director, on behalf of the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative. 

Principal Investigator: Robert Ballou, Assistant to the Director, RIDEM; 
Robert.Ballou@dem.ri.gov; 401-222-4700, ext. 4420 (Cell: 401-788-0085) 

A-3.  Project Abstract 

Informed by ten years of experience and a focused strategic plan, and equipped with the building 
blocks for success, the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative, a vibrant public-private 
partnership, proposes a robust, statewide seafood marketing and promotion campaign to bolster 
the market for Rhode Island seafood in Rhode Island. The central project component is a multi-
faceted consumer awareness initiative hinged upon a refined RI seafood brand and the digital 
home services provided by the SeafoodRI.com website. The project addresses the core issue of 
connecting RI seafood consumers with RI seafood products, with particular emphasis on the 
value and appeal of the diverse array of abundant RI seafood resources and products available on 
a naturally fluctuating basis throughout the year. The goal is to realize the full potential of RI 
seafood in RI by optimizing the benefits derived from short, sustainable local supply chains, 
complemented by traditional out-of-state and export markets.  A diverse cohort of in-state 
seafood sales venues and a singular bellwether species – summer flounder – will be used to track 
the effectiveness of the campaign over the course of calendar year 2022. 

 A-4.  Benefits to Fishing Community 

The project promises to bolster local demand for RI seafood products, thereby increasing product 
value and giving rise to long-term stability and growth opportunities for the RI commercial 
fishing and aquaculture industry. The breakdown of traditional seafood supply chains during 
2020 sharpened recognition by the RI fishing and aquaculture community regarding the vital 
importance of establishing stronger, more secure local markets for the wide range and large 
quantity of products harvested, grown and landed in RI year-round by the multi-sector 
commercial community.  The project directly addresses this priority need and interest, lending 
support to all sectors. 
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A-5. Proposed Activities 

The project involves two principal components: a major statewide promotion and marketing 
campaign to increase consumer awareness of, and demand for, RI seafood products; and a 
process for testing the effectiveness of the campaign. The campaign will draw upon the 
considerable progress made to date by the RI Seafood Marketing Collaborative in developing a 
strong framework and strategy for marketing and promoting RI seafood, and will use a first-ever 
infusion of major funding support to bring the program to fruition. Major programmatic elements 
to be funded include promotional content development, point-of-sale support and consumer 
education, and paid media – all integrated via a RI seafood brand and centralized SeafoodRI.com 
website.  The campaign will target all seafood harvested, landed and grown in RI waters and will 
span calendar year 2022, in its entirety.  The effectiveness of the campaign will be measured in 
two ways: by tracking changes in sales and revenues over the course of 2022 among a diverse 
cohort of RI-based retailers and sales venues, and, by tracking changes in in-state sales of a 
bellwether species, summer flounder, over the course of 2022. 

A-6. Partners (All contact information provided in Attachment A) 

General Oversight and Direction.  

This project is proudly submitted on behalf of the RI Seafood Marketing Collaborative.  The 
Collaborative is composed of nineteen members, appointed in accordance with statutory 
provisions aimed at ensuring broad representation among key sectors of the local commercial 
fishing and seafood industry, joined by the University of Rhode Island, and all RI state agencies 
with roles and responsibilities pertaining to commercial fishing and seafood (Attachment B).  
Accordingly, all members of the Collaborative are serving as principal partners.  The 
Collaborative is chaired by the RIDEM Director, Janet Coit.  Robert Ballou, Asst to the Director, 
coordinates the work of the Collaborative, and has done so since its inception in 2011.  He will 
serve as the PI for this project. 

Daniel Costa, Port Manager, RIDEM; Ken Ayars, Chief, Division of Agriculture, RIDEM; Fred 
Mattera, Executive Director, Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode Island; Nessa Richman, 
Network Director, Rhode Island Food Policy Council; and Kate Masury, Program Director, 
Eating With The Ecosystem, will all serve as chief advisors to the PI and the Collaborative 
regarding all aspects of the project. 

Component #1 – Comprehensive Statewide Seafood Marketing and Promotion Campaign. 

Collaborating partners: Emily Lynch, Chief, Program Development, Director’s Office, RIDEM; 
Fred Mattera, Executive Director, Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode Island; and two Rhode 
Island-based production and media firms, TBD, to be engaged via contract. 

Component #2 – Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Campaign 

Collaborating partner: Hirotsguru Uchida, PhD, Chair, Department of Environmental and 
Natural Resource Economics, College of the Environment and Life Sciences, University of 
Rhode Island 
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Section B:  Project Narrative 

B-1.  Project Goals and Objectives 

The overarching goal of this project is to increase the value of Rhode Island seafood by realizing 
its full potential in Rhode Island.  The objectives are to increase awareness, consumption, and 
demand for Rhode Island seafood in Rhode Island via a robust, comprehensive, statewide 
seafood marketing and promotion program.  Rhode Island is fortunate to have a well-developed 
and duly adopted Strategic Plan for the Marketing of Rhode Island Seafood, which sets forth, as 
a core objective, the need to increase consumer awareness of and demand for Rhode Island 
seafood in Rhode Island, tailored to the availability, diversity, and traceability of Rhode Island 
seafood products. Accordingly, this project proposes to operationalize the central component of 
Rhode Island’s strategic seafood marketing plan. 

The goal and objectives of this project align precisely not only with Rhode Island’s priorities, but 
with those of the Saltonstall-Kennedy Program as well.  The project aims dead center at 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Priority #1 by promoting better business practices to increase market 
demand for, and value-added-of, U.S. commercial species. It focuses on shifting consumer 
preference to fresh local products, in lieu of foreign imported products.  It’s a shift needed 
nationally, and at the state level.  With a well-built ship ready to set sail, there’s an exciting 
opportunity to make a real difference in Rhode Island – to fill the sail with wind.  By so doing, 
Rhode Island can stimulate and grow its already mighty commercial fishery and achieve long-
term stability, further contributing to the growth and development of the fisheries of the U.S. 

What makes this project proposal so strong, and so compelling, is that it emanates from the 
Rhode Island commercial fishing and seafood industry and addresses the community’s priority 
needs and interests.  Ten years ago, there was no process or program in place in Rhode Island to 
work collaboratively with the local fishing and seafood community to address their interests in 
better marketing and promoting their products.  Then, in 2011, the Rhode Island General 
Assembly established the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative and charged it with 
“support[ing] and work[ing] collaboratively with the Rhode Island fishing community to 
promote the marketing and sustainability of Rhode Island seafood” (Rhode Island General Law 
Chapter 20-38). In the years since, the Rhode Island community, via the Collaborative, has 
worked together to build a strong framework and strategy for marketing and promoting RI 
seafood.  And the RI Department of Environmental Management has stepped up to the plate, 
developing a strong RI seafood program, on a shoestring budget, to implement key strategies and 
forge new pathways, consistent with the statute, the guidance and direction provided by the 
Collaborative, and the needs and interests of the industry. 

Rhode Island has long been a powerhouse with regard to its commercial fishery and contribution 
to overall domestic seafood production.  A large amount of the 80+ million pounds of annual 
wild harvest landings in Rhode Island and 8+ million oysters produced annually by Rhode Island 
shellfish farmers are exported out of state, supporting regional, national, and international 
markets.  That component of the fishery is important and valuable and will remain so in 
perpetuity.  What is striking, however, is the relatively slim margin of production sold directly 
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into the Rhode Island market, and the lost economic opportunity associated therewith.  The 
Rhode Island wholesalers who sell into the out-of-state market have signaled loud and clear if 
there were sufficient local demand for local product, the market would pivot, in part, and benefit 
substantially as a result.  The corollary message from local consumers, being offered just as loud 
and clear, is that if they had more awareness of and access to local product, they would opt for it 
and, in so doing, lend their support to the Rhode Island fishing community. 

Against this backdrop, the next step, in meeting the needs and interests of the Rhode Island 
commercial fishing and seafood community is clear – a major initiative is needed to connect 
local sellers with local buyers.  To bolster the local market in a way that increases the value of 
local product sold -- via reduced transportation costs, and better pricing for high-demand fresh 
local product.  In so doing, the many participants in the local seafood industry – wholesalers, 
processors, distributors, retailers, markets, restaurants – all stand to benefit as the rising tide lifts 
all boats.  And with the recent enactment in Rhode Island of a new direct-sale license, enabling 
commercial harvesters to sell certain species of finfish and live lobsters and crabs directly to 
consumers and retailers from the boat on which they were harvested, harvesters now stand to 
benefit directly from a stronger local market. 

To accomplish these goals and objectives, Rhode Island does not need to start from scratch.  The 
state is already ideally positioned to launch this major initiative, thanks to the strong program 
already in place – a program highlighted by a trademarked RI seafood brand, for use in 
distinguishing and promoting Rhode Island seafood products in the marketplace, and by a well-
established digital home for the program, the SeafoodRI.com website.  The only shortcoming, 
the only obstacle to launching the program in a way that effectively addresses the Rhode Island 
fishing community’s priority needs and interest, is to secure the funding needed to operationalize 
a robust, statewide marketing and promotion campaign.  Messaging is the key tool.   Effective 
messaging requires well-honed, targeted content, and a platform sufficient to reach the target 
audience.  In many states, it is difficult, if not impossible, to develop, implement and adequately 
fund a program aimed at reaching all seafood consumers in the state.  In Rhode Island, size 
matters.  The state is small enough, and the community is galvanized enough, to make a 
statewide campaign work, and work well. 

Rhode Island has long been a major, steady contributor to the fisheries of the U.S., with annual 
landings valued at over $100 million (ex-vessel), total economic output valued at over $400 
million, and total associated jobs exceeding 4,000.   Point Judith is the third most valuable 
commercial fishing port on the East Coast.  Newport’s Pier 9 supports a stable and productive 
commercial fleet; Narragansett Bay supports a thriving shellfish industry; and shellfish farms are 
well-established and expanding in the southern coastal ponds and elsewhere in Rhode Island 
waters.  Regarding the latter, there are now 81 shellfish farms in RI marine waters, with nearly 
340 acres being farmed.  In 2019, these shellfish farms produced more than 8.3 million oysters, 
with a farm-gate value of $5.74 million. 

While certain species such as squid, scallops, and lobsters constitute the highest-value landings 
in Rhode Island, the long list of additional species landed and grown in the state distinguishes 
Rhode Island’s marine fisheries and enhances their value.  Few other states have marine fisheries 
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that are as diversified as Rhode Island.  This diversity reflects the availability of a wide mix of 
species in Rhode Island waters, the waters of southern New England, and neighboring regions – 
all within range for the Rhode Island fleet.  It also reflects the smart business practices of the 
Rhode Island fishing community, which has built a solid industry based on a blended, mixed-use 
fishery.  

However, like other fishing and seafood industries throughout the U.S., the Rhode Island 
industry is facing the realities of an uncertain future – stemming from fluctuations in stock status, 
shifts in resource distribution and abundance, threats posed by shellfish disease, and a market 
that increasingly struggles to meet traditional, non-fungible consumer demand.  What’s more, 
2020 has been a year like no other, with the COVID-19 crisis wreaking havoc on the industry via 
new health risks for the labor force and the major disruption of traditional supply chains. 

Against this backdrop, the Rhode Island marine fishing and seafood industry is well positioned 
to not only withstand these challenges, but to capitalize on them.  In many ways, Rhode Island is 
a bellwether for the future growth of U.S. fisheries, in the face of such challenges. 

Like other states, the Rhode Island industry faces the need to adjust to declines in historically 
important fisheries, such as lobsters and cod, upticks in non-traditional fisheries, such as Jonah 
crab, and fluctuations in the availability of stocks such as summer flounder, black sea bass, and 
striped bass.  While landings of squid, scup, scallops, and hard clams have been generally stable 
and provide a reliable source of fresh local seafood year-round, landings of other species tend to 
fluctuate.  The Rhode Island fishing community understands that shifts in species availability and 
catch caps are the result of a dynamic ecosystem, a changing climate, and a sustainable fishery 
management system, and thanks to the state’s diverse seafood portfolio, the industry is well 
positioned to accommodate such fluctuations. 

However, like many U.S. consumers, Rhode Island seafood consumers are generally unaware of 
the variability associated with local seafood production, and how and where their seafood is 
sourced.  This largely explains why seafood imports, which tend to rely upon consistent supply 
chains of specific species from foreign markets, typically eclipse local seafood products in local 
markets. 

Accordingly, a key tenant of the RI Collaborative’s Strategic Plan is to promote increased 
consumer awareness regarding the nature and availability of Rhode Island’s diverse seafood 
portfolio, leading to increased consumer demand that better aligns with fluctuations in local 
seafood production.  In other words: aligning flexible supply with flexible demand.  Increased 
consumer awareness and demand give rise to industry stability and growth; and the grounding of 
such stability and growth in a fluctuating and flexible local seafood system offers huge promise 
for long-term economic and public health benefits.  These core attributes of the RI 
Collaborative’s Strategic Plan underscore this Saltonstall-Kennedy project proposal.  

B-2.  Project Impacts 
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The project is expected to generate direct, measurable benefits for the Rhode Island commercial 
fishing and seafood industry, in the form of increased Rhode Island seafood product value; as 
well as indirect benefits in the form of a more economically stable local seafood system. 

As important, the project is expected to generate direct, measurable benefits for Rhode Island 
seafood consumers, in the form of increased consumption of Rhode Island seafood products, as 
well as indirect benefits in the form of better health, improved food security, and  

Industry Benefits 

As further detailed in this project proposal under the sections addressing Evaluation of Project 
and Statement of Work, the University of Rhode Island’s Department of Environmental and 
Natural Resource Economics will bring its expertise to bear in tracking changes in in-state sales 
of RI seafood products, and the value of those sales, over the course of 2022.  Drawing upon a 
diverse cohort of Rhode Island-based seafood retailers and seafood sales venues, the URI team 
will assess seafood sales data for the period preceding 2022, track sales data during 2022, and 
then analyze the changes that occur in 2022 attributable to the statewide seafood marketing and 
promotion campaign.  The key will be teasing out the sales data pertaining to Rhode Island 
seafood products from the data pertaining to other seafood products, and determining whether 
the expected bump-up in sales of Rhode Island seafood products had a significant positive effect 
on overall sales, and sales revenue.  The evaluation will include an analysis of ex-vessel pricing 
associated with the sales, to determine if the expected ripple effect of increased product value 
results in measurable benefits to the commercial harvesters. 

The diverse cohort of Rhode Island-based seafood retailers and seafood sales venues will be used 
to reflect the broader industry-wide benefits derived from the statewide marketing and promotion 
campaign. 

For a more granular analysis of the statewide impact of the marketing and promotion campaign, 
the URI team will also focus on in-state sales of summer flounder, and the value of those sales, 
of a bellwether species, summer flounder. This analysis will be undertaken on a statewide basis, 
thereby extending the economic impact analysis beyond the cohort/study group.  The effect of 
the campaign on sales of summer flounder, with a particular focus on ex-vessel value, will reveal 
how that particular fishery – one of the most important, and particularly ripe for economic 
growth – benefits from the campaign. 

On a somewhat more course, but still telling, basis, the RIDEM team will track project impacts 
by determining the number and geographic distribution of in-state retailers featuring Rhode 
Island seafood products, linked with the RI Seafood Brand, prior to and then after the one-year 
campaign.  It is expected that the publicity generated via the campaign, and associated increase 
in consumer awareness and demand, will incentivize broad participation in the sale of Rhode 
Island seafood products by seafood retailers throughout the state.  Increased participation is 
expected to lead to increased sales and increased economic benefits for the Rhode Island industry 
writ large. 

Public Benefits 
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While the Rhode Island commercial fishing and seafood industry are a key focus of the project, 
the success of the project is wholly dependent upon an increase in consumer awareness of, 
demand for, and consumption of Rhode Island seafood products.  As such, Rhode Island seafood 
consumers in Rhode Island stand to benefit as much, if not more than the industry itself.  Rhode 
Island seafood consumers include all residents and all visitors to the state.  Rhode Island, the 
Ocean State, is a prime destination for tourists seeking the Ocean-State experience, and that 
involves a lot of dining at a lot of Rhode Island restaurants.  While the COVID-19 crisis has 
wreaked havoc on the restaurant and tourism industries, there is every reason to believe that, by 
2022, the economy will have returned to some sense of normality, and the restaurant and tourist 
industries, in particular, will be in need of a major boost.  This project is aimed at providing that 
boost.  It’s difficult to imagine any seafood-craving customer at a Rhode Island restaurant opting 
for an imported product over a fresh Rhode Island product.  Yet it happens all the time.  This 
project aims to shift that dynamic by promoting and supporting restaurants that offer fresh Rhode 
Island seafood products; in turn, catering to the interests of seafood consumers from Rhode 
Island and visiting Rhode Island from throughout the U.S. and beyond. 

And during a time when public health issues are at the fore, and food security has become a 
major concern, it stands to reason that improving public health and welfare via increased access 
to and consumption of healthful Rhode Island seafood is, per se, enormously important and 
particularly timely.  The pandemic and associated disruption in traditional food/seafood supply 
chains initially forced a number of major Rhode Island wholesalers/dealers to suspend 
operations.  They had lost their access to the out-of-state markets they had become dependent on.  
In turn, Rhode Island commercial harvesters lost their access to the Rhode Island dealers they 
had become dependent on.  And as the industry reeled, so too did consumers, who encountered 
food shortages based on their reliance on local markets that could not maintain food supplies 
because of the disrupted food chains they had grown dependent on.  Meanwhile, abundant 
seafood resources lay waiting and available off the Rhode Island coast. 

Not long ago, the above scenario would have been offered as a hypothetical.  It is now our 
reality.  There is an urgent need to structure our seafood supply chain to ensure that a steady flow 
of fresh local product is always available to support and maintain the local food system.  The 
goal of realizing the full potential of Rhode Island seafood in Rhode Island – the title of this 
project proposal – speaks to this need.  It will be addressed by promoting the availability of fresh 
Rhode Island seafood throughout the state, as a staple for every retailer.  The campaign will 
embrace all sales opportunities, including direct sales by commercial harvesters.  There is no 
shorter supply chain than direct from harvester to consumer.  In times of crisis, as we have been 
experiencing lately, it may be the only viable source of fresh, local seafood. 

A final public benefit stemming from the campaign will be the enhanced opportunity for low-
income segments of the population to access high-quality Rhode Island seafood products at an 
affordable price.  Traditionally, local seafood retailers have not sold species like scup, butterfish, 
whiting, and Atlantic mackerel due to low demand.  The statewide marketing and promotion 
campaign will address that issue by targeting all species harvested, landed, and grown in Rhode 
Island and, in so doing, increase demand broadly.  Indeed, the campaign will highlight the 
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incredible diversity of the Rhode Island commercial landings portfolio.  In 2019, a total of 64 
species were landed commercially in Rhode Island.  The majority of those species never made 
into local markets, and thus never reached the Rhode Island consumer.  Some, like butterfish and 
whiting, were landed in vast quantities – 6.5 million pounds and 5.7 million pounds, 
respectively.  Most were sold into out-of-state markets by Rhode Island wholesalers who paid 
Rhode Island commercial harvesters an ex-vessel price of generally less than $1/pound.  If even 
modest amounts of those Rhode Island seafood products are redirected to in-state markets and 
made available to Rhode Island consumers at an affordable price, it will reap enormous public 
benefits. 

Summary of Project Impacts 

In broad terms, the project is expected to produce: (1) an increase in value for Rhode Island 
seafood products, based on an increased willingness-to-pay or substitute; (2) a shift in market 
preference for Rhode Island seafood products over imported seafood products; and (3) a more 
sustainable and healthy Rhode Island seafood system aligned with state and national 
sustainability and economic development goals. 

B-3.  Evaluation of Project 

A fundamental shortcoming of many strategic planning initiatives is that they fail to adequately 
include metrics for measuring success.  The RI Seafood Marketing Collaborative’s Strategic 
Plan for the Marketing of Rhode Island Seafood avoids this shortcoming by incorporating a set 
of general and targeted metrics.  This project proposal adopts those metrics and tailors them to 
provide an innovative means for evaluating the relative success of the project in achieving its 
objectives. 

The project will employ three methodologies to gauge the effectiveness of the statewide 
marketing and promotion campaign. 

1. The use of key performance indicators (KPI) to determine the effectiveness of the campaign 
in generating increased awareness of the value and appeal of Rhode Island seafood in Rhode 
Island, and in generating engagement on the part of those made aware.  KPIs are most 
applicable to social media advertising, and the campaign will rely heavily on paid social 
media as a major marketing tool.  The campaign will also develop and distribute promotional 
materials at sales venues throughout the state.  These materials will include fliers that provide 
information and education for consumers on the value and benefits of buying Rhode Island 
seafood products, and direct those interested in learning more to the SeafoodRI.com website 
and Facebook page. 

To assess the effectiveness of the campaign’s social media advertising in generating 
increased awareness, the key KPI will be total reach, i.e., the total number of people who see 
the content being advertised.  To assess the effectiveness of the campaign’s social media 
advertising in generating engagement on the part of people reached through the advertising, 
the key KPIs will be likes, comments, shares, and landing page visits. 
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Another straightforward performance indicator that will be used is tracking the number of 
promotional materials distributed at sales venues throughout the state. 
 

2. As important as it is to gauge the effectiveness of a promotion and marketing campaign by 
determining the number of people reached via the campaign (#1 above), a more central 
metric is whether the people reached respond in a way that produces tangible results.  In 
accordance with the goals and objectives of this project, the most tangible results are 
increases in Rhode Island seafood sales, and increases in the value of those sales, in Rhode 
Island.  

To evaluate these metrics, the University of Rhode Island’s Department of Environmental 
and Natural Resource Economics will track changes in in-state sales of Rhode Island seafood 
products, and the value of those sales, over the course of 2022.  This will be done using a 
diverse cohort of Rhode Island-based seafood retailers and seafood sales venues. Tracking 
changes in sales revenue will serve as a meaningful proxy for assessing economic benefits 
stemming from the campaign.  Tracking changes in sales, per se, will serve as a meaningful 
proxy for tracking changes in consumption of local product stemming from the campaign.  
The details of this evaluative procedure are set forth in the Statement of Work. 

For a more granular analysis of the statewide impact of the marketing and promotion 
campaign, the URI team will also track in-state sales of summer flounder, and the value of 
those sales. This analysis will be undertaken on a statewide basis, thereby extending the 
economic impact analysis beyond the cohort/study group.  The details of this evaluative 
procedure are set forth in the Statement of Work. 

3. A third evaluative procedure will be employed by the RIDEM team, who will track project 
impacts by determining the number and geographic distribution of in-state retailers featuring 
Rhode Island seafood products, linked with the RI seafood brand, prior to and after the one-
year campaign.  Since RIDEM oversees use of the RI Seafood Brand, and since its use 
signals a commitment on the part of the user to apply it in a way that identifies and promotes 
Rhode Island seafood products, the number and geographic distribution of retailers using it in 
2022 compared to prior years will provide a strong indication of the effectiveness of the 
campaign in engaging retailers, a factor pivotal to the overall success of the project. 

B-4.  Need for Government Financial Assistance 

To date, the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative and the RI Department of 
Environmental Management have relied upon a modest annual appropriation of $20,000 from the 
Local Agriculture and Seafood Act Grants Program to promote RI seafood.  The results have 
been impressive, though limited in scope and impact due to the thinness of funding. 

In recognition of this funding limitation, RI’s Strategic Plan sets forth the following strategic 
priority (pp 9-10): 

 Assess funding requirements needed to support priority elements of this Plan, and pursue 
funding opportunities aimed at achieving stable, long-term programmatic support. 
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o Identify and apply for supplemental funding support to seed full program 
implementation. 

o Identify and secure dedicated public and/or private sector funding to provide 
long-term programmatic support. 

The Collaborative is committed to pursuing a dedicated funding source, but it recognizes that 
dedicated funding is difficult to secure absent a proof of concept.  This Saltonstall-Kennedy 
funding proposal is aimed at proving that the Collaborative has it right – that with adequate seed 
funding, the Strategy, once fully operationalized, can and will strengthen the value of Rhode 
Island’s fishing and seafood industry, generating an impressive return on investment. 

It is in this context that this Saltonstall-Kennedy proposal aims dead center with its central focus 
on connecting Rhode Island seafood consumers with Rhode Island seafood products, with 
particular emphasis on product diversity and natural fluctuations in product supply.  It is the 
linchpin of the Strategy.  With ten years of core seafood marketing program development and 
implementation activities under its belt, Rhode Island is well equipped and ideally positioned to 
transition its local seafood economy to a much stronger, more sustainable place – to realize the 
full potential of Rhode Island seafood in Rhode Island.  The only shortcoming, the only obstacle 
to full program implementation, is the funding support necessary to make it happen. 

Once the corner is turned, once the proof of concept is shown to be effective in meeting the 
needs and interests of the Rhode Island commercial fishing and seafood industry, the likelihood 
of securing dedicated public and/or private sector funding for long-term programmatic support, 
commensurate with annual needs, is high. 

Besides the $20,000 in annual state funding, there are no other funding sources that have been 
identified for use in implementing any of the work set forth in this proposal.  If this proposal is 
not awarded funding, the proposed work will not be done. 

B-5.  Federal, State, and Local Government Activities and Permits 

No permits are required. 

B-6/7.  Statement of Work & Project Design/Management 

The project design involves two principal components: a major statewide promotion and 
marketing campaign to increase consumer awareness of, and demand for, RI seafood products; 
and a process for testing the effectiveness of the campaign 

Statewide Promotion and Marketing Campaign 

Element 1 – RI Seafood Brand 

RIDEM staff oversight, coordination, and management to be provided by R. Ballou [No costs 
charged to grant for this element] 
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In 2013, the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative approved, and the Rhode Island 
Department of Environmental Management trademarked, a new Rhode Island Seafood Brand 
(Logo).  The brand is shown below. 

 

Also in 2013, RIDEM adopted regulations governing use of the brand, and began making it 
available to RI seafood dealers (wholesalers), upon application to the Department.  The 
regulations are provided as an attachment to this proposal. 

Since 2013, use of the brand has languished.  In 2019, the results of a Sea Grant-funded 
consumer preference survey conducted by the University of Rhode Island’s Food Safety 
Research Center (Richard, N. and Pivarnik, L. 2020. RI branding program for local seafood: 
Consumer perceptions, awareness and willingness-to-pay. Journal of Agriculture, Food 
Systems, and Community Development. 9(2), 13-29) were presented to the Rhode Island 
Seafood Marketing Collaborative.  The survey results were sobering: while two-thirds (66%) 
of RI consumers felt that a branding logo would encourage them to select a local seafood 
product, and more than half (53%) would be more willing to try a seafood product if it were 
labeled local, only 12% recognized the fledging RI seafood logo. 

The presentation of the survey results, coupled with the insights provided by members of the 
Collaborative, reinforced the emerging perception that the RI seafood brand was not fully 
achieving its intended purpose.  While it constituted a potentially useful way to distinguish 
RI seafood products in the marketplace, insufficient consumer outreach and education limited 
its effectiveness.  In response to these findings, the Collaborative agreed to revisit the brand, 
and consider loosening the regulatory restrictions on its use so that it can better serve as an 
all-encompassing ambassador for Rhode Island seafood. 

This policy/regulatory initiative is set forth in the RI Collaborative’s Strategic Plan as the 
first strategic priority to be pursued.  The process of revisiting and considering revisions to 
the RI seafood brand to increase its effectiveness is underway.  Revisions are slated to be 
complete by the spring of 2021.  Upon completion, the Collaborative will be poised to reboot 
the RI seafood logo via a robust statewide marketing and promotion campaign that utilizes 
the RI seafood brand as the unifying element – the very campaign proposed by this project 
proposal. 

Element 2 – Media Plan 
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RIDEM staff oversight, coordination, and management to be provided by R. Ballou and E. 
Lynch [Personnel costs charged to grant] 

A. Content Development and Production.  The Rhode Island Department of Environmental 
Management (RIDEM), acting on behalf of the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing 
Collaborative, will coordinate with the Rhode Island Department of Administration, 
Division of Purchases, to execute a contract with [TBD], competed competitively, to 
develop content and undertake production in support of the statewide seafood marketing 
and promotion campaign.  Content shall include, but not be limited to, video and 
photographs depicting all aspects of the Rhode Island commercial fishing and seafood 
industry.  Production shall include, but not be limited to, editing of footage and photos for 
use in advertising and promotion. Special attention will be given to summer flounder as a 
premier Rhode Island seafood product, landed in Rhode Island throughout the year. 
 

B. Paid Media.  RIDEM, acting on behalf of the Collaborative, will coordinate with the 
Rhode Island Department of Administration, Division of Purchases, to execute a contract 
with [TBD], competed competitively, to develop and execute a comprehensive media 
plan that spans the entirety of 2022.  Specific buy breakouts for 2022 will be highly 
dependent on factors such as availability, networks, number of ads, 2021 production 
schedule, and other variables that will need to be determined, with the contractor.  When 
developing the plan and booking the media, the following general strategy and tactics 
will be considered: 
 
• From a tactical level, a two-pronged approach will be considered: 

• Use broad-reaching media tactics to reach as many adults in Rhode Island as 
possible to drive awareness; 

• Use targeted media tactics to hone-in on key seafood-buying audiences/ 
locations/sales venues, as well as species (e.g., summer flounder), to drive 
awareness and sales 

• From a timing perspective, the goal would be to have at least one paid media tactic in 
the market over the course of the 12-month timeframe for the campaign, to stay top-
of-mind. Other tactics would run in more condensed timeframes based on peak-
seasonality (and off-season timing) to support the campaign, tied to species 
availability, in more targeted ways. Ideal timing for specific media tactics based on 
media consumption habits will also be considered.  

• From a creative standpoint, visual media will be prioritized, since it best showcases 
seafood products. 

  
• Paid social  

• Social media ads provide the opportunity to drive awareness and engagement 
(likes, shares, comments, event RSVPs, etc.) and can segment messages to 
different audiences, making the advertising most relevant. Previous paid social 
media campaigns (on Facebook and Instagram, in particular) undertaken by 
RIDEM for the purpose of promoting Rhode Island seafood have been highly 
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effective, earning click-through rates above industry averages and costs per click 
below industry averages. Because of this past performance and the highly visual 
nature of these two platforms, it would be considered a key tactic for the 
campaign.  

• Online display/video 
• By leveraging behavioral and shopping data of consumers in Rhode Island, 

targeting audiences online who are likely to buy seafood will be considered as a 
tactic to help drive sales of Rhode Island seafood. Other considered targeting 
tactics could include contextual targeting, retargeting, lookalike targeting, and 
geo-fencing. Static images, rich media, and video ads would all be considered to 
best showcase the creative and catch the attention of Rhode Islanders. 

• Influencer marketing 
• Working with key (sea)foodie influencers in Rhode Island to engage with their 

established audiences to raise awareness of Rhode Island seafood is an effective 
way to bolster social media messaging. This involves identifying key influencers 
that align with Rhode Island seafood and engaging them on promoted posts, 
content, and testimonials to help encourage product consideration, purchase, and 
event attendance. 

• Out-of-home 
• Out-of-home media reaches the masses and is excellent for driving broad 

awareness while also having the ability to hyper-target key locations. This may 
include billboards, mobile billboards, buses, movie theaters/drive-ins, and guerilla 
tactics like beach advertising. 

• TV 
• Television is an excellent way to reach a large number of Rhode Islanders in a 

visually impactful way. The TV landscape and behaviors are increasingly 
fragmented, which means all TV tactics would be considered to ensure different 
demographic groups are reached appropriately. This includes cable, broadcast, 
and connected TV. 
  

Element 3 – SeafoodRI.com Website and RI Seafood Facebook Page (#RISeafoodRocks) 

RIDEM staff oversight, coordination, and management to be provided by E. Lynch, with 
assistance from two seasonal interns [No costs charged to grant for this element] 

These core elements of the statewide seafood marketing and promotion campaign are already 
well-developed, active, and effective.  They will continue to serve as the digital home for the 
Rhode Island seafood program and will serve as the prime tools for integrating the statewide 
campaign.  The website provides consumers with a wealth of information on Rhode Island 
seafood including what is available, where it can be purchased, how it’s harvested, and how 
to cook and enjoy it.  A new feature is a page on the site that provides weekly updates of all 
seafood landings in Rhode Island.  Rhode Island may be the only state in the U.S. providing 
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this near real-time information to consumers and retailers in a readily accessible, online 
format. 

As increasing numbers of Rhode Island retailers, spurred by the campaign, add Rhode Island 
seafood products to their display cases and menus, the SeafoodRI.com website and RI 
Seafood Facebook page will feature and promote them. 

Special attention will be given to summer flounder as a premier Rhode Island seafood 
product, landed in Rhode Island throughout the year. 

Element 4 – Fish Line Phone App 

Oversight, coordination and management to be provided by the Commercial Fisheries Center of 
Rhode Island [Contractual costs charged to grant] 

Another important tool already in the toolbox for Rhode Island is the Fish Line phone app.  
Launched during the summer of 2020 with funding support from Rhode Island Sea Grant, 
Fish Line serves as central marketplace for Rhode Island seafood being sold directly to 
consumers by commercial fishermen. It allows fishermen to post what species they caught 
each day, their prices, and their sales location and hours. It also provides recipes and 
information about each species and how they are caught, as well as stories and photos from 
the fishermen. 

The Fish Line app has been integrated into the SeafoodRI.com website, offering a phone-
friendly way to tap into the fresh Rhode Island seafood market.  It is currently set up to 
enable Rhode Island fishermen, acting as direct-sale retailers, to connect with customers.  
That feature will be expanded during the campaign – via this element -- to include all seafood 
retail sales venues throughout the state.   

Element 5 – Point-of-Sale Retailer Support and Consumer Education/Awareness 

RIDEM staff oversight, coordination, and management to be provided by R. Ballou and E. 
Lynch, with assistance from two seasonal interns [Personnel and supply costs charged to grant] 

There is no better opportunity to support and promote Rhode Island seafood than at seafood 
sales venues.  These include seafood specialty markets, general food markets that sell 
seafood, farmer’s markets, and online food aggregators and delivery services.  And thanks to 
Rhode Island’s new direct-sale licensing program, commercial harvesters selling directly to 
consumers adds a new venue to the list. 

This element of the statewide marketing and promotion campaign will involve two sub-
elements.   

Sub-element A is to provide support to retailers selling Rhode Island seafood products.  Such 
support will include piks for use in seafood display cases that feature the RI Seafood Brand 
along with the species name.  They will serve as a simple and effective way to distinguish 
Rhode Island seafood products in he marketplace.  Additional support will include hats and 
tee-shirts featuring the RI Seafood Brand, to be worn by sellers, and a durable banner 
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depicting the RI Seafood Brand to be hung in a location easily seen by customers.  For 
restaurants, seafood delivery services, and other venues serving prepared food, colorful paper 
placemats, depicting popular RI seafood species and the RI Seafood Band, will also be 
provided, in bulk, with the intent that they be made available to customers. 

Sub-element B is provide customers at retail sales venues with well-designed, informative 
rack cards (8.5” x 3.5” heavy card stock) that highlight the importance of buying fresh local 
seafood and provide tips on how to learn more – about locally landed species, the hard-
working men and women who harvest and process them, and the many delicious ways in 
which they can be cooked and enjoyed.  The rack cards will direct customers to the 
SeafoodRI.com website to access this information, and encourage engagement via the RI 
Seafood Facebook page.  In particular, the rack cards will encourage customers to use social 
media to share their positive experiences purchasing and enjoying fresh Rhode Island 
seafood, with a nod to the retailer they purchased from.  Bumper stickers that feature the RI 
Seafood Brand will also be made available. 

Element 6, below, also pertains to this sub-element. 

Element 6 – Harvester Profiles 

Oversight, coordination and management to be provided by the Commercial Fisheries Center of 
Rhode Island [Contractual costs charged to grant] 

RIDEM’s ongoing social media program in support of RI seafood has revealed that the most 
popular social media posts are those that feature images of fishermen.  It seems clear that there is 
a strong preference on the part of seafood consumers to access seafood from known sources, 
particularly local fishermen whose picture is associated with the product.  If consumers see a 
local seafood product for sale that’s accompanied by an image of the captain, crew and vessel 
that harvested and landed the product, they are much more inclined to buy that particular 
product, knowing that in doing so, they are supporting that member of their local community.  
To capitalize on this, the Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode Island will develop profiles of 
Rhode Island commercial harvesters who are selling directly to consumers, as well as those 
whose landings are being sold in Rhode Island markets. The profiles will be produced in a 
format that enables them to be paired with the seafood products they harvest, at the point of sale. 

 Element 7 – Attendance at Seafood Fairs and Festivals 

Oversight, coordination and management to be provided jointly by RIDEM staff – namely, two 
seasonal interns -- and the Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode Island [Personnel and 
contractual costs charged to grant] 

Through 2019, seafood fairs and festivals took place in various locations in Rhode Island 
throughout the summer and drew large crowds.  For purposes of promoting Rhode Island 
seafood, there is no audience more captive than attendees at such events. While all such 
events were cancelled in 2020 due to the pandemic, there is every reason to believe that the 
fairs and festivals will be back in full force by 2022.  Accordingly, the final element of the 
statewide marketing and promotion campaign will be to set up and staff information tables at 
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the events, handing out rack cards that highlight the importance of buying fresh local seafood 
and direct attention to the SeafoodRI.com to find out what’s fresh and available and where to 
find it in Rhode Island, as well as RI seafood placemats and RI seafood bumper stickers. A 
tablecloth, featuring the RI seafood brand, will be acquired to distinguish the table. 

Special attention will be given to summer flounder as a premier Rhode Island seafood 
product, landed in Rhode Island throughout the year. 

Testing the Effectiveness of the Campaign 

The second principal component of the project design is an innovative process for testing the 
effectiveness of the campaign 

This work will be overseen and directed by Hirotsguru Uchida, PhD, Chair, Department of 
Environmental and Natural Resource Economics, College of the Environment and Life Sciences, 
University of Rhode Island.  He will utilize two grad students from his Department, each 
devoting a half-time appointment for a full semester for the project. [Personnel costs charged to 
grant] 

There will be two methodologies employed. 

Method 1 – Tracking in-state sales of Rhode Island seafood products, and the value of those 
sales, over the course of 2022 via a diverse cohort of Rhode Island-based seafood retailers and 
seafood sales venues 

The hypothesis posed for this analysis is that the effect of the statewide marketing and promotion 
campaign can be measured by tracking changes in sales, and the value of those sales, for a 
diverse cohort of Rhode Island-based seafood retailers and seafood sales venues. 

The hypothesis will be tested by selecting three volunteer participants from each of the nine 
following categories of Rhode Island retail sales venues: 

o Direct sellers (commercial fishermen) 
o Shellfish farmers 
o Vendors at farmer’s markets 
o Aggregators and home delivery providers 
o Seafood retailers/markets 
o Local general food retailers/markets 
o Large chain food retailers/markets 
o Restaurants 
o Institutional buyers (e.g., university dining services) 

Securing three participants in each category will allow data from each category to be aggregated 
and revealed publicly, without violating confidentiality. 

The process will begin in the fall of 2021 (Phase 1: September – December 2021), during which 
the 27 cohorts will be selected.  The selection process will be aimed at ensuring broad 
geographical and socio-economic representation, within Rhode Island, with regard to the 
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population/customer base served by each venue.  Individual data-sharing agreements will be 
developed and entered into for all 24 participants.  All data collected will be subject to strict 
confidentiality. 

The analysis will begin with the collection of seafood sales data for the period preceding 2022.  
This might include 2021, 2020, 2019, or some combination thereof.  The impact of the pandemic 
in 2020 has cleared rendered that year an anomaly. It is unclear, at this point, whether and to 
what extent the impacts may carry forward into 2021.  A decision will be made in the fall of 
2021 as to the most appropriate base year(s) to use for pre-campaign comparison purposes. 

To the extent possible, the baseline sales data will be differentiated between sales of Rhode 
Island (local) seafood and all other seafood (non-local). The data will basically involve four 
components, amount of sales and sales revenue, by seafood type (local vs non-local). 

Participants will be given guidance on how to track sales during 2022 via uniform data-tracking 
protocols. 

The process will conclude in the spring of 2023 (Phase 2: January – April 2023), during which 
the sales data collected by the 27 cohorts for 2022 will be collected and analyzed.  The analysis 
will compare changes in sales and sales revenue in 2022 relative to the baseline period, with 
particular focus on changes involving Rhode Island (local) seafood sales versus other (non-local) 
seafood sales. 

As a complementary part of the analysis, and to the extent possible, the URI team will also 
evaluate Rhode Island ex-vessel prices during 2022 for the primary Rhode Island species sold by 
the cohort of venues, and compare it to the ex-vessel prices for those same species during the 
prior baseline period, to determine if the expected ripple effect of increased product value for the 
Rhode Island seafood sold by the cohort of venues correlated with a measurable benefit to Rhode 
Island commercial harvesters.  RIDEM will provide the URI team with that ex-vessel price 
information. 

Method 2 – Tracking in-state sales of summer flounder, and the value of those sales, over the 
course of 2022 on a statewide basis. 

The hypothesis posed for this analysis is that the effect of the statewide marketing and promotion 
campaign can be measured by tracking changes in sales, and the value of those sales, for a single 
bellwether species, summer flounder. 

The hypothesis will be tested by assessing the general breakdown of Rhode Island summer 
flounder landings sold into out-of-state markets versus the Rhode Island market, and the general 
values associated with each during a baseline period prior to 2022 (see above regarding 
determination of base period), then assessing the same breakdown in values during 2022, then 
evaluating the differences.  

The focal point for this analysis will be Rhode Island dealers (wholesalers) who buy summer 
flounder landed in Rhode Island, as well as Rhode Island commercial harvesters who sell 
summer flounder directly to consumers and retailers. 
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Summer flounder serves as an ideal candidate for this analysis for the following reasons: 

o It is one of Rhode Island’s most important commercial fishery. In 2019, it was Rhode 
Island’s fourth most valuable fishery, with total ex-vessel landings valued at $5.6 million 
(sea scallops, squid and lobster topped the list as the most valuable). 

o A total of 1.6 million pounds of summer flounder was landed in Rhode Island in 2019, 
but significantly, landings occurred during every month of the year, as shown below in 
Table A. 

o The summer flounder resource is considered healthy and stable. According to the most 
recent (2019) stock assessment, summer flounder are not overfished and are not subject 
to overfishing. 

o Rhode Island’s state summer flounder quota has long been set at 15.68% of the coastwide 
quota, fourth highest among all East Coast states. 

o Rhode Island’s 2020 summer flounder quota is 1.8 million pounds.  The state quota is 
likely to remain at or near that amount for 2022. 

o A major portion of the summer flounder landed in Rhode Island are sold into out-of-state 
markets.  The mid-Atlantic region is a major draw. 

o Anecdotally, it is understood that the reason why most summer flounder landed in Rhode 
Island aren’t sold in Rhode Island is because Rhode Island consumer preference has 
historically tended to favor other species, such as haddock and cod. 

o The year-round summer flounder fishery in Rhode Island is a direct reflection of the 
Rhode Island state management program for the fishery, which meters the state quota into 
three sub-periods and in so doing, avoids closures. 

o The fishery in Rhode Island involves a wide range of harvesters, from large offshore 
draggers in the winter to smaller inshore draggers, gill netters, fish trap operators, and rod 
and reelers in the spring, summer and fall.  Importantly, the fishery now includes 
commercial harvesters who sell to dealers/wholesalers as well as commercial harvesters 
who sell directly to consumers and retailers. 

o Summer flounder is one of the most delicious seafood products landed in Rhode Island, 
with strong potential for increased sales if consumer awareness increases. 

o For all of the above reasons, summer flounder is an excellent example of a Rhode Island 
seafood product that lends itself to growth in the Rhode Island market, benefiting Rhode 
Island consumers as well as a range of business interests in the Rhode Island commercial 
fishing and seafood industry. 

The process will begin in the fall of 2021 (Phase 1: September – December 2021) during which 
Rhode Island dealers (wholesalers) who buy summer flounder landed in Rhode Island, as well as 
Rhode Island commercial harvesters who sell summer flounder directly to consumers and 
retailers will be identified based on SAFIS data maintained by RIDEM.  They will all be 
contacted and asked to participate in the study.  Those who agree to participate will enter into 
individual data-sharing agreements.  All data collected will be subjected to strict confidentiality.  
Participants will be asked to provide sales information for the summer flounder they sold into 
out-of-state markets and the Rhode Island market during the baseline period. 
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Participants will be given guidance on how to track sales during 2022 via uniform data-tracking 
protocols. 

The process will conclude in the spring of 2023 (Phase 2: January – April 2023), during which 
the data collected by the study participants will be collected and analyzed.  The analysis will 
compare changes in sales and sales revenue for summer flounder sold into the out-of-state and 
Rhode Island markets in 2022 relative to sales during the baseline period. 

As a complementary part of the analysis, the URI team will also evaluate Rhode Island ex-vessel 
prices for summer flounder during 2022 and compare it to the ex-vessel prices for summer 
flounder during the prior baseline period, to determine if the expected ripple effect of increased 
product value for the summer flounder sold into the Rhode Island market correlated with a 
measurable benefit to Rhode Island commercial harvesters.  RIDEM will provide the URI team 
with that ex-vessel price information. 

Table A: Commercial Summer Flounder Landings in Rhode Island in 2019 

Month Year Common Name Quantity  value 
1 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 13,601 $69,936.70 
2 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 131,391 $452,907.01 
3 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 183,308 $640,910.27 
4 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 527,738 $1,484,395.02 
5 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 92,810 $400,390.34 
6 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 115,525 $575,006.96 
7 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 145,838 $547,476.65 
8 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 128,242 $478,625.14 
9 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 119,397 $442,675.82 

10 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 55,481 $179,149.26 
11 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 50,778 $120,498.44 
12 2019 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 95,943 $224,640.20 

   1,660,052 $5,616,611.79 
Bob,  
B-8.  Participation by persons or groups other than the applicant 

As set forth in this proposal, the applicant, RIDEM, will oversee the project and undertake most 
of the work involved in carrying out the project.  The Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode 
Island will participate as a sub-contractor and will be responsible for undertaking three distinct 
project elements, as described herein (Fish Line Phone App, Harvester Profiles, and Attendance 
at Seafood Fairs and Festivals).  Dr. Hirotsguru Uchida from the University of Rhode Island 
(URI) will participate as a sub-contractor and will be responsible for administering the Campaign 
Effectiveness Analysis.  Two URI grad students from Dr. Uchida’s Department will assist Dr. 
Uchida with the analysis and will be supported with funding from this grant. Two firms will be 
hired via contracts administered by RIDEM to provide content and production for the media 
campaign, and to develop and execute a comprehensive media plan, respectively. 
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Volunteer services will be provided by: 

o All members of the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing Collaborative, in the form of 
consultation and coordination for all aspects of the project 

o Daniel Costa, Port Manager, RIDEM; Ken Ayars, Chief, Division of Agriculture, 
RIDEM; Fred Mattera, Executive Director, Commercial Fisheries Center of Rhode 
Island; Nessa Richman, Network Director, Rhode Island Food Policy Council; and Kate 
Masury, Program Director, Eating With The Ecosystem.  All five will serve as chief 
advisors to the PI and the Collaborative regarding all aspects of the project. 

B-9/10.  Outreach and Education, Dissemination of Results 

The results of this project, established via the three methodologies set forth under the Project 
Evaluation section, will be conveyed to and through the Rhode Island Seafood Marketing 
Collaborative during regular quarterly meetings of the Collaborative that will take place 
throughout the 18-month project.  All meetings of the Collaborative are public meetings, posted 
in advance on the Rhode Island Secretary of State’s Open Government Center website.  The 
breadth of membership on the Collaborative will facilitate broad dissemination of the results 
throughout the State of Rhode Island. 

The firm contracted by RIDEM to develop and execute the comprehensive media plan will be 
contractually required to provide quarterly updates on KPIs to the Collaborative at every meeting 
of the Collaborative during 2022, and will be required to provide a thorough summary of KPIs 
for the entire 12-month period upon completion of the project, to be presented at the Spring 2023 
meeting of the Collaborative  

Dr. Uchida will be called upon to develop a white paper, summarizing the results of his 
economic analysis of the impacts of the statewide seafood marketing and promotion campaign.  
That paper will be presented to the Collaborative at its Spring 2023 meeting, and posted on the 
Collaborative’s SeafoodRI.com website. 

Robert Ballou, PI, will assemble all final results and present them at a meeting of the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Commission, of which Rhode Island is a member and Mr. Ballou a 
former Commissioner. The presentation will be disseminated by the Commission to all Atlantic 
Coast states. 

During each and every update and presentation noted above, NOAA Fisheries will be 
acknowledged for supporting the project, via the Saltonstall-Kennedy grant award, for its strong 
partnership with the states, and for its national leadership in promoting the fisheries of the United 
States. 
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11/30/2021 10:20am 

Name 

Michael Shepherd 

Email 

sheponfishing@yahoo.com 

Topic (Select One) 

Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Com/Rec Allocation Amendment 

Comments 

Council and Commission members: 
 
I am writing concerning recreational fishing regulations that are simply not working and are 
actually detrimental to creating healthy and sustainable fisheries, particularly summer flounder. 
Requiring that the female population is the main target for recreational fishing harvest 
guarantees a decline in the summer flounder. 
Recreational fishing is a long-time tradition here in my home waters of New Jersey. I know of 
families with traditions that go back three generations both in the industry and just plain 
enjoying fishing. 
The regulations are actually causing the casualties. 
I implore you representative to at least reduce the size of the daily keeper minimum length, and 
to also expand the season and raise the daily “keeper” requirement. 
Mike Shepherd 11/30/2021 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION AND AMENDMENT STATUS 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (Commission), through its Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management 
Board (Board), will consider taking final action on the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea 
Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment in December 2021. The Council and 
Commission work cooperatively to develop commercial and recreational fishery regulations for 
summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass from Maine through North Carolina (north of Cape 
Hatteras for scup and black sea bass). The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) serves as 
the federal implementation and enforcement entity. This cooperative management endeavor was 
developed because a significant portion of the catch for all three species is taken from both state 
(0-3 miles offshore) and federal waters (3-200 miles offshore).  

Public hearings and a public comment period for this action took place during January through 
March 2021. The Council and Board considered taking final action on this amendment in April 
2021; however, they chose to delay final action until December. They also agreed to consider 
proposals for additional alternatives that fell within the range of the originally analyzed alternatives 
prior to final action. In August 2021, they added four additional allocation percentage alternatives 
for each species. The expected impacts of the additional alternatives are within the range of the 
expected impacts of the original alternatives; therefore, these new alternatives did not necessitate 
an additional public comment period.  

2.1 Summary of Public Hearing Process 
Five virtual public hearings were held between February 17 and March 2, 2021, targeted toward 
certain states or regional groupings of states. Hearings were attended by approximately 233 unique 
individuals in total, excluding Council and Commission staff. Approximately 49 unique 
individuals provided comments across all hearings.  

Written comments were accepted from January 15, 2021 through March 16, 2021. In total, 311 
individuals or organizations either provided written comments (200) or signed a form letter (111) 
on this action. Some of these commenters overlapped with those providing comments at hearings. 

Public comments were reviewed at the April 2021 Council and Board meeting. The full summary 
of the written and hearing comments is available at: https://www.mafmc.org/s/3-FSB-Allocation-
Am-PUBLIC-Comment-Summary_FINAL_Mar2021.pdf.  

2.2 Activity Since Public Hearings and Addition of New Alternatives  
The Council and Board first considered final action on this amendment at their April 2021 joint 
meeting,1 but instead voted to postpone final action until December 2021 to allow for further 
development of the Recreational Harvest Control Rule Framework and Addendum.2 They also 
agreed to consider proposals for additional commercial/recreational allocation alternatives from 
Council and Board members at their joint meeting in August 2021. Both bodies agreed that any 
additional proposals should be within the existing range of alternatives in the document to avoid 
further delaying final action.  

 
1 See https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2021.  
2 https://www.mafmc.org/actions/recreational-reform-initiative  

https://www.mafmc.org/s/3-FSB-Allocation-Am-PUBLIC-Comment-Summary_FINAL_Mar2021.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/s/3-FSB-Allocation-Am-PUBLIC-Comment-Summary_FINAL_Mar2021.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2021
https://www.mafmc.org/actions/recreational-reform-initiative
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At the August 2021 joint meeting,3 the Council and Board approved the addition of four new 
allocation alternatives for each species. The basis for these alternatives is described in Appendix 
B. As discussed at the August meeting, the impacts of these new alternatives fall within the range 
of the previously considered alternatives, all of which remain in consideration for this action.  

This document represents a revised version of the January 2021 Public Hearing Document, with 
the following changes:  

1) The range of alternatives and impacts analysis now include the four new alternatives for 
each species that were adopted in August 2021. The basis for these alternatives has been 
added to Appendix B.  

2) The impacts analysis uses example commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits 
(RHLs; see Appendix C) that are now based on the 2023 Acceptable Biological Catch 
limits (ABCs) instead of the 2020 ABCs. This was done to provide more up to date 
information about possible impacts based on recent stock assessments and the Council and 
Board’s adopted ABCs for 2023. These limits are still examples, as expected discard 
calculations would still be considered by the Monitoring Committee and Council/Board 
under any revised allocations. 

3) The allocation phase-in analysis in section 4.3.2 has been updated to reflect the additional 
alternatives and to update the baseline for switching from a landings- to a catch-based 
allocation (or vice versa) to the 2022 catch or landings split. 

4) The example high and low transfer caps described in section 5.2.3 have been updated to 
include ABCs through 2023.  

2.3 What Happens Next?  
The Council and Board are expected to take final action on this amendment in December 2021. 
While the Commission’s actions are final for state waters (0-3 miles from shore) upon approval of 
the amendment unless otherwise specified, the Council's recommendations are not final until they 
are approved by the Secretary of Commerce through the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
Therefore, the timing of full implementation of this action will depend on the federal rulemaking 
timeline. This rulemaking process is expected to occur in 2022, with the intent for revised measures 
(if applicable) to be effective at the start of the 2023 fishing year. 

3.0 AMENDMENT PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
3.1  Amendment Purpose 
The purposes of this amendment are to:  

1) Consider modifications to the current allocations between the commercial and recreational 
sectors for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass (Section 4.0). The commercial and 
recreational allocations for all three species are currently based on historical proportions of 
landings (for summer flounder and black sea bass) or catch (for scup) from each sector. 
The current allocations were set in the mid-1990s and have not been revised since that time. 

2) Consider the option to transfer a portion of the allowable landings each year between the 
commercial and recreational sectors, in either direction, based on the needs of each sector 

 
3 See https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/august-2021.  

https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/august-2021
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(Section 5.0). The current Fishery Management Plan (FMP) does not allow for such 
transfers.  

3) Consider whether future additional modifications to the commercial/recreational allocation 
and/or transfer provisions can be considered through a future FMP addendum/framework 
action, as opposed to an amendment (Section 6.0).  

Several other issues identified during scoping for this action were considered by the Council and 
Board but have since been removed from further consideration in this amendment. Some of those 
issues will be further considered through other initiatives or actions. For more information, see the 
documents associated with past meetings for this amendment, available at:  
https://www.mafmc.org/actions/sfsbsb-allocation-amendment.  

3.2  Need for Action 
The commercial and recreational allocations for all three species are currently based on historical 
proportions of landings (for summer flounder and black sea bass) or catch (for scup) from each 
sector. Recent changes in how recreational catch is estimated have resulted in a discrepancy 
between the current levels of estimated recreational harvest and these allocations.  

Recreational catch and harvest data are estimated by the Marine Recreational Information Program 
(MRIP). In July 2018, MRIP released revised time series of catch and harvest estimates based on 
adjustments to its angler intercept methodology, which is used to estimate catch rates, as well as 
changes to its effort estimation methodology, namely, a transition from a telephone-based effort 
survey to a mail-based effort survey for the private/rental boat and shore-based fishing modes.4 
These revisions collectively resulted in much higher recreational catch estimates compared to 
previous estimates, affecting the entire time series of data going back to 1981.  

The revised MRIP estimates were incorporated into the stock assessments for summer flounder in 
2018 and for scup and black sea bass in 2019. This impacted the estimated stock biomass and 
resulting catch limits for these species. In general, because the revised MRIP data showed that 
more fish were caught than previously thought, the stock assessment models estimated that there 
were more fish available to catch, which in turn impacted the biomass estimates derived from the 
stock assessments. However, for each species, the revised MRIP data were one of many factors 
that impacted the stock assessments and the resulting catch limits. Other factors such as the 
addition of data on recent recruitment also impacted the assessment model results.  

• For summer flounder, the revised MRIP estimates were 30% higher on average compared 
to the previous estimates for 1981-2017. The differences between the previous and revised 
estimates tended to be greater in more recent years compared to earlier years. Increased 
recreational catch resulted in increased estimates of stock size compared to past 
assessments. The higher biomass projections resulted in a 49% increase in the commercial 
quota and RHL for 2019. Expected recreational harvest in the new MRIP currency was 
close to the revised RHL; therefore, recreational measures could not be liberalized in 2019 
despite the 49% increase in the RHL.  

 
4 For-hire effort continues to be assessed through a telephone survey of known for-hire operators. More information 
on how MRIP collects data from the recreational fishery is available at: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/recreational-
fishing-data/types-recreational-fishing-surveys.  

https://www.mafmc.org/actions/sfsbsb-allocation-amendment
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• For scup, the revised MRIP recreational catch estimates were, on average, 18% higher than 
the previous estimates for 1981-2017. The differences between the previous and revised 
estimates tended to be greater in more recent years compared to earlier years. The MRIP 
data have a lesser impact in the scup stock assessment model, with the 2019 operational 
stock assessment showing minor increases in biomass estimates compared to the 2015 
assessment. Due to below-average recruitment in recent years, the scup catch and landings 
limits for both the commercial and recreational sectors decreased slightly as a result of 
biomass projections provided with the 2019 operational stock assessment.  

• For black sea bass, the revised MRIP recreational catch estimates increased the 1981-2017 
total catch by an average of 73%, ranging from +9% in 1995 to +161% in 2017. As with 
summer flounder and scup, the differences between the previous and revised estimates 
tended to be greater in more recent years compared to earlier years. These increased catch 
estimates combined with an above average 2015 year class contributed to a notable scaling 
up of the spawning stock biomass estimates from the previous assessment. As a result, the 
2020 black sea bass commercial quota and RHL both increased by 59% compared to 2019. 
Recent harvest under the new MRIP data was higher than the 2020 RHL, therefore, 
recreational management measures could not be liberalized. 

Some changes have also been made to commercial catch data since the allocations were 
established. For example, the time series of commercial scup discard estimates was revised through 
the 2015 scup stock assessment. For the 1988-1992 allocation base years, the current estimates of 
scup commercial catch are on average 8% lower than the estimates used to set the allocations under 
Amendment 8.  

The commercial and recreational data revisions not only impact the catch estimates, but also 
affected our understanding of the population levels for all three fish stocks. This has management 
implications due to the fixed commercial/recreational allocation percentages defined in the FMP 
for all three species. These allocation percentages do not reflect the current understanding of the 
recent and historic proportions of catch and landings from the commercial and recreational sectors. 
These allocation percentages are defined in the Council and Commission FMPs; therefore, they 
can only be modified through an FMP amendment. This amendment considers whether the 
allocations are still appropriate and meeting the objectives of the FMP, as well as other potential 
changes related to how the allocations are managed, as described in Sections 5 and 6. 

4.0 COMMERCIAL/RECREATIONAL ALLOCATION 
ALTERNATIVES AND IMPACTS 

This section describes the alternatives under consideration for the commercial/recreational 
allocation percentages for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass (Section 4.1), along with 
their expected impacts (Section 4.2). The basis for each alternative is described in more detail in 
Appendix B. The range of allocation alternatives for each species includes options that would 
maintain the current allocations as well as options to revise them based on updated data using the 
same or modified base years. Section 4.3 describes options to phase in any allocation changes over 
multiple years, as well as the expected impacts of these phase-in provisions.  

Alternatives for both catch-based and landings-based allocations are under consideration for all 
three species. As described in more detail in Appendix A, the same types of catch and landings 
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limits are required under both catch and landings-based allocations (i.e., commercial and 
recreational annual catch limits, or ACLs, and annual catch targets, commercial quota, and RHL). 
Dead discards (i.e., discarded fish that are assumed to die)5 must be accounted for in the catch 
limits under both allocation approaches. Under both approaches, dead discards are subtracted from 
the catch limits to derive the sector-specific landings limit. The main difference between these 
approaches is the step in the calculations where the commercial/ recreational allocation 
percentage is applied. This has implications for how those dead discards are factored into the 
calculations. 

Catch-based allocations (currently in place for scup) apply the commercial/recreational allocation 
at the ABC level, meaning the entire amount of allowable catch (i.e., the ABC, which includes 
landings and dead discards) would be split based on the commercial/recreational allocation 
percentage defined through the alternatives listed below. Under a landings-based allocation 
(currently in place for summer flounder and black sea bass), the ABC is first split into the amount 
expected to come from landings and the amount expected to come from dead discards. The 
expected landings amount is then split according to the commercial/recreational allocation 
percentage defined through the alternatives listed below.  

It is important to note that because expected dead discards are handled differently under catch 
and landings-based approaches, the allocation percentages under these two approaches are 
not directly comparable. To allow for comparison across all alternatives, example resulting 
commercial quotas and RHLs for each species are provided in Section 4.2 (see Appendix C for 
details on how these example quotas and RHLs were calculated). Actual resulting commercial 
quotas and RHLs will vary based on annual considerations.  

Table 1 provides a summary comparison of the key differences and similarities between catch- 
and landings-based allocations. The implications of catch vs. landings-based allocations are further 
discussed in Appendix A and in Section 4.2.  

 
5 The current discard mortality rates assumed in the stock assessments and catch and landings limits calculations are: 
10% for recreational summer flounder discards and 80% for commercial summer flounder discards; 15% for scup 
recreational discards and 100% for commercial scup discards; 15% for recreational black sea bass discards, 15% for 
commercial non-trawl black sea bass discards, and 100% for commercial trawl black sea bass discards. These discard 
mortality rates are used in all aspects of the management program which utilize estimates of dead discards.  



 

8 
 

Table 1: Summary of the differences and similarities between catch- and landings-based 
allocations.  
Catch-based allocations Landings-based allocations 
• Currently in place for scup. 
• Allocation at ABC level as first step: 

total catch (landings + dead discards) 
split into recreational and commercial 
ACLs based on allocation percentage 
defined in FMP. 

• The entire ABC is always split among the 
sectors based on the allocation defined in 
the FMP, regardless of recent trends in 
landings and discards by sector. 
Therefore, changes in landings and dead 
discards in one sector do not influence the 
other sector’s ACL. 

• Expected dead discards are calculated 
separately for each sector to subtract from 
the sector ACLs to determine the sector 
landings limits 

• Currently in place for summer flounder 
and black sea bass. 

• ABC is first split into the amount 
expected to come from landings (Total 
Allowable Landings, or TAL) and the 
amount expected to come from dead 
discards. The methodology for this split is 
not pre-defined and is usually based on 
recent trends in landings and dead 
discards, as well as stock assessment 
projections where possible. 

• Allocation at TAL level: TAL is 
allocated among the commercial and 
recreational sectors based on the 
allocation percentage defined in the FMP. 

• Total expected dead discards are split by 
sector based on different methods, 
usually recent trends in discards by 
sector. The sector specific expected dead 
discards are subtracted from the sector 
ACLs to derive the sector landings limits. 

• Changes in landings and dead discards in 
one sector over time can impact the catch 
and landings limits in both sectors by 
impacting the division of the ABC into 
expected landings and expected dead 
discards. 

Under Both Approaches:  
• Commercial and recreational ACLs, annual catch targets, and landings limits (i.e., 

commercial quota and RHL) are required.  
• Expected dead discards must be projected and accounted for by sector. 
• Only dead discards (discarded fish that are assumed to die) are accounted for in 

setting and evaluating catch limits. Neither allocation approach includes consideration 
of released fish that are assumed to survive.  

• Accountability measures are required for each sector and tied to sector-specific ACLs. 
Each sector is held separately accountable for any ACL overages. 

The main difference between approaches is the step in the calculations at which the 
commercial/recreational allocation percentages are applied, which has implications for 
how expected dead discards are projected and divided by sector.  
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4.1  Commercial/Recreational Allocation Alternatives 
4.1.1  Summer Flounder Allocation Alternatives 
Table 2 lists the alternatives under consideration for the commercial/recreational summer flounder 
allocation percentages. The current allocations for summer flounder are landings-based and are 
represented by the no action/status quo alternative (alternative 1a-4). As described above, both 
catch- and landings-based alternatives are considered. The percentages under these alternatives are 
not directly comparable due to differences in how dead discards are addressed under catch-based 
allocations and landings-based allocations. Appendix C provides examples of potential 
commercial quotas and RHLs under each alternative to allow for more direct comparisons between 
the catch and landings-based alternatives. Appendix A provides more details on the differences 
between catch- and landings-based allocations and the potential implications of each approach. 
The rationale behind each allocation alternative is described in more detail in Appendix B.  

The alternatives in this section are mutually exclusive, meaning the Council and Board can only 
choose one of the alternatives from Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Summer flounder commercial/recreational allocation alternatives. The current 
allocations are highlighted in green. Alternatives beginning with 1a represent those 
considered by the Council and Board during their April 2021 meeting. Alternatives 
beginning with “fluke” represent those added during their August 2021 meeting. 
Summer Flounder Catch-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

Fluke-4: 50.0% com., 50.0% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, 
and 2016) 

Fluke-2: 45.0% com., 55.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, excluding years with RHL 
overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014 and 2016) 

1a-1: 44.0% com., 56.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 catch proportions 

1a-2: 43.0% com., 57.0% rec. 

Multiple approaches: 2009-2018 average catch proportions, 
approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2017/2018, and average of other approaches approved by 
Council/Board in June 2020 

1a-3: 40.0% com., 60.0% rec. Average 2014-2018 catch proportions 

Summer Flounder Landings-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

1a-4: 60.0% com., 40.0% rec. No action/status quo (1980-1989) 
1a-5: 55.0% com., 45.0% rec.  Same base years, new data (1981-1989; 1980 data unavailable) 

Fluke-3: 51.0% com., 49.0% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, 
and 2016) 

Fluke-1: 47.0% com., 53.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014 and 2016) 

1a-6: 45.0% com., 55.0% rec.  Multiple approaches: average 2004-2018 landings proportions 
and average 2009-2018 landings proportions 

1a-7: 41.0% com., 59.0% rec.  Average 2014-2018 landings proportions 
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4.1.2  Scup Allocation Alternatives 
Table 3 lists the alternatives under consideration for the commercial/recreational scup allocation 
percentages. The current allocations for scup are catch-based and are represented by the no 
action/status quo alternative (alternative 1b-1). As described above, both catch- and landings-based 
alternatives are considered. The percentages under these alternatives are not directly comparable 
due to differences in how dead discards are addressed under catch- and landings-based allocations. 
Appendix C provides examples of potential commercial quotas and RHLs under each alternative 
to allow for more direct comparisons between the catch and landings-based alternatives. Appendix 
A provides more details on the differences between catch and landings-based allocations and the 
potential implications of each approach. The rationale behind each allocation alternative is 
described in more detail in Appendix B. The alternatives in this section are mutually exclusive, 
meaning the Council and Board can only choose one of the alternatives from Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Scup commercial/recreational allocation alternatives. The current allocations are 
highlighted in green. Alternatives beginning with 1b represent those considered by the 
Council and Board during their April 2021 meeting. Alternatives beginning with “scup” 
represent those added during the August 2021 Council and Board meeting. 
Scup Catch-Based Allocation Percentages 
Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 
1b-1: 78.0% com., 22.0% rec. No action/status quo 
1b-2: 65.0% com., 35.0% rec. Same base years, new data (1988-1992) 

Scup-4: 63.5% com., 36.5% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 
2007-2010) 

Scup-2: 62.0% com., 38.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

1b-3: 61.0% com., 39.0% rec.  
Multiple approaches: average 2009-2018 catch proportions 
and average of other approaches approved by Council/Board 
in June 2020 

1b-4: 59.0% com., 41.0% rec. Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2018/2019 

Scup Landings-Based Allocation Percentages 
Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

Scup-1: 59.0% com., 41.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years 
with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

Scup-3: 58.0% com., 42.0% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 
2007-2010) 

1b-5: 57.0% com., 43.0% rec.  
Multiple approaches: Same base years, new data; average 
2014-2018 landings proportions; average 2009-2018 landings 
proportions 

1b-6: 56.0% com., 44.0% rec.  Average 2004-2018 landings proportions 

1b-7: 50.0% com., 50.0% rec.  Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2018/2019 



 

11 
 

4.1.3  Black Sea Bass Allocation Alternatives 
Table 4 lists the alternatives under consideration for the commercial/recreational black sea bass 
allocation percentages. The current allocations for black sea bass are landings-based and are 
represented by the no action/status quo alternative (alternative 1c-4). As described above, both 
catch- and landings-based alternatives are considered. The percentages under these alternatives are 
not directly comparable due to differences in how dead discards are addressed under catch-based 
allocations and landings-based allocations. Appendix C provides examples of potential 
commercial quotas and RHLs under each alternative to allow for more direct comparisons between 
the catch and landings-based alternatives. Appendix A provides more details on the differences 
between catch- and landings-based allocations and the potential implications of each approach. 
The rationale behind each allocation alternative is described in more detail in Appendix B.  

The alternatives in this section are mutually exclusive, meaning the Council and Board can only 
choose one of the alternatives from Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Black sea bass commercial/recreational allocation alternatives. The current 
allocations are highlighted in green. Alternatives beginning with 1c represent those 
considered by the Council and Board during their April 2021 meeting. Alternatives 
beginning with “BSB” represent those added during their August 2021 meeting. 
Black Sea Bass Catch-Based Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

BSB-4: 40.5% com., 59.5% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-2018, 
excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, 
and 2018) 

BSB-2: 36.0% com., 64.0% rec.  Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 

1c-1: 32.0% com., 68.0% rec. Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 2018/2019 
1c-2: 28.0% com., 72.0% rec. Average 2004-2018 catch proportions 
1c-3: 24.0% com., 76.0% rec. Average 2009-2018 catch proportions 

Black Sea Bass Landings-Based Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 
1c-4: 49.0% com., 51.0% rec. No action/status quo 
1c-5: 45.0% com., 55.0% rec. Same base years, new data (1983-1992) 

BSB-3: 41.0% com., 59.0% rec. 
50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-2018, 
excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, 
and 2018) 

BSB-1: 37% com., 63% rec. Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 

1c-6: 29.0% com., 71.0% rec. 
Multiple approaches: Approximate status quo harvest per sector 
compared to 2018/2019 and average of other approaches approved 
by Council/Board in June 2020 

1c-7: 22.0% com., 78.0% rec. Average 2009-2018 landings proportions and average 2014-2018 
landings proportions 
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4.2  Impacts of Commercial/Recreational Allocation Alternatives 
As described in more detail below, the impacts of these alternatives are expected to be mostly 
socioeconomic in nature. Potential biological impacts on the summer flounder, scup, and black sea 
bass stocks are also briefly discussed below. Impacts applicable to all three species are discussed 
in section 4.2.1, while species-specific impacts are outlined in sections 4.2.2 through 4.2.4. A more 
complete impacts analysis, including consideration of the potential impacts on other components 
of the environment such as non-target species, habitats, marine mammals, and species listed as 
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act, will be included in the Environmental 
Assessment prepared after the Council and Board select their final preferred alternatives.  

Sections 4.2.2 through 4.2.4 contain example projected RHLs and commercial quotas for each 
allocation alternative to demonstrate potential impacts to the recreational and commercial 
fisheries. The 2023 ABC for each species was used to project landings limits that reflect recent 
stock size and to allow for comparison to recent fishery performance. The methodology used to 
develop the example landings limits differs from the methodology that was used to develop the 
actual landings limits that were implemented for management use in 2023 in order to allow for a 
consistent approach across all alternatives. For the status quo alternatives for each species, the 
actual 2023 RHLs and commercial quotas are presented. For the other alternatives, use of a 
different method was necessary to allow for several assumptions that must be made about how 
dead discards by sector would be projected, including the effect that changing allocations could 
have on each sector’s fishing effort and dead discards. A more detailed description of the 
methodology used to generate example RHLs and quotas can be found in Appendix C. 

Actual future commercial quotas and RHLs under any of these alternatives cannot be 
determined at this time and may differ from the examples presented here based on annual 
decisions made through the specifications process. For example, assumptions about expected dead 
discards (total and sector-specific) may vary from those used here. In addition, the ABCs from 
which the commercial quotas and RHLs are derived have not been set beyond 2023. The example 
commercial quotas and RHLs in this document are provided only for the purposes of assessing the 
potential impacts of each alternative and for comparing between the alternatives.  

4.2.1 General Impacts of Allocation Changes on All Three Species 
Socioeconomic Impacts 
Aside from the no action/status quo alternatives, all alternatives for all three species would result 
in an increased recreational allocation. This would result in higher RHLs than the current 
allocations. RHLs are tied to recreational measures such as possession limits, fish size restrictions, 
and open/closed seasons. These measures are adjusted as needed to allow harvest to meet but not 
exceed the RHL. Depending on the magnitude of the increase, an increased recreational allocation 
may not allow for liberalized recreational management measures compared to recent years in all 
cases. In some cases, recreational restrictions may still be needed if the allocation increase is not 
enough to account for recent increases in the MRIP harvest estimates. 

Liberalizing or restricting recreational measures can impact angler access to all three species. 
Increased access could take the form of more fish to take home (under higher possession limits or 
lower minimum fish sizes) and more opportunities to target these species (under longer open 
seasons). Decreased access could mean the ability to retain fewer fish and reduced opportunities 
to target these species. This can affect angler satisfaction, revenues for for-hire businesses (e.g., 
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by impacting demand for for-hire trips), and revenues for support businesses such as bait and tackle 
shops.  

At the community level, these impacts may be greatest for communities with or near recreational 
fishing sites, communities where for-hire businesses are based, and communities with tourism that 
is impacted by recreational fishing. 

Aside from the no action/status quo alternatives, all alternatives for all three species would result 
in reduced allocation to the commercial sector, which is expected to result in lower commercial 
quotas than the current allocations. The commercial sector may experience a loss in revenue due 
to corresponding lower quotas and a reduction in potential landings of summer flounder and black 
sea bass. For scup, this will depend on the degree of the decrease in the quota as the commercial 
scup quota has not been fully harvested since 2007 due to other factors such as market demand. 
However, future market conditions may vary. For all three species, the loss in revenue associated 
with the reduction in quota is not expected to be consistently linear, as the relationship between 
price and volume landed in the fishery is variable over time and by species. Other factors such as 
variation in costs can also affect revenue. Some negative impacts associated with quota reductions 
might be partially offset by the potential for increased prices paid by dealers if decreased quotas 
result in decreased supply. However, the degree to which this happens depends on the relationship 
between demand and price. 

Impacts from a reduction in commercial quota will not be felt equally across all commercial 
industry participants. The coastwide commercial quota is divided into state quotas for summer 
flounder and black sea bass, and seasonal quota periods for scup. Of the three scup quota periods, 
only the summer period quota is further allocated among states. Some states typically fully utilize 
their quota, while other states tend to underutilize their quota. Commercial fishermen6 from states 
that fully utilize quota are more likely to experience loss in revenue, restrictive trip limits, and 
seasonal closures to account for the reduced commercial quota. States that have historically 
underutilized their quota may still be impacted in the medium- to long-term as reduced access to 
quota may inhibit the ability for market expansion in the future. These states could also be 
impacted in the near-term depending on the magnitude of allocation reduction. If the commercial 
allocation is substantially reduced, quotas in some states may drop below what is currently being 
utilized. 

Lower commercial quotas resulting from lower allocations could result in lower trip limits and 
shorter seasons. Lower trip limits can incentivize high-grading whereby smaller fish are discarded 
to allow for more landings of larger fish that can fetch a higher price per pound. Shorter seasons 
could result in market instability through greater fluctuations in price, as well as “race to fish” 
conditions if seasons are shortened substantially. A reduction in commercial quotas would not just 
impact commercial fishermen, it would also reduce the availability of these species to consumers. 
Changes in commercial allocation of these three species also affects the economic health of 
communities with notable participation in these commercial fisheries through employment in the 
harvesting, processing, distribution, and retail aspects of the commercial fisheries. The scale of the 
impacts will depend on the scale of the change and the degree of local economic dependence on 
these commercial fisheries.  

 
6 The term fishermen applies to all people who fish, regardless of gender. 
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There are also impacts for both sectors associated with switching from a landings-based allocation 
(currently implemented for summer flounder and black sea bass) to a catch-based allocation 
(currently implemented for scup). It could be perceived as a benefit that the catch and landings 
limits for each sector can be calculated independently from each other under a catch-based 
allocation. As described in more detail in Appendix A, under a catch-based allocation, changes in 
landings and dead discards in one sector do not influence the other sector’s allocation as the entire 
ABC is always split among the sectors based on the allocation defined in the FMP, regardless of 
recent trends in landings and discards by sector. In theory, this can allow each sector to see the 
benefits of a reduction in their own dead discards to a greater extent than under a landings-based 
allocation. Under a catch-based allocation, a reduction in dead discards in one sector can result in 
an increase in that sector’s landings limit in a future year. This was part of the rationale for 
implementing the current catch-based allocation for scup as it was expected to incentivize a 
reduction in commercial dead discards, which were of concern during development of Amendment 
8 when the commercial/recreational scup allocations were first developed. Under a landings-based 
allocation, changes in landings and dead discards in one sector can influence the catch and landings 
limits in both sectors; therefore, the benefits of a reduction in dead discards (or the negative 
impacts of an increase in dead discards) in one sector can also be felt by the other sector. Beyond 
these considerations, commercial and recreational fishermen are not expected to experience a 
meaningful difference in impacts from landings or catch-based allocations independent from the 
resulting commercial quotas and RHLs. For example, aside from the considerations described 
above, there will not necessarily be a negative impact to the fisheries from switching from one 
method (catch or landings-based) to the other. 

Under all alternatives considered in this action, the commercial and recreational sectors will 
continue to be held separately accountable for overages of their catch and landings limits. There 
will be no changes to the accountability measures for either sector.7  

Biological Impacts to Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Stocks 
As described above, all but the no action/status quo alternatives would reduce the commercial 
allocations, which would in turn result in lower commercial quotas than the no action/status quo 
alternatives.  

As described in more detail in the species-specific sections below, some alternatives which would 
increase the recreational allocation may still require additional restrictions in the recreational 
fisheries compared to the measures used in recent years due to the mismatch between the revised 
MRIP data and the RHLs which could result from the allocations under many alternatives.  

Depending on the scale of the change, a decrease in the commercial quota or additional restrictions 
on the recreational fishery could lead to increased regulatory discards of these species compared 
to recent levels. Actual changes in discards will depend on many factors. For example, fishing 
behavior in both sectors is influenced by many factors in addition to the regulations (e.g., weather, 
availability of other target species, market demand). Discards are also influenced by availability 
of each species, both overall abundance and by size class. For example, high availability of fish 
smaller than the minimum size limit can lead to high regulatory discards. Lower availability of 

 
7 A summary of the current accountability measures for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass can be found at: 
https://www.mafmc.org/s/AMs-description_SF_scup-BSB_Dec2020.pdf.  

https://www.mafmc.org/s/AMs-description_SF_scup-BSB_Dec2020.pdf
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legal-sized fish can lead to decreased discards. For these reasons, it is challenging to predict future 
discards based on changes in allocations.  

In all cases, total dead catch (i.e., landings and dead discards) will continue to be constrained by 
the overall ABC, which is based on the best scientific information available and is intended to 
prevent overfishing. In this way, none of the alternatives are expected to change patterns in 
landings, discards, or fishing effort in such a way that they negatively impact stock status for any 
of the three species.  

Landings and discards in the commercial and recreational sectors are monitored and estimated in 
different ways. A preliminary analysis taking into account the different levels of precision of the 
estimates of landings and dead discards in each sector for all three species suggested that the risk 
of exceeding the ABC does not vary greatly under a wide range of different proportions of total 
dead catch from each sector. This suggests that changes in the commercial/recreational allocation, 
especially changes within the range under consideration, may not have notably different impacts 
on the risk of exceeding the ABC. 

4.2.2  Summer Flounder Allocation Impacts 
Many stakeholders across regions and fishing modes view the summer flounder recreational 
minimum size and bag limit to be overly restrictive. Depending on the alternative selected and 
annual considerations, an increase in allocation to the recreational sector may allow for a 
liberalization of these measures and could increase access to anglers. A reduction in the minimum 
size limit may be particularly impactful to those who fish from shore and typically encounter 
smaller fish. Allowing more fish to be retained increases angler satisfaction and provides greater 
access to fish to bring home to eat. 

Table 5 compares example quotas and RHLs under each allocation alternative using the 2023 ABC 
(see Appendix C for methodology) to the actual quota and RHL adopted for 2023. All alternatives 
represent an increase in allocation to the recreational sector relative to the no action/status quo 
alternative (1a-4), and therefore an increase in the RHL. Likewise, each alternative other than the 
status quo alternative represents a decrease in allocation and resulting commercial quota for the 
commercial sector. Relative to the actual 2023 limits, example limits would range from no change 
(under the status quo alternative 1a-4) to a 31% decrease in the commercial quota and 50% increase 
in the RHL (under alternative 1a-7). As previously stated, these commercial quotas and RHLs are 
examples. Actual future quotas and RHLs are likely to differ from these examples based on future 
ABCs, discard assumptions, and other considerations.  

Figure 1 compares the example quotas and RHLs (using the 2023 ABC, Table 5) to commercial 
and recreational landings for summer flounder from 2004 through 2019. The commercial and 
recreational fisheries were both impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, 2020 data were 
not included in this figure as they may not be representative of typical fishery conditions for either 
sector. Data for both recreational and commercial fisheries from 2021 are currently incomplete 
and preliminary.  

Since 2004, landings in each sector have varied with annually varying quotas and RHLs and other 
factors. In many years since 2004, commercial landings have been above the example commercial 
quotas, particularly under alternatives Fluke-2, 1a-1, 1a-2, 1a-3, Fluke-1, 1a-6, and 1a-7. This 
indicates that if the ABC remains similar to 2023, reduced commercial landings may be required 
relative to 2004-2019 average landings. However, most example quotas are above commercial 
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landings for 2015-2019, indicating that relative to these more recent years, commercial landings 
may not need to be cut, depending on future ABCs.  

For the recreational fishery, harvest in most years since 2004 has been above the example RHLs 
using the 2023 ABC. However, the example RHLs under most alternatives are higher than 
recreational harvest during 2017-2019, meaning that recreational measures may be able to be 
liberalized relative to these years if ABCs remain similar to 2023 levels, depending on actual RHLs 
and current and future harvest trends.  

As previously stated, the summer flounder commercial quota is further allocated among the states 
based on allocation percentages defined in the FMP. As of January 1, 2021, as the result of 
Amendment 21 to the FMP,8 the commercial allocations of the summer flounder quota among the 
states vary based on the overall coastwide commercial quota amount. Quota below 9.55 million 
pounds is allocated among states based on the state allocations that have been in place since 
Amendments 2 and 4 (1993). When the quota exceeds 9.55 million pounds, the first 9.55 million 
pounds is allocated according to the previous (Amendments 2 and 4) allocations. Any surplus 
quota above 9.55 million pounds will be allocated differently. As shown in Table 5, all of the 
example quotas (using the 2023 ABC as an example for future quotas under recent biomass levels) 
would be above that threshold. Therefore, these alternatives are likely to have implications for how 
the summer flounder quota is allocated among states, depending on future ABCs.  

Along with summer flounder commercial landings potentially varying under the range of 
allocation alternatives, ex-vessel prices may also change (Figure 2). Using the equation in Figure 
2, prices can be estimated under different landed quantities. For example, assuming full utilization 
of the example commercial quota in alternative 1a-7 (10.79 million pounds under a 33.12 mil 
pound ABC), the average ex-vessel price is predicted to be $1.90 per pound and would yield $20.5 
million in total ex-vessel revenue (both in 2019 dollars). If the same process is followed for the 
alternative 1a-4 example quota (15.53 million pounds), the average ex-vessel price would fall to 
$0.63 per pound and revenues would decrease to $9.7 million, despite the higher quota. These are 
rough estimates, and price is influenced by many other factors aside from landings, such as changes 
in consumer preferences or product substitution. This simplified example does offer some limited 
support that full utilization of the quota under the highest commercial quota alternative may not 
maximize fishery-wide revenues.  

The Council funded a study consisting of an economic model to evaluate the current 60/40 summer 
flounder landings allocation. The model, developed by Dr. Kurt Schnier (University of California, 
Merced) and Dr. Rob Hicks (College of William & Mary), aimed to determine which allocations 
would maximize marginal economic benefits (i.e., the marginal value to each sector of an 
additional pound of summer flounder allocation at a given allocation) to the commercial and 
recreational sectors. The original model was peer reviewed in November 2016 with a final report 
completed in 2017.9 In 2019 and 2020, the model was updated with the revised MRIP estimates 
released in 2018, as well as more recent commercial fishery data. The results of the updated model 
suggest that the existing 60/40 commercial/recreational allocation is not suboptimal from an 
economic efficiency perspective. However, it also suggested that modest allocation changes in 
either direction would not likely lower the economic benefits received from both sectors of the 

 
8 See https://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-flounder-amendment for additional information on this amendment.  
9 The final 2017 report is available at: https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-Schnier-
Summer_flounder_allocation_report_final_4_11_2017.pdf.  

https://www.mafmc.org/actions/summer-flounder-amendment
https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-Schnier-Summer_flounder_allocation_report_final_4_11_2017.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-Schnier-Summer_flounder_allocation_report_final_4_11_2017.pdf
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fishery combined.10 Using the new recreational data, the value of the fishery to the recreational 
sector increased relative to the results of the prior report. The point estimate of the recreational 
sector's marginal willingness to pay is higher and would potentially support higher recreational 
allocations; however, the confidence intervals for the recreational and commercial sectors’ 
willingness to pay estimates have substantial overlap due to high uncertainty in these estimates, 
particularly for the recreational sector. This means that due to data limitations, more concrete 
guidance about optimal allocations could not be generated due to the inability to more precisely 
estimate the recreational sector’s value.  

 

Table 5: Example commercial quotas and RHLs for each allocation alternative under the 
2023 ABC (33.12 million pounds) and the assumptions outlined in Appendix C, with 
comparison to the 2023 implemented limits. Actual future limits will vary based on future 
ABCs and discard assumptions. All values are in millions of pounds. Alternatives 
beginning with 1a represent those considered by the Council and Board during their April 
2021 meeting. Alternatives beginning with “Fluke” represent those added during the 
August 2021 Council and Board meeting. 

Alt  
Fluke-

4 
Fluke-

2 1a-1 1a-2 1a-3 1a-4a 1a-5 Fluke-
3 

Fluke-
1 1a-6 1a-7 

Catch-Based Landings-Based 
Com. 

allocation 50% 45% 44% 43% 40% 60% 55% 51% 47% 45% 41% 

Rec. 
allocation 50% 55% 56% 57% 60% 40% 45% 49% 53% 55% 59% 

Example 
com. 
quota 

13.69 12.24 11.95 11.66 10.79 15.53b 14.48 13.42 12.37 11.84 10.79 

Difference 
from 2023 

com. 
quota 

-12% -21% -23% -25% -31% 0% -7% -14% -20% -24% -31% 

Example 
RHL 12.55 13.98 14.27 14.55 15.41 10.36b 11.84 12.90 13.95 14.47 15.53 

Difference 
from 2023 

RHL 
21% 35% 38% 40% 49% 0% 14% 24% 35% 40% 50% 

a Alternative 1a-4 is the no action/status quo alternative for summer flounder (i.e., the current commercial/recreational 
allocations). 
b The actual implemented commercial quota and RHL for 2023 are shown under Alternative 1a-4 (no action/status 
quo). 

 
10 The updated report (December 2020) is available at: https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-
Schnier_Summer_Flounder_allocation_report_UPDATE-Dec-2020.pdf.  

https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-Schnier_Summer_Flounder_allocation_report_UPDATE-Dec-2020.pdf
https://www.mafmc.org/s/Hicks-Schnier_Summer_Flounder_allocation_report_UPDATE-Dec-2020.pdf
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Figure 1: 2004-2019 commercial and recreational summer flounder landings with comparison to example commercial quotas 
and RHLs developed using the 2023 ABC (see Appendix C for methodology).  
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Figure 2: Commercial summer flounder landings and average ex-vessel prices, 2005-2019, in 
2019 dollars. Source: NEFSC Social Sciences Branch, personal communication.  
 

4.2.3  Scup Allocation Impacts 
Table 6 compares example commercial quotas and RHLs under each allocation alternative using 
the 2023 ABC (see Appendix C for methodology) to the commercial quota and RHL adopted for 
2023. Example commercial quotas, RHLs, and impacts of alternatives added in August 2021 
(scup-1 through scup-4) fall within the range of reallocation alternatives 1b-2 through 1b-7. 
Relative to the adopted 2023 limits, example limits would range from no change (under the status 
quo/no action alternative 1b-1) to a 34% decrease in the commercial quota and 119% increase in 
the RHL (under alternative 1b-7). Actual future quotas and RHLs are likely to differ from these 
examples based on future ABCs, discard assumptions, and other considerations. Figure 3 compares 
the example quotas and RHLs (using the 2023 ABC, Table 5) to commercial and recreational 
landings for scup from 2004 through 2019. The commercial and recreational fisheries were both 
impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, 2020 data were not included in this figure as they 
may not be representative of typical fishery conditions. Data from 2021 are currently incomplete 
and preliminary. 

Under the no action/status quo alternative for scup (alternative 1b-1), recreational harvest would 
need to be reduced from recent levels to prevent exceeding the RHL. This is because the revised 
MRIP harvest estimates for recent years are notably higher than the RHLs that result from the 
current allocation (assuming recent ABC levels; Figure 3). Alternatives 1b-2 through 1b-7 would 
increase the recreational allocation. Alternative 1b-7 results in the highest example RHL, however 
none of the alternatives project an example RHL that is higher than 2004-2019 recreational harvest 
(Figure 3). Therefore, alternative 1b-7 would provide the most benefit to the recreational sector in 
the form of higher angler satisfaction, greater economic opportunity, more revenue to the for-hire 
sector compared to the other allocation alternatives. Recreational harvest in recent years is variable 
as shown in Figure 3; however, alternatives 1b-3 through 1b-6 including scup-1-4 have the 
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potential to allow for harvest at similar levels to multiple years from 2004-2019, though the 
example RHLs fall below harvest in the most recent 3 years. 

Alternatives 1b-2 through 1b-7 including Scup-1 through Scup-4 include lower commercial 
allocations than the no action/status quo alternative (1b-1). The commercial sector has not fully 
utilized its quota since 2007 so a decrease in allocation would not necessarily lead to a decrease in 
commercial landings or revenues compared to recent levels. Commercial landings from 2004 
through 2010 fall below the example quotas shown in Figure 3 for all alternatives. However, 
average landings from 2011 to 2019 exceed the example quotas for all alternatives except 
alternative 1b-1. If future ABCs are similar to the 2023 ABC, revising the allocation will have 
minimal to moderate impacts on the commercial industry. Compared to recent commercial 
landings, alternatives 1b-2 and Scup-1 may limit the potential for market expansion and future 
increases in landings and ex-vessel revenue compared to the no action/status quo alternative (1b-
1). Alternatives 1b-3, 1b-4, 1b-5, 1b-6, Scup-2, Scup-3, and Scup-4 result in example commercial 
quotas that are slightly more restrictive, and the example quota for alternative 1b-7 is the most 
restrictive. 

In 2019, the scup stock was at 196% of the biomass target level and trending down to the target. 
The compounding effects of reductions in allocation to the commercial sector combined with a 
reduction in the overall ABC could result in lower commercial quotas in the future. The reduction 
in commercial quota under alternatives all but alternative 1b-1 may not constrain harvest on a 
coastwide basis but may negatively impact commercial industry members in states that fully utilize 
their state quota during the summer scup quota period. Impacts may be felt more equally across 
states in the winter 1 and 2 period scup fishery with the coastwide trip limit. 

Ex-vessel prices may change if changes in the allocation result in changes in commercial landings 
(Figure 4). Using the equation in Figure 4, prices can be estimated under different landed 
quantities. For example, assuming full utilization of the example commercial quota in alternative 
1b-7 (11.85 million pounds under a 29.67 million pound ABC), the average ex-vessel price is 
predicted to be $0.68 per pound and would yield $8.1 million in total ex-vessel revenue. Ex-vessel 
revenues are not predicted to vary greatly under Alternatives 1-b2 through 1b-7. Full utilization of 
the quota under the highest quota alternatives, 1b-1, would decrease revenues following these 
methods. Average scup landings over the last three years are 14.20 million pounds (through 2019), 
meaning full utilization of the quota at 17.87 would appear unlikely. Based on the price responses 
to changes in quantity, achieving full utilization in this highest commercial quota scenario may not 
be economically desirable for the commercial scup fishery as a whole. 
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Table 6: Example commercial quotas and RHLs for each allocation alternative under the 2023 ABC (29.67 million pounds) 
and the assumptions outlined in Appendix C, with comparison to the 2023 implemented limits. Actual future limits will vary 
based on future ABCs and discard assumptions. All values are in millions of pounds. Alternatives beginning with 1b represent 
those considered by the Council and Board during their April 2021 meeting. Alternatives beginning with “Scup” represent 
those added during the August 2021 Council and Board meeting. 

Alternative  

1b-1a 1-b2 Scup-4 Scup-2 1b-3 1b-4 Scup-1 Scup-3 1b-5 1b-6 1b-7 
Catch-Based Landings-Based 

Com. allocation 78.0% 65.0% 63.5% 62.0% 61.0% 59.0% 59.0% 58.0% 57.0% 56.0% 50.0% 

Rec. allocation 22.0% 35.0% 36.5% 38.0% 39.0% 41.0% 41.0% 42.0% 43.0% 44.0% 50.0% 
Example 
commercial quota 17.87b 14.10 13.79 13.49 13.28 12.88 13.99 13.76 13.52 13.28 11.85 

% Difference from 
2023 commercial 
quota 

0% -21% -23% -25% -26% -28% -22% -23% -24% -26% -34% 

Example RHL 5.41b 9.06 9.47 9.89 10.17 10.73 9.73 9.96 10.20 10.43 11.85 
% Difference from 
2023 RHL 0% 67% 75% 83% 88% 98% 80% 84% 88% 93% 119% 

a Alternative 1b-1 is the no action/status quo alternative for scup (i.e., the current commercial/recreational allocations). 
b The actual implemented commercial quota and RHL for 2023 are shown under Alternative 1b-1 (no action/status quo)
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Figure 3: 2004-2019 commercial and recreational scup landings with comparison to example commercial quotas and RHLs 
developed using the 2023 ABC (see Appendix C for methodology). 
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Figure 4. Commercial scup landings and average ex-vessel prices, 2005-2019, in 2019 dollars. 
Source: NEFSC Social Sciences Branch, personal communication.  

4.2.4  Black Sea Bass Allocation Impacts 
All black sea bass alternatives, with the exception of the no action/status quo alternative (1c-4) 
would increase the recreational allocation and decrease the commercial allocation. Table 7 
compares example quotas and RHLs under each allocation alternative using the 2023 ABC (see 
Appendix C for methodology) to the commercial quota and RHL adopted for 2023. Relative to the 
adopted 2023 limits, example limits would range from no change (under the status quo/no action 
alternative 1c-4) to a 51% decrease in the commercial quota and 68% increase in the RHL under 
alternative 1c-3, and a 50% decrease in the commercial quota and a 69% increase in the RHL under 
alternative 1c-7. Again, these limits are examples. Actual future quotas and RHLs are likely to 
differ from these examples based on future ABCs, discard assumptions, and other considerations. 

Figure 5 compares the example black sea bass quotas and RHLs (using the 2023 ABC, Table 7) to 
commercial and recreational landings from 2004 through 2019. The commercial and recreational 
fisheries were both impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, 2020 data were not included 
in this figure as they may not be representative of typical fishery conditions. Data from 2021 are 
currently incomplete and preliminary. Throughout the time period shown in Figure 5, commercial 
and recreational landings varied with changes in the landings limits, changes in black sea bass 
availability, and other factors. When comparing these example commercial quotas and RHLs to 
landings through 2019, it is important to note that the example limits are based on the 2023 ABC, 
which was higher than the ABCs for 2004-2019. In all years shown in Figure 5, the commercial 
and recreational fisheries operated under landings limits that were set based on ABCs lower than 
the 2020 ABC. 

As shown in Figure 5, commercial landings were below the example quotas under alternatives 1c-
4, 1c-5, BSB-3, BSB-1, and BSB-4 during 2004-2019, largely because the fishery was constrained 
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by much lower quotas during those years. The other alternatives result in example quotas that are 
lower than commercial landings in at least one year during 2004-2019. The highest commercial 
landings during this time period occurred during 2017-2019. Therefore, if future ABCs are similar 
to the 2023 ABC, commercial landings may need to be restricted compared to 2017-2019 (on 
average) under alternatives 1c-1, 1c-2, 1c-3, and 1c-7 (Figure 5). Reductions in commercial 
landings could lead to reduced revenues and negative socioeconomic impacts for commercial 
fishery participants and support businesses. 

Ex-vessel prices for commercial landings may also change in response to the different potential 
quota levels under each alternative (Figure 6). Using the equation in Figure 6, prices can be 
estimated under different landed quantities. For example, assuming full utilization of the example 
commercial quota in alternative 1c-7 (2.84 million pounds under a 16.66 million pound ABC) the 
average ex-vessel price is estimated to be $3.19 per pound and would yield about $9.1 million in 
ex-vessel revenue. If the same process is followed for the alternative 1c-4  quota (i.e., the quota 
adopted for 2023, 5.71 million pounds, which is higher than all other example quotas), the average 
ex-vessel price is estimated at $2.41 per pound. Expected revenues would be $13.7 million, which 
is higher than the expected revenues under alternative 1c-7 despite the lower ex-vessel price per 
pound due to the higher overall quota under 1c-4. These are rough estimates, and price is 
influenced by many other factors aside from landings, such as changes in consumer preferences or 
product substitution. These results, however, do suggest that black sea bass commercial revenues 
would increase under higher quotas with full utilization. 

As shown in Figure 5, the example RHLs under all alternatives are lower than recreational harvest 
in at least 2 of the 16 years from 2004-2019. Five alternatives include example RHLs that exceed 
harvest during 2018-2019, but not during the peak years of 2015-2017 (i.e., alternatives 1c-7, 1c-
3, 1c-2, 1c-1, and 1c-6). When considering only 2018-2019, and assuming future ABCs are similar 
to the 2023 ABC, these five alternatives could allow recreational harvest to remain at similar levels 
or increase. All other alternatives could require minor (alternative BSB-2) to notable (alternatives 
1c-4, 1c-5, and BSB-3) reductions in harvest, depending on the alternative.  

As previously stated, reductions in recreational harvest would be achieved through more restrictive 
management measures. This would be expected to have negative socioeconomic impacts for the 
recreational sector due to reduced angler satisfaction, reduced demand for for-hire trips, and 
reduced revenues for for-hire businesses and other recreational fishery support businesses. 
Alternatively, RHLs which allow for increased harvest could allow for more liberal measures 
which could have positive socioeconomic impacts. 

Based on the information shown in Figure 5, only alternative 1c-6 would be expected to prevent a 
need for restrictions in both the recreational and commercial sectors, based on the comparison of 
example quotas and RHLs against 2018-2019 landings shown in Figure 5. The alternatives which, 
depending on annual considerations, may allow for close to or above status quo recreational 
harvest compared to 2018-2019 (alternatives BSB-2, 1c-6, 1c-1, 1c-2, 1c-3, and 1c-7) would 
require varying levels of reduction in commercial landings, depending on the alternative, (Figure 
5). 
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Table 7: Example commercial quotas and RHLs under each allocation alternative using the 2023 ABC (16.66 million pounds) 
and the assumptions outlined in Appendix C, with comparison to the 2023 limits. Actual future limits will vary based on future 
ABCs and discard assumptions. All values are in millions of pounds. Alternatives beginning with 1c represent those considered 
by the Council and Board during their April 2021 meeting. Alternatives beginning with “BSB” represent those added during 
the August 2021 Council and Board meeting. 

Alternative BSB-4 BSB-2 1c-1 1c-2 1c-3 1c-4a 1c-5 BSB-3 BSB-1 1c-6 1c-7 
Catch-Based Landings-Based 

Com. allocation 40.5% 36.0% 32.0% 28.0% 24.0% 49.0% 45.0% 41.0% 37.0% 29.0% 22.0% 
Rec. allocation 59.5% 64.0% 68.0% 72.0% 76.0% 51.0% 55.0% 59.0% 63.0% 71.0% 78.0% 
Example commercial 
quota 4.18 3.81 3.47 3.14 2.80 5.71b 5.37 4.96 4.53 3.65 2.84 

% Difference from 2023 
commercial quota -27% -33% -39% -45% -51% 0% -6% -13% -21% -36% -50% 

Example RHL 7.83 8.42 8.95 9.48 10.01 5.95b 6.56 7.13 7.72 8.94 10.07 
% Difference from 2023 
RHL 32% 42% 50% 59% 68% 0% 10% 20% 30% 50% 69% 

a Alternative 1c-4 is the no action/status quo alternative for black sea bass (i.e., the current commercial/recreational allocations). 
b The actual implemented commercial quota and RHL for 2023 are shown under Alternative 1c-4 (no action/status quo). 
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Figure 5: 2004-2019 commercial and recreational black sea bass landings with comparison to example commercial quotas and 
RHLs developed using the 2023 ABC (see Appendix C for methodology). 
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Figure 6. Commercial black sea bass landings and average ex-vessel prices, 2005-2019, in 
2019 dollars. Source: NEFSC Social Sciences Branch, personal communication.  
 

4.3  Allocation Change Phase-In  
4.3.1  Allocation Change Phase-In Alternatives 
The alternatives listed in Table 8 consider if any changes to the allocation percentages under 
alternative sets 1a, 1b, and 1c should occur in a single year (alternative 1d-1, no phase in) or if the 
change should be spread over 2, 3, or 5 years (alternatives 1d-2 through 1d-4). The Council and 
Board agreed that 5 years is a reasonable maximum phase-in time frame as longer transition 
periods may not adequately address the issue an allocation change is attempting to address. The 
choice of whether to use a phase-in approach, and the length of the phase-in, may depend on the 
magnitude of allocation change proposed. A phase-in period may not be desired if under smaller 
allocation changes. Larger allocation changes may be less disruptive to fishing communities if 
they are phased in over several years. 

These phase-in alternatives could apply to any of the three species. The Council and Board may 
choose to apply different phase-in alternatives (including no phase-in) to each species if desired.  

Table 8: Allocation change phase-in alternatives. 
Phase-In Alternatives 
1d-1: No phase-in  
1d-2: Allocation change evenly spread over 2 years 
1d-3: Allocation change evenly spread over 3 years 
1d-4: Allocation change evenly spread over 5 years 

4.3.2  Impacts of Allocation Change Phase-In Alternatives 
The biological, social, and economic impacts of the phase-in alternatives are dependent on two 
things: 1) the difference between the status quo allocation percentage and the allocation percentage 
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selected, and 2) the duration of the phase-in period. Based on the range of allocation percentages 
across the three species (Section 4.1), the commercial and recreational sector allocations could 
shift by as much as 13.5% per year, or as little as 0.8% per year under the phase-in timeframes of 
2-5 years. Sections 4.3.2.1 through 4.3.2.3 describe the associated percent shifts per year for each 
species, and the impacts of these phase-in approaches.  

Both catch- and landings-based allocation alternatives are considered for all three species. As 
previously stated, summer flounder and black sea bass are currently managed under a landings-
based allocation and scup is currently managed under a catch-based allocation. It is straightforward 
to calculate the annual percent shift in allocation under each phase-in alternative if the allocation 
remains landings-based for summer flounder and black sea bass or catch-based for scup.  

The phase-in transition is more complicated when transitioning from a landings-based to a catch-
based allocation or vice versa. Under a landings-based allocation, the division of expected dead 
discards to each sector is typically calculated using a moving average of recent trends. As a result, 
under a landings-based allocation, the percentage of the ABC (landings + dead discards) assigned 
to each sector typically varies from year to year and usually does not match the landings-based 
allocation percent. To illustrate this, the 2022 percent split of landings, dead discards, and sector 
ACLs for each species are shown in Table 9. As described below, when transitioning from a 
landings-based to a catch-based allocation or vice versa, the total and annual phase-in amounts 
should not be calculated starting from the existing FMP allocation, as the actual split of catch does 
not match the landings-based allocation for summer flounder and black sea bass, and the actual 
split of landings does not match the catch-based allocation for scup. The phase-in amounts for each 
alternative can instead be calculated by using the 2022 measures as a starting point since these are 
the implemented measures that the transition would be away from. This includes the actual division 
of catch (for transition to a catch-based allocation) or landings (for transition to a landings-based 
allocation) in 2022. Additional details for each species are discussed below.  

Table 9: The currently implemented recreational/commercial split for total landings, dead 
discards, and total dead catch for 2022 specifications. The current FMP-specified 
allocations for each species are highlighted in yellow.  

Currently Landings-Based Allocations 

 
Comm. % 

of TAL 
(allocation) 

Rec. % of 
TAL 

(allocation) 

Expected 
comm. % 

of discards 
in 2022 

Expected 
rec. % of 

discards in 
2022 

Comm. 
ACL % of 

ABC in 
2022 

Rec. ACL 
% of ABC 

in 2022 

Summer 
flounder 60 40 41 59 56 4 

Black sea 
bass 49 51 64 36 54 46 

Currently Catch-Based Allocation 

 
Comm. % 
of TAL in 

2022 

Rec. % of 
TAL in 

2022 

Expected 
comm. % 

of discards 
in 2022 

Expected 
rec. % of 

discards in 
2022 

Comm. 
ACL % of 

ABC 
(allocation) 

Rec. ACL 
% of ABC 
(allocation) 

Scup 77 23 83 17 78 22 
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NEFSC Social Sciences Branch crew survey results (Table 10) suggest that while a limited number 
of crew from the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries were surveyed, the majority 
of those surveyed agreed that it was hard to keep up with changes in regulations. A phase-in 
approach to reallocation would require annual regulatory changes to the catch and landings limits. 
However, limiting the magnitude of the year-to-year changes in allocation could make it easier for 
the fisheries to adapt to these changes, especially in the case of reductions. However, phase-in 
approaches may also require more frequent changes in management measures such as open seasons 
and possession limits during the phase-in period. Therefore, consideration should be given to 
balancing regulatory stability and economic stability.  

Table 10. NEFSC Social Sciences Branch Crew Survey results for reactions to the 
statement “the rules and regulations change so quickly it is hard to keep up.” Results 
presented for crew primarily involved in the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass 
fisheries over the 2012-2013 survey, 2018-2019 survey, and the combined results. 

Survey Wave 2012-13 2018-19 Total 
Strongly agree 3 (27%) 10 (45%) 13 (39%) 

Agree 4 (36%) 7 (32%) 11 (33%) 
Neutral 1 (9%) 2 (9%) 3 (9%) 
Disagree 3 (27%) 3 (14%) 6 (18%) 

Strongly disagree 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Total 11 (100%) 22 (100%) 33 (100%) 

4.3.2.1 Summer Flounder Phase-In Impacts 
If the summer flounder allocation is modified but a landings-based allocation is maintained 
(alternatives 1a-5 through 1a-7, Fluke-3, and Fluke-1), the annual percent shift amounts are easily 
calculated by taking the difference between the starting and ending allocations for each sector and 
evenly dividing that percentage among the 2, 3, or 5 years of phase-in depending on the phase-in 
alternative (Table 11).  

Under a transition from a landings-based to a catch-based allocation (Fluke-4, Fluke-2, and 1a-1 
through 1a-3), dead discards would first need to be incorporated into the current baseline to 
determine the total and annual percent shift. Any allocation changes adopted may take effect 
starting in 2023; therefore, the specifications for 2022 can serve as this baseline for the current 
split of catch by sector. Specifically, the percentage of the ABC that each sector will receive in 
2022 as a sector ACL is used as the starting point for calculating transition percentages below.  

For summer flounder, in 2022, the commercial ACL represents 56% of the ABC and the 
recreational ACL represents 44% of the ABC (Table 9). From these starting percentages, the total 
amount of catch-based allocation shift can be calculated, and evenly divided among the 2, 3, or 5 
years depending on the phase-in alternative (Table 11).  

Across all summer flounder alternatives, the total allocation shift (if allocations are modified) from 
the commercial to the recreational fishery would range from 5-19% from the current allocations, 
and the annual phase-in would range from 1% per year to 9.5% per year depending on the 
allocation change and the phase-in alternative selected (Table 11).  

As described in Section 4.2, a decline in commercial allocation is expected to lead to a decline in 
landings and revenue, especially in states where the commercial allocation is fully utilized. The 
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potential decline in landings may result in higher ex-vessel prices due to a price/volume 
relationship, potentially tempering declines in ex-vessel revenue. The recreational sector for 
summer flounder is expected to experience positive social and economic impacts under any of the 
allocation changes proposed (with the exception of the no action/status quo alternative 1a-4). 
However, given the transition to revised MRIP estimates,  positive impacts may be partially offset 
in some years if higher harvest estimates lead to an inability to meaningfully liberalize measures. 
The phase-in option selected would affect how quickly these negative and positive impacts are felt 
by each sector, which could influence how well sector participants are able to adapt to any changes.  

For the commercial industry, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2) may result in a sudden loss of income and jobs due to a more sudden drop 
in revenue in the commercial fishery. Commercial sector participants who are highly dependent 
on summer flounder may have more difficulty remaining in business while evaluating options for 
maintaining revenue streams, such as shifting effort to other target species. Alternatives 1d-3 and 
1d-4 (a 3- or 5-year phase-in, respectively), would provide a longer transition time for the 
commercial industry to adapt to loss of fishing opportunity for summer flounder. This could allow 
for a smoother transition to modified business models such as diversifying target species.  

For the recreational fishery, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2) is expected to have social and economic benefits as this allows for a faster 
transition to an allocation that supports the recent recreational harvest under the revised MRIP data 
(Figure 1). This has implications for recreational management measures, which could be 
liberalized more quickly if a faster transition to a revised allocation occurs. For summer flounder, 
recent recreational harvest under the revised MRIP estimates are at similar levels as recent RHLs, 
so it is possible that recreational measures could be liberalized in the coming years if allocation to 
the recreational sector is increased (e.g., Figure 1). However, this is also dependent on future 
projections of stock biomass, trends in recreational catch and effort, and other factors. If 
recreational measures can be liberalized, this could result in a decrease in recreational discards. 
Alternatives 1d-3 and 1d-4 (a 3- or 5-year phase-in, respectively), would provide a longer 
transition to an increased recreational allocation for summer flounder. This may mean that 
recreational measures and fishing opportunities could be maintained at current levels for longer, 
or liberalized more slowly, though it is important to note that possible liberalizations depend on 
many different factors and are not guaranteed.  
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Table 11: Percent shift in summer flounder allocation per year for 2, 3, and 5 year phase-in 
options for all summer flounder allocation change alternatives. 

Alternatives 
Total 

allocation 
shift a 

1d-2: 2 year 
phase-in 

1d-3: 3 year 
phase-in 

1d-4: 5 year 
phase -in 

Catch-Based 
Fluke-4: 50% com., 50% rec. 6% 3% per year 2% per year 1.2% per year 
Fluke-2: 45% com., 55% rec. 11% 5.5% per year 3.7% per year 2.2% per year 
1a-1: 44% com., 56% rec. 12% 6% per year 4% per year 2.4% per year 
1a-2: 43% com., 57% rec. 13% 6.5% per year 4.3% per year 2.6% per year 
1a-3: 40% com., 60% rec. 16% 8% per year 5.3% per year 3.2% per year 

Landings-Based 
1a-4 (status quo): 60% com., 
40% rec. 0% N/A N/A N/A 

1a-5: 55% com., 45% rec. 5% 2.5% per year 1.7% per year 1% per year 
Fluke-3: 51% com., 49% rec. 9% 4.5% per year 3% per year 1.8% per year 
Fluke-1: 47% com., 53% rec. 13% 6.5% per year 4.3% per year 2.6% per year 
1a-6: 45% com., 55% rec. 15% 7.5% per year 5% per year 3% per year 
1a-7: 41% com., 59% rec. 19% 9.5% per year 6.3% per year 3.8% per year 

a For catch-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the current (2022) split of the sector-specific 
ACLs (which incorporates dead discards) instead of the landings limit allocation. Here, this shift is calculated by 
starting from the 2022 specifications which includes a commercial ACL that is 56% of the ABC, and a recreational 
ACL that is 44% of the ABC (Table 9).  
b For landings-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the specified landings-based allocation (60% 
commercial/40% recreational). This does not account for dead discards, which would continue to be split using 
different methods with the resulting percentages varying depending on the year.  
 

4.3.2.2 Scup Phase-In Impacts 
The current allocation for scup is catch-based. If the allocation is modified but a catch-based 
allocation is maintained (alternatives 1b-2 through 1b-4, Scup-4, and Scup-2), the annual percent 
shift amounts are easily calculated by taking the difference between the starting and ending 
allocations for each sector and evenly dividing that percentage among the 2, 3, or 5 years of phase-
in depending on the phase-in alternative (Table 12).  

Under a transition from a catch-based to a landings-based allocation (alternatives 1b-5 through 1b-
7, Scup-1, and Scup-5), dead discards would first need to be separated from the current baseline 
to determine the total and annual percent allocation shift. Because any allocation changes adopted 
may take effect in 2023, the specifications for 2022 can serve as this baseline for the current split 
of landings by sector. Specifically, the percentage of the total allowable landings (TAL) that each 
sector will receive in 2022 as sector landings limits (commercial quota and RHL) is used as the 
starting point for calculating transition percentages below (Table 9).  

For scup, in 2022, the commercial quota represents 77% of the TAL and the RHL represents 23% 
of the TAL (Table 9). From these starting percentages, the total amount of landings-based 
allocation shift can be calculated, and evenly divided among the 2, 3, or 5 years depending on the 
phase-in alternative (Table 12).  

Across all the alternatives for scup, the total allocation shift needed (if allocations are modified) 
from the commercial to the recreational fishery would range from 13-27% from current 
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allocations, and the annual phase-in would range from 2.6% per year to 13.5% per year depending 
on the allocation change and the phase-in alternative selected (Table 12).  

As described in Section 4.2, depending on the scale of the change, a decline in commercial 
allocation could lead to loss of revenues from scup or it may not impact revenues as commercial 
landings have been below the full allowed amount for several years due to market factors. Any 
potential loss in revenue for fishermen may be partially offset by increased prices paid by dealers 
if a price/volume relationship impacts prices under lower quotas (Figure 4). The recreational sector 
is expected to experience positive social and economic impacts under any of the allocation changes 
proposed (with the exception of the no action/status quo alternative 1b-1). However, the positive 
impacts may be partially offset by an inability to meaningfully liberalize measures under a higher 
allocation given the transition to revised MRIP estimates (Figure 3). The phase-in option selected 
would affect how quickly these negative and positive impacts are felt by each sector, which could 
influence how well fishery participants are able to adapt to any changes.  

For the commercial industry, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2), especially when coupled with a greater total allocation change, may result 
in a more sudden loss of income and jobs due to a more sudden drop in revenue. Commercial 
sector participants who are highly dependent on scup may have more difficulty remaining in 
business while evaluating options for maintaining revenue streams, such as shifting effort to other 
target species. Alternatives 1d-3 and 1d-4 (a 3- or 5-year phase-in, respectively), would provide a 
longer transition time for the commercial industry to adapt to loss of fishing opportunity for scup. 
This could allow for a smoother transition to modified business models such as diversifying target 
species. As previously stated, these impacts would vary based on the magnitude of the allocation 
change as the commercial scup fishery has not harvested their full quota under the current 
allocations for many years due to market demand.  

For the recreational fishery, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2) is expected to have social and economic benefits as this allows for a faster 
transition to an allocation that matches the recent recreational harvest under the revised MRIP data 
(Figure 3). This has implications for recreational management measures, which for scup, are 
currently resulting in harvest levels higher than the current RHL. Under the current allocation, this 
should require more restrictive measures to be implemented for the recreational fishery. However, 
under an increased allocation to the recreational fishery, it is possible that recreational scup 
measures could remain the same (avoiding potentially severe restrictions that would otherwise be 
taken if the allocations are not changed; Figure 3). Recreational measures are also dependent on 
factors such as future projections of stock biomass, trends in recreational catch and effort, and 
other trends. It is possible that if scup biomass is projected to increase in the coming years, 
recreational measures could be liberalized under an increased allocation. Alternatives 1d-3 and 1d-
4 (a 3- or 5-year phase-in, respectively), would provide a longer transition to an increased 
recreational allocation for scup. This could mean that recreational measures and fishing 
opportunities would need to be restricted during the transition years, possibly severely given recent 
MRIP estimates (Figure 3), though it is important to note that adjustments to recreational measures 
depend on many different factors.  
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Table 12: Percent shift in scup allocation per year for 2, 3, and 5 year phase-in options for 
all scup allocation change alternatives. 

Alternatives 
Total 

allocation 
shifta 

1d-2: 2 year 
phase-in 

1d-3: 3 year 
phase-in 

1d-4: 5 year 
phase -in 

Catch-Based  
1-b1 (status quo): 78.0% com., 
22.0% rec. 0% N/A N/A N/A 

1b-2: 65.0% com., 35.0% rec. 13% 6.5% per year 4.3% per year 2.6% per year 
Scup-4: 63.5% com., 36.5% rec. 14.5% 7.3% per year 4.8% per year 2.9% per year 
Scup-2: 62.0% com., 38.0% rec. 16% 8% per year 5.3% per year 3.2% per year 
1b-3: 61.0% com., 39.0% rec. 17% 8.5% per year 5.7% per year 3.4% per year 
1b-4: 59.0% com., 41.0% rec. 19% 9.5% per year 6.3% per year 3.8% per year 

Landings-Based  
Scup-1: 59.0% com., 41.0% rec. 18% 9% per year 6% per year 3.6% per year 
Scup-3: 58.0% com., 42.0% rec. 19% 9.5% per year 6.3% per year 3.8% per year 
1b-5: 57.0% com., 43.0% rec. 20% 10% per year 6.7% per year 3.4% per year 
1b-6: 56.0% com., 44.0% rec. 21% 10.5% per year 7% per year 4 % per year 
1b-7: 50.0% com., 50.0% rec. 27% 13.5% per year 9% per year 5.4% per year 

a For catch-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the FMP-specified allocation percentage (78% 
commercial/22% recreational).  
b For landings-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the current (2021) split of the sector-specific 
landings limits (commercial quota and RHL). Here, this shift is calculated by starting from the 2022 specifications 
which includes a commercial quota that is 77% of the total allowable landings, and an RHL that is 23% of the total 
allowable landings (Table 9). This does not account for dead discards, which going forward would be split using 
different methods with the resulting percentages varying depending on the year.  
 

4.3.2.3 Black Sea Bass Phase-In Impacts 
If the black sea bass allocation is modified but a landings-based allocation is maintained 
(alternatives 1c-5 through 1c-7, BSB-3, and BSB-1), the annual percent shift amounts are easily 
calculated by taking the difference between the starting and ending allocations for each sector and 
evenly dividing that percentage among the 2, 3, or 5 years of phase-in depending on the phase-in 
alternative (Table 13).  

Under a transition from a landings-based to a catch-based allocation (alternatives 1c-1 through 1c-
3, BSB-4, and BSB-2), dead discards would first need to be incorporated into the current baseline 
to determine the total and annual percent shift. Specifications for 2022 can serve as this baseline 
for the current split of catch by sector. Specifically, the percentage of the ABC that each sector 
will receive in 2022 as a sector ACL is used as the starting point for calculating transition 
percentages below (Table 9).  

For black sea bass, in 2022, the commercial ACL represents 54% of the ABC and the recreational 
ACL represents 46% of the ABC (Table 9). From these starting percentages, the total amount of 
allocation shift can be calculated, and evenly divided among the 2, 3, or 5 years depending on the 
phase-in alternative (Table 13).  

Across all the alternatives for black sea bass, the total allocation shift needed (if allocations are 
modified) from the commercial to the recreational fishery would range from 4-30%, compared to 
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the current allocations, and the annual phase-in would range from 0.8% per year to 15% per year 
depending on the allocation change and the phase-in alternative selected (Table 13).  

As described in Section 4.2, a reduced commercial allocation is expected to lead to loss of revenue, 
depending on the magnitude of the allocation change, especially in states where the commercial 
allocation is fully utilized. However, the potential loss in revenue may be partially offset by an 
increase in prices paid by dealers to fishermen if a price/volume relationship impacts prices under 
lower landings (Figure 6). The recreational sector is expected to experience positive social and 
economic impacts under any of the allocation changes proposed (with the exception of the no 
action/status quo alternative 1c-4). However, the positive impacts may be partially offset by an 
inability to meaningfully liberalize recreational management measures under a higher allocation 
given the transition to revised MRIP estimates, depending on the alternative (Figure 5). The phase-
in option selected would affect how quickly these negative and positive impacts are felt by each 
sector, which could influence how well sector participants are able to adapt to any changes. For 
both sectors, these impacts will vary depending on the magnitude of the total allocation change, as 
well as the length of the phase-in period. 

For the commercial industry, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2) may result in a sudden loss of income and jobs due to a more sudden drop 
in revenue in the commercial fishery. Commercial sector participants who are highly dependent 
on black sea bass may have more difficulty remaining in business while evaluating options for 
maintaining revenue streams, such as shifting effort to other target species. Alternatives 1d-3 and 
1d-4 (a 3- or 5-year phase-in, respectively), would provide a longer transition time for the 
commercial industry to adapt to loss of fishing opportunity for black sea bass. This could allow 
for a smoother transition to modified business models such as diversifying target species.  

For the recreational fishery, a more abrupt transition to a revised allocation (alternative 1d-1 and 
to a lesser extent 1d-2) could have social and economic benefits as this would allow for a faster 
transition to an allocation that matches the recent recreational harvest under the revised MRIP data. 
This has implications for recreational management measures, which for black sea bass, are 
currently resulting in harvest levels much higher than the current RHL. If the current allocation is 
maintained, more restrictive measures may need to be implemented to constrain harvest to the 
RHL. Under an increased allocation to the recreational fishery, it is possible that recreational black 
sea bass measures could remain the same (avoiding restrictions that could otherwise be required; 
Figure 5). Recreational measures are also dependent on factors such as future projections of stock 
biomass, trends in recreational catch and effort, and other trends. It is possible that if black sea 
bass biomass is projected to increase in the coming years and this allows for a higher ABC, 
recreational measures could be liberalized under an increased allocation. Alternatively, further 
restrictions could be needed if the ABC decreases. Alternatives 1d-3 and 1d-4 (a 3- or 5-year 
phase-in, respectively), would provide a longer transition to an increased recreational allocation 
for black sea bass. This could mean that recreational measures and fishing opportunities will need 
to be restricted during the transition years, possibly severely given recent MRIP estimates (Figure 
5), though it is important to note that adjustments to recreational measures depend on many 
different factors.  
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Table 13: Percent shift in black sea bass allocation per year for 2, 3, and 5 year phase-in 
options for all black sea bass allocation change alternatives. 

Alternatives 
Total 

allocation 
shift a 

1d-2: 2 year 
phase-in 

1d-3: 3 year 
phase-in 

1d-4: 5 year 
phase -in 

Catch-Based 
BSB-4: 40.5% com., 59.5% rec. 13.5% 6.8% per year 4.5% per year 2.7% per year 
BSB-2: 36.0% com., 64.0% rec. 18% 9% per year 6% per year 3.6% per year 
1c-1: 32.0% com., 68.0% rec. 22% 11% per year 7.3% per year 4.4% per year 
1c-2: 28.0% com., 72.0% rec. 26% 13% per year 8.7% per year 5.2% per year 
1c-3: 24.0% com., 76.0% rec. 30% 15% per year 10% per year 6% per year 

Landings-Based 
1-c4 (status quo): 49.0% com., 
51.0% rec. 0% N/A N/A N/A 

1c-5: 45.0% com., 55.0% rec. 4% 2% per year 1.3% per year 0.8% per year 
BSB-3: 41.0% com., 59.0% rec. 8% 4% per year 2.7% per year 1.6% per year 
BSB-1: 37.0% com., 63.0% rec. 12% 6% per year 4% per year 2.4% per year 
1c-6: 29.0% com., 71.0% rec. 20% 10% per year 6.7% per year 4% per year 
1c-7: 22.0% com., 78.0% rec. 27% 13.5% per year 9% per year 5.4% per year 

a For catch-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the current (2022) split of the sector-specific 
ACLs (which incorporates dead discards) instead of the landings limit allocation. Here, this shift is calculated by 
starting from the 2022 specifications which includes a commercial ACL that is 54% of the ABC, and a recreational 
ACL that is 46% of the ABC for black sea bass (Table 9).  
b For landings-based alternatives, the starting point for this calculation is the specified landings-based allocation (49% 
commercial/51% recreational). This does not account for dead discards, which would continue to be split using 
different methods with the resulting percentages varying depending on the year.  
 

5.0 QUOTA TRANSFER ALTERNATIVES AND IMPACTS 
5.1 Quota Transfer Provision Alternatives 
The following alternatives describe options for allowing annual transfer of quota between the 
commercial and recreational sectors as part of the specifications setting process (i.e., the annual 
process of setting or reviewing catch and landings limits for the upcoming fishing year). This 
process is similar to that currently used for bluefish, although the options below would allow 
transfers in either direction between sectors. Section 5.1.1 discusses quota transfer process 
alternatives while Section 5.1.2 addresses options for a cap on the total amount of a transfer.  

5.1.1  Quota Transfer Process Alternatives  
Table 14 lists the alternatives under consideration for quota transfer provisions.  

Under alternative 2a, transfers would not be allowed between the commercial and recreational 
sectors, consistent with past practice and the current FMP requirements for these species.  

Under alternative 2b, each year during the setting or review of annual catch limits, the Board and 
Council could recommend that a portion of the total ABC be transferred between the recreational 
and commercial sectors as a landings limit transfer, affecting the final commercial quota and RHL. 
They could recommend a transfer from the commercial fishery to the recreational fishery or from 



 

36 
 

the recreational fishery to the commercial fishery. If a transfer cap is adopted via one of the sub-
alternatives under alternative 2c, the transfer amount could not exceed this cap.  

Table 15 describes how the process of transfers would work within the Council and Board’s current 
specifications process under alternative 2b.  

Note that while the transfer would occur at the landings limit level (commercial quota and RHL), 
for the purposes of maintaining accurate accounting and accountability at the ACL level, both 
sector’s ACLs would be adjusted to reflect the transfer at the landings limit level. 

If transfer provisions under alternative 2b are adopted, some changes to the accountability 
measures (AMs) may also need to be considered. For example, AMs could specify that if the MC 
determines that a transfer caused the donating fishery's ACL, or the combined ABC, to be 
exceeded, the transfer amount could be deducted from the receiving fishery in a subsequent year. 
The Council and Board could consider a follow-on action to make these changes if desired. These 
specific changes are not considered through this amendment.  

 

 

Table 14: Alternatives for annual transfer of quota between the commercial and 
recreational sectors. 
Annual Quota Transfer Alternatives 
2a: No action/status quo (do not modify the FMP to allow transfers of annual quota between 
the commercial and recreational sectors.) 
2b: Allow for optional bi-directional transfers through the annual specifications process with 
pre-defined guidelines and process. The transfer would consist of a portion of the total ABC in 
the form of a landings limit (i.e., commercial quota and RHL) transfer. Transfers would not 
occur if the stock is overfished or overfishing is occurring. 
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Table 15: Proposed quota transfer process during a typical specifications cycle under 
alternative 2b.  

July: Assess the 
need for a transfer 

Staff and the Monitoring Committee (MC) would assess the potential need for a 
transfer and develop recommendations to the Council and Board as part of the 
specifications process. The MC would consider the expected commercial quota 
and RHL (pending Council and Board review/approval) in the coming year, and 
each sector’s performance relative to landings limits in recent years. The MC will 
have very limited data for the current year and would not be able to develop 
precise current year projections of landings for each sector. The MC could also 
consider factors including but not limited to: 

• Projected changes in stock size, availability, or year class strength; 
• Recent or expected changes in management measures; 
• Recent or expected changes in fishing effort; 

The MC would consider how these factors might have different impacts on the 
commercial and recreational sectors. The effects of these considerations can be 
difficult to quantify and there is currently no methodology that would allow the 
MC to quantitatively determine the need for a transfer with a high degree of 
precision. The MC would use their best judgement to recommend whether a 
transfer would further the Council and Board’s policy objectives.  

August: Council 
and Board 
consider whether 
to recommend a 
transfer 

The Council and Board would consider MC recommendations on transfers while 
setting or reviewing annual catch and landings limits. The Council and Board 
would need to jointly agree on a transfer direction, amount of transfer, and if 
setting multi-year specifications, whether the transfer would apply for one year or 
multiple years.  

October: Council 
staff submits 
specifications 
package to NMFS 

Council staff would prepare and submit supporting documents to modify catch 
limits or implement or revise transfers. During a multi-year specifications review 
year, if a transfer is newly adopted or revised, a regulatory package may need to be 
developed even if catch limits do not change. 

Mid-December: 
Recreational 
measures 
adopted* 

The Council and Board would adopt federal waters recreational measures and a 
general strategy for coastwide recreational management including any reductions 
or liberalizations needed in state waters. These recommendations would be 
based on the expected post-transfer RHL which likely would not yet be 
implemented via final rule.  

Late December: 
Final 
specifications 
published 

NMFS approves and publishes the final rule for the following year’s catch and 
landings limits (if new or modified limits are needed), including any new or 
revised transfers. During a multi-year specifications review year, if a transfer is 
newly adopted or revised, rulemaking will likely need to occur even if catch limits 
do not change. 

January 1: Fishing 
year specifications 
effective, 
including any 
transfers 

Fishing year specifications including any transfers would be effective January 1. 
No post-implementation reviews or adjustments to the transfer amount would 
occur given that the final rule would recently have published and recreational 
measures would have already been considered based on expected post-transfer 
RHLs.  

*While this step is not directly part of the quota transfer process, the timing of the recreational measures setting process 
influences the necessary timeline of transfer-related decisions. 
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5.1.2 Transfer Cap Alternatives  
Table 16 lists the alternatives under consideration for a cap on the total transfer amount (if any). 
These alternatives would only be considered if transfer provisions were adopted under alternative 
2b above, and would specify a maximum percent of the ABC that could be transferred from one 
sector to another each year in the form of a landings limit transfer. 

Table 16: Alternatives for annual transfer of quota between the commercial/recreational 
sectors. 

Annual Quota Transfer Cap Alternatives 
2c-1: No transfer cap specified; the Council and Board can recommend any amount of the 
ABC be transferred between fisheries. 
2c-2: Maximum transfer amount set at 5% of the ABC. 
2c-3: Maximum transfer amount at 10% of the ABC. 
2c-4: Maximum transfer amount set at 15% of the ABC. 

5.2 Impacts of Quota Transfer Provision Alternatives 
The current FMP does not allow for the annual transfer of landings between the commercial and 
recreational sectors. Transfers are being considered as a way to address situations where landings 
limits in one sector exceed recent landings but fall below recent landings in the other sector. In 
short, transfers could provide flexibility when a landings limit is restrictive in one sector and the 
other sector has a surplus. However, the process for determining when a transfer is needed and 
how much to transfer could be complex, as described below.  

Under alternative 2a (no action), there would be no change to the FMP to allow for transfers. 
Lacking this flexibility, the result when one sector is underachieving its limits and another sector 
is in need of additional allowable landings may be that limits remain set so that one sector is more 
likely to have an overage of catch, and the other sector may underutilize their allowable catch. 
This may negatively impact the ability to achieve the Council and Boards’ policy and FMP 
objectives on a short-term basis. If these trends persist, it could indicate a need for longer-term 
solutions such as further changes to the allocations.  

The short-term impacts of not allowing transfers would be similar to current conditions, where in 
the event that there is surplus allocation to one sector and the other needs allocation, negative 
socioeconomic impacts could be expected for the sector in need of allocation. This sector would 
not be able to receive additional quota and may need restrictive management measures to constrain 
catch and may experience reduced revenues and/or reduced angler satisfaction as a result. The 
sector determined to have a surplus allocation would most likely experience no impacts under the 
no action alternative; however, in some cases where conditions such as market factors or 
participation differ from what is predicted, this sector may experience slight positive impacts due 
to the opportunity to fish for their full allocation. These impacts may be less positive in practice if 
this sector is not able to fully utilize this quota.  

Impacts associated with the proposed transfer process as well as sector-specific expected impacts 
of transfers are described in more detail below. 

5.2.1  Impacts of the Proposed Process  
A major disadvantage of the process proposed in Section 5.1.1 requires an annual evaluation of 
the need for a transfer in the upcoming year using data from the previous year (and potentially 
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older data). Because in-year landings projections are not feasible with this timeline, this would 
cause at least a two-year disconnect in the timing of the data used to evaluate the need for transfer 
and the year in which the transfer would apply. This could result in a mismatch between the 
recommended transfer amount and direction and the reality of the fishery conditions and needs for 
the upcoming year.  

The need for a transfer in any given year may be difficult to determine, due to several factors in 
addition to the timing of the data availability described above. These fisheries (particularly summer 
flounder and black sea bass) tend to fully or mostly utilize their allocation and sometimes 
experience overages. Annual changes in management measures are sometimes needed (especially 
in the recreational fisheries), and the effects of both past and expected future changes on expected 
harvest must be considered when determining a transfer amount. It is also difficult to predict 
changes in market factors that may influence whether the commercial fishery would utilize 
additional quota or has quota to spare.  

Past sector performance for these fisheries may not be very informative when it comes to 
determining how often transfers will be needed. Because the recreational data currency has 
recently changed, pre-revision MRIP performance relative to the RHLs is not likely to be useful 
since the changes were not a simple linear scaling. In addition, any allocation changes 
implemented through this action may reduce the need for transfers. For these reasons, predicting 
the need for a transfer may be more straightforward in the future after additional years of evaluating 
harvest against catch and landings limits set in the new MRIP currency, and after any allocation 
changes implemented through this action have been in place for a few years. In this way, the ability 
to use transfers may be a useful “tool in the toolbox” for future years, as opposed to an option that 
is likely to be used in the more immediate future. 

Looking solely at past trends in sector performance, transfer provisions may be most useful for the 
scup fishery given that the commercial quota has not been fully utilized for several years, but 
again, it is difficult to determine future transfer needs given the many uncertainties discussed here.  

The MC recommendations for a transfer amount and direction would be based on an expected set 
of landings limits which would not yet have been reviewed or adopted by the Council and Board 
(Table 15). If these landings limits are modified by either the Council and Board or NMFS (e.g., 
if NMFS determines that a modification is necessary to account for a past year’s overage), the 
MC’s transfer recommendation may no longer be appropriate and it could be difficult for the 
Council and Board to adopt a modified transfer amount in time for the upcoming fishing year. The 
intent is that any transfer would be implemented before January 1 of the relevant fishing year, 
meaning that a mid-year quota change due to a transfer is not expected. 

The conclusion about whether a transfer is needed could result in increased political discussion 
and potentially increased tensions between sectors during the specifications setting or review 
process.  

As described in Section 5.1.1, recreational measures (typically determined in December) would 
need to be set using the expected post-transfer RHL. While typically there are no changes to the 
Council and Board’s adopted RHL during the implementation process, it is possible that NMFS 
may change the RHL if circumstances require such modifications, such as if a recreational payback 
for an ACL overage is required. In practice, this may not represent a problem, since recreational 
measures are typically set based on the expected RHL. However, the use of transfers may further 
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complicate this process if NMFS modifies or does not adopt the Council and Board 
recommendation for transfer.  

If the Council and Board determine that the ability to use transfers during specifications is not 
desired, they could consider allowing for temporary transfers via FMP frameworks/addenda 
instead. This could be specified through alternative set 3 (Section 6.0). Annual transfers though a 
framework/addendum process would provide some additional flexibility in adapting to changing 
sector needs but would not allow for as timely of a response as would be possible through the 
specifications process.  

5.2.2  Socioeconomic Impacts of Transfers 
The impacts of transfers depend on the frequency of transfer, the amount transferred in each year, 
the direction of transfer between sectors, and to what extent each sector has been or is expected to 
achieve their limits. The impacts of a transfer are also dependent on the marginal economic value 
of additional allowable landings for each sector (in terms of commercial and for-hire revenues and 
revenues for associated commercial and recreational businesses), as well as the positive or negative 
impacts on angler satisfaction that may arise from modifying or maintaining recreational measures. 
As described below, many additional factors can influence how the commercial and recreational 
fisheries may be impacted by a transfer, including market conditions, overall availability of the 
species, availability of substitute species, and trends in effort driven by external factors.  

Commercial to Recreational Transfers 
If the recreational fishery receives a transfer, they would experience positive socioeconomic 
impacts due to outcomes such as the potential for liberalized measures, the ability to maintain 
status quo measures when a restriction may otherwise be needed, and/or a reduced risk of an RHL 
or ACL overage that may impose negative consequences in a future year. These outcomes could 
result in maintained or increased revenues for recreational businesses as well as improved or 
maintained levels of angler satisfaction, compared to if no commercial to recreational transfer 
occurred.  

In this scenario, the commercial sector would give up quota that is not expected to be fully utilized. 
In theory, if the decision to transfer is based on a pattern of underutilization in the commercial 
sector, the economic impacts to the commercial sector from such a transfer would be neutral. 
However, the commercial sector could experience a loss in revenue if the potential for 
underutilization is incorrectly evaluated. This could be due to a disconnect in the data used to 
evaluate the transfer and conditions in the relevant fishing year, possibly driven by changes in 
market conditions or fishery participation and effort.  

Impacts to the commercial fisheries are not likely to be felt equally across states given different 
commercial quota management systems and differing quota utilizations by state. While coastwide 
commercial landings can fall short of the total commercial quota, individual states vary 
considerably in utilizing or underutilizing their individual quotas. A coastwide projected 
underutilization could occur even if one or more states would be expected to fully utilize their 
quota in the upcoming year. This could have negative economic impacts to the commercial 
industries in states that regularly achieve their quotas.  

Recreational to Commercial Transfers 
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If the commercial fishery receives a transfer, they would experience positive socioeconomic 
impacts in the year of the transfer due to increased potential revenues associated with higher 
potential landings. In general, quota increases are expected to result in higher revenues, although 
some of these benefits may be partially offset by decreases in price per pound that can be associated 
with higher quotas. As described in Section 4.2, average ex-vessel price for each species tends to 
decrease with increasing landings. This relationship depends on the magnitude of the change in 
quota as well as other market factors in addition to total landings, so this relationship is difficult 
to predict. The relationship is also stronger for summer flounder and scup compared to black sea 
bass, so positive impacts of the commercial sector receiving a transfer are likely to be greater for 
black sea bass.  

In theory, if the decision to transfer is based on a pattern of underutilization by the recreational 
sector, negative socioeconomic impacts to the recreational sector from such a transfer may not be 
realized. However, this would limit the potential for liberalizing recreational management 
measures. For these species, particularly for summer flounder and black sea bass, many 
stakeholders are of the opinion that recreational measures are currently overly restrictive. Because 
recreational harvest is more difficult to predict and control than commercial harvest, recreational 
management measures are frequently adjusted in order to strike an appropriate balance between 
conservation and angler satisfaction. Therefore, it may be less likely that a recreational to 
commercial transfer would actually occur.  

Impacts of Transfers in Either Direction 
The impacts of transfers should be considered in combination with the short-term and long-term 
impacts associated with commercial/recreational allocation modifications under alternative set 1. 
However, it is difficult to do so quantitatively given the uncertainties about allocation changes as 
well as the uncertainties in the frequency, amount, and direction of potential transfers. In general, 
any annual transfers away from a sector can compound the negative impacts experienced due to a 
reduction in that sector’s total allocation, or in the short term could partially offset the positive 
impacts of an increase in allocation. Annual transfers to a sector can simultaneously create 
additional positive impacts on top of the positive impacts of reallocation from the perspective of 
the receiving sector, and also exacerbate negative impacts of a loss in allocation for the donating 
sector.  

The impacts of transfers would also be influenced by annual reductions or increases in the overall 
ABC based on changes in projected stock biomass and the application of the Council’s risk policy. 
The recipient of a transfer could have some negative socioeconomic impacts from ABC reductions 
mitigated by receiving a transfer, while the transferring sector may experience exacerbated 
negative economic impacts from ABC reductions. Conversely, if the ABC were increasing, this 
could offset negative impacts to the transferring sector and provide additional benefits to the sector 
receiving the transfer.  

As described above, the impacts of transfers may differ by state or region. For the commercial 
industry, the negative impacts associated with losing quota or the positive impacts associated with 
receiving a transfer are influenced by the method of quota allocation for each species. For summer 
flounder, the commercial quota allocation was revised as of January 1, 2021, and the state 
allocations are now tied to the overall coastwide commercial quota amount. This means that a 
transfer to or from the commercial quota could influence whether the coastwide commercial quota 
is above or below the quota threshold for modified allocations, which is currently specified at 9.55 
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million pounds. The Council and Commission approved modifications to the black sea bass state 
commercial allocations such that the allocations will now partially account for biomass 
distribution. These changes will take effect on January 1, 2022. The revised black sea bass 
commercial state allocations are not dependent on the overall quota level; therefore, their impacts 
will be independent from the impacts of sector transfers.  

The impacts of transfers can also be impacted by the availability and management of substitute 
species for a particular sector. High availability and access to recreational or commercial substitute 
species would help mitigate negative impacts of a transfer away from a given sector, while lower 
availability and access would compound these negative effects.  

Availability of a target species in a given year can also affect the outcome of a transfer, in the sense 
that availability influences catch rates and search costs associated with commercial and 
recreational trips. In general, it has been more difficult to calibrate recreational measures to 
constrain catch below the target level when availability for a species is high. This could drive 
managers to adopt commercial-to-recreational transfers more frequently under high availability 
conditions in order to avoid recreational overages.  

5.2.3  Impacts of Transfer Cap Alternatives  
Alternative set 2c (Section 5.1.2) contains options for setting a cap on the total amount of transfer 
between sectors, as a percentage of the ABC.  

Alternative 2c-1 would specify that there is no transfer cap, meaning the Council and Board could 
recommend any amount of the ABC be transferred between sectors during the annual 
specifications process. This allows for maximum flexibility in changing the effective allocation in 
each year; however, this is also associated with a higher likelihood of politically contentious 
discussions during the annual specifications setting process and greater uncertainty about future 
effective sector allocations. The Council and Board could effectively consider large temporary 
reallocations on an annual basis. No transfer cap could also mean a very wide range of potential 
transfer amounts to consider and analyze. This could lead to less predictability and more frequent 
fluctuations in sector-specific landings limits from year to year, which could be amplified by 
changes in overall catch limits resulting from fluctuating stock projections. This could partially 
negate some of the positive impacts experienced by the sector receiving transfers, given that it 
could mean their adjustments in the following year may be more severe than if a transfer did not 
occur the prior year.  

Alternatives 2c-2, 2c-3, and 2c-4 provide options for transfer caps set at 5%, 10%, and 15% of the 
ABC, respectively. This would provide less flexibility in adapting to circumstances where there 
may be a surplus of allocation in one sector but a deficit in the other. However, a transfer cap also 
limits consideration of larger allocation transfers through the specifications process and would 
limit the politically contentious nature of this discussion and provide greater certainty in the 
effective sector allocations. Transfer caps would limit the allocation changes that could occur from 
year to year. Transfer caps would somewhat streamline the process of transfer consideration given 
that it would limit the range of what could be considered. A lower transfer cap (alternative 2c-2) 
would accomplish this more so than a larger cap (alternative 2c-4).  

Under all alternatives, increased fluctuation in allocation from year to year could increase 
instability and unpredictability in landings limits, which could partially negate the positive impacts 
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from a transfer even if a cap is in place, although transfer caps under alternatives 2c-2 through 2c-
4 would lower the likelihood or severity of this, particularly if the cap is lower.  

Under all transfer alternatives, if larger and/or more frequent transfers are adopted, this may 
indicate that the allocation is not properly specified in the FMP and consideration should be given 
to modifications to the allocation percentages.  

Table 17 shows 5%, 10%, and 15% transfer caps in millions of pounds under the 2017-2023 high 
and low ABCs for each species. This is meant to provide an example of the amounts that could 
have been transferred between sectors under recent high and low ABCs. This does not represent a 
theoretical minimum or maximum amount of quota transfer in pounds, given that the transfer cap 
alternatives are specified as a percent of the ABC and will vary as ABCs change.  

Between 2017-2023, alternative 2c-2 (5% cap) would have resulted in a cap between 0.45 and 1.96 
million pounds depending on the species and year. Alternative 2c-3 (10% cap) would have resulted 
in a cap between 0.89 and 3.91 million pounds depending on the species and year. Alternative 2c-
4 (15% cap) would have resulted in a cap between 1.34 and 5.87 million pounds depending on the 
species and year. Over this time period, scup would have had the highest average transfer cap 
given the highest average ABC, followed by summer flounder and then black sea bass. 

Table 17: Example transfer caps under alternatives 2c-2 through 2c-4 for the 2017-2023 
high and low ABCs for each species, in millions of pounds. Note that these are only 
examples using recent ABCs and do not represent a theoretical maximum or minimum 
transfer amount in pounds.  

 Summer 
Flounder Scup Black Sea 

Bass 

ABC for comparison 2017-2023 Low ABC  11.30 28.40 8.94 
2017-2023 High ABC  33.12 39.14 18.86 

2c-2: 5% of ABC 2017-2023 Low Transfer Cap  0.57 1.42 0.45 
2017-2023 High Transfer Cap  1.66 1.96 0.94 

2c-3: 10% of ABC 2017-2023 Low Transfer Cap  1.13 2.84 0.89 
2017-2023 High Transfer Cap  3.31 3.91 1.89 

2c-4: 15% of ABC 2017-2023 Low Transfer Cap  1.70 4.26 1.34 
2017-2023 High Transfer Cap  4.97 5.87 2.83 

6.0 FRAMEWORK/ADDENDUM PROVISION ALTERNATIVES 
AND IMPACTS 

6.1  Framework/Addendum Provision Alternatives 
The alternatives in Table 18 consider whether the Council and Board should have the ability to 
make future changes related to certain issues considered through this amendment through a 
framework action (under the Council's FMP) and/or an addendum (for the Commission's FMP). 
Frameworks/addenda are modifications to the FMPs that are typically (though not always) more 
efficient than a full amendment. While amendments may take several years to complete and may 
be more complex, frameworks/addenda can usually be completed in 5-8 months. Both types of 
management actions include multiple opportunities for public input; however, scoping and public 
hearings are required for amendments, but are optional for frameworks/addenda. Frameworks/ 
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addenda can only modify existing measures and/or those that have been previously considered in 
an FMP amendment.  

The framework/addenda provisions would apply to commercial/recreational allocation changes 
(alternative set 1) and quota transfer provisions between the commercial and recreational sectors 
(alternative set 2). The ability to revise commercial/ recreational allocations through a framework 
or addendum could make future allocation changes simpler and less time consuming. The Council 
adopted an allocation review policy in 2019,11 where each relevant allocation will be reviewed at 
least every 10 years; however, the Council may choose to conduct reviews more frequently based 
on substantial public interest or other factors (including changes in ecological, social, and 
economic conditions). Framework/addendum provisions are also considered for transfers of quota 
between sectors, as this may allow for a more efficient management response to changes in the 
needs of the commercial and recreational fisheries for these species than if these changes needed 
to be considered through an FMP amendment, as is currently the case.  

Allowing such changes through a framework/addendum does not require or guarantee that this 
mechanism can be used for future changes. The Council and Board can always choose to initiate 
an amendment rather than a framework/addendum if more thorough evaluation or additional public 
comment opportunities are desired. In addition, if the specific changes under consideration are 
especially controversial or represent a significant departure from previously considered measures, 
an amendment may be required, even if the type of change is identified in the FMP as a change 
that can be made through a framework/addendum.  

Table 18: Framework/addendum provision alternatives. 
Framework/addendum provision alternatives 
3a: No action/status quo (no changes to framework/addendum provisions; changes to 
commercial/recreational allocations must be made through an amendment) 
3b: Allow changes to commercial/recreational allocations, annual quota transfers, and other 
measures included in this amendment to be made through framework actions/addenda  

6.2  Impacts of Framework/Addendum Provision Alternatives 
The impacts of alternatives 3a and 3b are briefly described below. These alternatives are primarily 
procedural in nature. The purpose of modifying the list of “frameworkable items” in the FMP is to 
demonstrate that the concepts included on the list have previously been considered in an 
amendment (i.e., they are not novel).  

Alternative 3a would make no changes to the current list of framework provisions in the Council's 
FMP and no changes to the current list of measures subject to change under adaptive management 
in the Commission’s FMP. Any future proposed modifications to the commercial/recreational 
allocations or proposed allocation transfer systems would likely require a full FMP amendment. 
The timeline and complexity of such an amendment would depend on the nature of the specific 
options considered. 

Alternative 3b would allow changes to commercial/recreational allocations and sector allocation 
transfer provisions to be implemented through a framework action (for the Council) and/or an FMP 
addendum (for the Commission). This alternative is intended to simplify and improve the 

 
11 https://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-Fishery-Allocation-Review-Policy_2019-08.pdf  

https://www.mafmc.org/s/MAFMC-Fishery-Allocation-Review-Policy_2019-08.pdf
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efficiency of future actions to the extent possible and would not have any direct impacts on the 
environment or human communities as it is primarily procedural in nature. As previously stated, 
under alternative 3b, the Council and Board could still decide it is more appropriate to use an 
amendment if significant changes are proposed. The impacts of any specific changes to the 
commercial/ recreational allocations or transfers between the sectors considered through a future 
framework/ addendum would be analyzed through a separate process with associated public 
comment opportunities and a full description of expected impacts.  

7.0 APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A: Catch vs. Landings-Based Allocations 
This appendix provides additional clarification on the differences between catch and landings-
based allocations. These allocations are used to derive a set of required annual catch and landings 
limits for both sectors, including commercial and recreational annual catch limits and annual catch 
targets (ACLs and ACTs12, which both account for landings and dead discards), and landings limits 
(commercial quota and RHL, both of which only account for landings). The same types of catch 
and landings limits are all required under both catch and landings-based allocations. These limits 
are calculated through the annual specifications process. The commercial/recreational allocations 
are not used in other parts of the management process; they are only used in the specifications 
process to derive the sector-specific catch and landings limits.  

In both cases, all catch and landings limits are derived from the overall ABC, which applies to all 
dead catch and is set based on the best scientific information available. The main difference 
between catch and landings-based allocations is the step in the process at which the 
commercial/recreational allocation is applied and how dead discards are factored into the 
calculations.  

A catch-based allocation allocates the total ABC (which accounts for both landings and dead 
discards) between the two sectors as commercial and recreational ACLs, based on the allocation 
percentages defined in the FMP (catch-based step 1 in the figures below). Dead discards are then 
estimated for each sector and subtracted from the sector ACLs to derive the annual sector landings 
limits (commercial quota and RHL).  

A landings-based allocation applies the allocation percentage defined in the FMP to only the 
portion of the ABC that is expected to be landed (landings-based steps 1 and 2 in the figures 
below). This requires first calculating the amount of expected dead discards from both sectors 
combined and subtracting that from the ABC (landings-based step 1), so that the allocation 
percentage can be applied to the total allowable landings (landings-based step 2). Dead discards 
are still projected for each sector and incorporated into the ACLs under a landings-based 
allocation, but the process is more complex due to the need to separate out total landings first to 
apply the allocation. This process evolved because management of summer flounder and black sea 
bass was previously based on landings limits only and did not consider dead discards. When dead 
discards were first incorporated into management, the allocation percentages continued to be 

 
12 ACTs are set equal to or lower than the ACLs to account for management uncertainty. For these species, ACTs have 
typically been set equal to the ACLs in recent years.  
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applied to landings only and it was determined that other methods were needed to split expected 
dead discards by sector.  

As described in more detail below, in both cases, sector-specific dead discards are generally 
estimated based on recent trends in the fisheries. Therefore, under a landings-based allocation, 
recent trends in dead discards in one sector have more of an impact on the catch and landings 
limits in the other sector. Under a catch-based allocation, the calculations of sector-specific 
catch and landings limits are more separate and recent trends in landings and dead discards 
in one sector have a lesser impact on the limits in the other sector. This can have important 
implications due to sector-specific differences in factors such as how landings and discards are 
estimated, the factors influencing discards (e.g., regulations, market demand, catch and release 
practices), and discard mortality rates.  

Under both allocation approaches, the commercial/recreational allocation percentages are fixed 
(until modified through an FMP action) and do not vary based on recent trends in the fisheries. 
They would be defined based on one of the alternatives listed in Section 4.0 of this document.  

More details, including a description of the subsequent steps to arrive at the commercial quota and 
RHL are included below. Examples of the implications of each approach are included at the end 
of this section.  

Projected Discards Under Both Allocation Approaches 

For scup and summer flounder, the total amount of the ABC expected to come from dead discards 
can be projected using the stock assessment model. These projections account for variations in the 
size of different year classes (i.e., the fish spawned in a given year) and catch at age information 
from the commercial and recreational sectors. The current stock assessment model for black sea 
bass does not allow for these projections, so alternative methods such as recent year average 
proportions need to be used.  

Regardless of the allocation approach, the methodology for calculating sector-specific dead 
discards (as opposed to total dead discards) is not defined in the FMP and can vary based on annual 
considerations. The Monitoring Committee provides advice on this decision. 

Under both approaches, only dead discards are factored into the allocation percentages and the 
catch and landings limits calculations. Discarded fish which are presumed to survive do not factor 
into these calculations. 
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Catch-based Allocation Process  

The allocation percentages under consideration are listed in Section 4.1. Those allocation 
percentages are then used in the specifications process as described below. 

Catch-based Step 1. The ABC is divided into commercial and recreational ACLs based on the 
allocation percentages defined in the FMP.  

 
Catch-based Step 2. Commercial and recreational ACTs are set less than or equal to their 
respective ACLs to account for management uncertainty. The appropriate deduction for 
management uncertainty (if any) is not pre-defined and is based on annual considerations, 
including the advice of the Monitoring Committee.  

 

Catch-based Step 3. Expected dead discards are calculated for each sector to derive the 
commercial quota and RHL from the sector-specific ACTs.  
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Catch-based Step 4. Commercial quotas and RHLs are determined by subtracting the sector-
specific dead discards (see catch-based step 3) from the sector-specific ACTs.  

 

 

Landings-Based Allocation Process 

Landings-based Step 1. The ABC is first divided into the amount expected to come from 
landings (total projected landings) and the amount expected to come from dead discards (total 
projected dead discards). The methodology for this calculation is not defined in the FMP and can 
vary based on annual considerations. The Monitoring Committee provides advice on this 
decision.  

As previously stated, for scup and summer flounder, these calculations can be informed by stock 
assessment projections. The current black sea bass stock assessment does not model landings and 
dead discards separately; therefore, calculations of total projected landings and dead discards for 
black sea bass cannot be informed by stock assessment projections. Instead, other methods, such 
as those based on recent year average proportions, must be used. 
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Landings-based Step 2. The total projected landings are allocated to the commercial and 
recreational sectors based on the allocation percentages defined in the FMP.  

 

Landings-based Step 3. The total projected dead discards are split into projected commercial dead 
discards and projected recreational dead discards. The methodology for calculating sector-specific 
dead discards is not defined in the FMP and can vary based on annual considerations. The 
Monitoring Committee provides advice on this decision.  

 

Landings-based Step 4. Commercial and recreational ACLs are calculated by adding the landings 
amount allocated to each sector and the sector-specific projected dead discards (see Steps 2 and 3 
above).  
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Landings-based Step 5. Commercial and recreational ACTs are set less than or equal to their 
respective ACLs to account for management uncertainty. The appropriate deduction for 
management uncertainty (if any) is not pre-defined and is based on annual considerations, 
including the advice of the Monitoring Committee.  

 
 

Landings-based Step 6. Commercial quotas and RHLs are determined by subtracting sector-
specific discards from the sector-specific ACTs.  

 

Implications of Catch vs. Landings-Based Allocation Approaches 

One of the major differences between catch-based and landings-based allocations is at which step 
in the process the commercial/recreational allocation is applied to derive catch and landings limits. 
Under a catch-based allocation, the commercial/recreational allocation is applied in the first step 
of the process after the ABC is determined. Under a landings-based allocation, decisions about the 
total amount of expected landings and dead discards must be made before the commercial/ 
recreational allocation is applied. The commercial/recreational allocation is then applied to the 
total amount of expected landings (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7: Comparison of first two steps of calculating commercial and recreational catch 
and landings limits under catch and landings-based allocations. 
 

The method for determining total expected landings and dead discards under a landings-based 
approach is not specified in the FMP and can vary based on annual considerations. In practice, this 
typically involves consideration of stock assessment projections and/or recent trends in landings 
and dead discards, depending on the species. In this way, considerations of recent trends in the 
stock and discard trends in either the commercial or recreational fishery impacts both sector’s catch 
and landings limit under a landings-based allocation to a greater extent than under a catch-based 
allocation.  

Under a catch-based allocation, the total ABC is always allocated among the commercial and 
recreational sectors in the same way (i.e., based on the allocation percentages defined in the FMP) 
regardless of recent trends in year classes or landings and dead discards in each sector. Put another 
way, under a catch-based allocation, changes in landings and dead discards in one sector do not 
influence the other sector’s ACL as the entire ABC is always split among the sectors based on the 
allocation defined in the FMP, regardless of recent trends in landings and discards by sector. In 
theory, this can allow each sector to see the benefits of a reduction in their own dead discards to a 
greater extent than under a landings-based allocation. Under a catch-based allocation, a reduction 
in dead discards in one sector can result in an increase in that sector’s landings limit in a future 
year. This was part of the rationale for implementing the current catch-based allocation for scup 
as it was expected to incentivize a reduction in commercial dead discards, which were of concern 
during development of Amendment 8. Under a landings-based allocation, changes in landings and 
dead discards in one sector can influence the catch and landings limits in both sectors; therefore, 
the benefits of a reduction in dead discards (or the negative impacts of an increase in dead discards) 
in one sector can also be felt by the other sector.  

Although catch- and landings-based allocations may create different incentives for reducing dead 
discards in each sector, in reality, this may be a long-term impact. With the exception of the no 
action alternatives, all the allocation alternatives under consideration through this amendment are 
based on historical patterns in the fisheries considering the best available recreational and 
commercial data, either using the original base years or considering data through 2018 or 2019, 
depending on the alternative (Section 4.1). Therefore, the catch or landings-based allocations under 
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many of the alternatives may not create an immediate notable incentive for change compared to 
recent operating conditions. Selection of catch versus landings-based allocations does have an 
immediate effect on each sector’s landings limit. Appendix C presents a methodology for 
projecting landings limits under the catch- and landings-based allocation alternatives, and Section 
4.2 compares recent trends in landings data to the projected landings limits under each allocation 
alternative. 

 



 

53 
 

APPENDIX B: Supplemental Information on Basis for Allocation Alternatives  
This appendix describes the rationale behind each of the commercial/recreational allocation 
percentage alternatives listed in alternative sets 1a-1c (Table 19). Alternatives under approaches 
A through G were initially developed by the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) and 
approved by the Council and Board for inclusion in this amendment, while alternatives under 
approaches H and I were proposed by a group of Council and Board members and adopted for 
inclusion in this document in August 2021. 

Table 19. Alternatives considered through this amendment for commercial/recreational 
allocation percentages (i.e., alternative sets 1a – summer flounder, 1b - scup, and 1c – black 
sea bass) grouped according to the approach used to derive the alternatives.  
Approach Description Associated Alternatives 

A No action/status quo 1a-4, 1b-1, 1c-4 

B Same base years as current allocations 
(varies by species) but with new data 1a-5, 1b-2, 1b-5*, 1c-5 

C 2004-2018 base years 1a-1, 1a-6*, 1b-6, 1c-2 

D 2009-2018 base years 1a-2*, 1a-6*, 1b-3*, 1b-5*, 1c-3, 
1c-7* 

E 2014-2018 base years 1a-3, 1a-7, 1b-5*, 1c-7* 

F 
Approximate status quo harvest per sector 
compared to 2017/2018 (summer flounder) 
or 2018/2019 (scup, black sea bass) 

1a-2*, 1b-4, 1b-7, 1c-1, 1c-6* 

G Average of other approaches approved by 
Council/Board in June 2020 1a-2*, 1b-3*, 1c-6* 

H 
Average 2004-2018 catch or landings 
proportions with RHL overage years 
excluded 

Fluke-1 and -2, Scup-1 and -2, BSB-
1 and -2 

I 
50/50 weighting of the historical base years 
and 2004-2018 with RHL overage years 
excluded 

Fluke-3 and -4, Scup-3, and -4, 
BSB-3 and -4 

*indicates an alternative supported by multiple approaches.  

Approach A (no action/status quo) 
The no action/status quo alternatives consider the consequences of taking no action and retaining 
the current commercial/recreational allocations. It is required that all Council and Commission 
amendments consider no action/status quo alternatives.  

Approach B (same base years as current allocations but with new data) 
This approach would use updated recreational and commercial data from the same base years as 
the current allocations to inform new allocation percentages. This is the basis (or, depending on 
the alternative, part of the basis) for alternatives 1a-5, 1b-2, 1b-5, and 1c-5. 

Both catch and landings-based alternatives using this approach are considered for scup 
(alternatives 1b-2 and 1b-5, respectively). However, for summer flounder and black sea bass, only 
landings-based alternatives using this approach are considered (alternative 1a-5 for summer 
flounder and 1c-5 for black sea bass). This is because dead discard estimates in weight are not 
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available for all the current base years for summer flounder (i.e., 1980-1989) and black sea bass 
(i.e., 1983-1992). Estimates of landings and dead discards in weight in both sectors are available 
for all the current base years for scup (i.e., 1988-1992). 

MRIP does not provide estimates of recreational catch or harvest prior to 1981; therefore, the full 
1980-1989 base years for summer flounder cannot be re-calculated for the recreational fishery. 
Instead, alternative 1a-5 uses 1981-1989 as the base years.  

The rationale behind the selection of the current base years for each species is not explicitly defined 
in the FMP amendments that first implemented the commercial/recreational allocations. The 
current base years for scup and black sea bass are all years prior to Council and Commission 
management. For summer flounder, the Commission FMP was adopted in 1982 but contained 
mostly management guidelines rather than required provisions. The joint Council and Commission 
FMP was adopted in 1988, toward the end of the 1980-1989 base year period used to develop 
allocations. The management program for summer flounder was quite limited until Amendment 2 
was implemented in 1993. The current base years for each species were likely chosen based on a 
desire to use as long of a pre-management time period as possible considering the limitations of 
the relevant data sets.  

The approach of revising the commercial/recreational allocations using the same base years and 
new data allows for consideration of fishery characteristics in years prior to influence by the 
commercial/recreational allocations, while also using what is currently the best scientific 
information available to understand the fisheries in those base years. 

Approach C (2004-2018 base years), approach D (2009-2018 base years), and approach E 
(2014-2018 base years) 
Under approaches C, D, and E, the commercial/recreational allocation for each species would be 
based on the proportion of catch or landings from each sector during the most recent 15, 10, or 5 
years through 2018, respectively. Final 2019 data from both sectors were not available during 
initial development of these alternatives; therefore, this amendment only considers catch and 
landings data through 2018.  

The fisheries have changed notably since the commercial/recreational allocations were first 
implemented in 1993 for summer flounder, 1997 for scup, and 1998 for black sea bass. Most 
notably, all three species were under rebuilding programs when these allocations were first 
implemented. According to the most recent stock assessment information, none of the three species 
are currently overfished or experiencing overfishing. Black sea bass and scup biomass levels are 
particularly high, at 237% and 198% of the target levels in 2018, respectively. Summer flounder 
biomass was at 78% of the target level in 2017.13 

Other characteristics of the fisheries have also changed. Limited access programs for the 
commercial fisheries were implemented after the initial allocation base years. Possession limits 
and required minimum fish sizes in both sectors were implemented and have constrained both 
commercial and recreational harvest. Reporting and monitoring systems and requirements in both 

 
13 Stock assessment reports for these species can be found at: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/publication-
database/northeast-stock-assessment-documents-search-tool.  

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/publication-database/northeast-stock-assessment-documents-search-tool
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/publication-database/northeast-stock-assessment-documents-search-tool
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sectors have improved. Socioeconomic conditions such as demand for seafood and the 
demographics and number of both commercial and recreational fishermen have also shifted.  

For these reasons, this amendment will consider allocation percentages based on more recent 
trends in the fisheries compared to the initial base years. The FMAT, Council, and Board agreed 
that the most recent 15, 10, and 5 years (through 2018) are reasonable time periods to consider.  

During these time periods, the fisheries were theoretically constrained by the current allocations. 
However, the commercial fisheries were generally held closer to their allocations than the 
recreational fisheries, even when measuring recreational harvest with the pre-calibration MRIP 
data available prior to 2018. Due to the nature of these fisheries, the commercial fisheries have 
been much more comprehensively monitored in a more timely manner than recreational fisheries 
during these time periods. All federally permitted commercial fishermen are required to sell their 
catch to federally permitted dealers, and those dealers must submit landings reports on a weekly 
basis. If commercial fisheries are projected to land their full quota prior to the end of the year or 
quota period, they can be shut down. The commercial fisheries have rarely exceeded their quotas 
by notable amounts over the past 15 years due to close monitoring and reporting. 

Recreational harvest is monitored through a combination of voluntary responses to MRIP surveys 
and VTR data from federally permitted for-hire vessels. Preliminary MRIP data are provided in 
two month “wave” increments and are not released until approximately two months after the end 
of the wave. Final recreational data are generally not available until the spring of the following 
year. Due to the delay in data availability, in-season closures are not used for these recreational 
fisheries. Recreational fisheries are primarily managed with a combination of possession limits, 
minimum fish sizes, and open/closed seasons that are projected to constrain harvest to a certain 
level. However, recreational harvest is influenced by a number of external factors, and the level of 
harvest associated with a specific combination of possession limits, minimum fish sizes, and 
open/closed seasons can be difficult to accurately predict. Compared to commercial effort, 
recreational effort is more challenging to manage, especially considering the recreational sector is 
an open access fishery. For these reasons, recreational harvest is not as tightly controlled and 
monitored as commercial landings.  

In summary, there are tradeoffs associated with allocations based on recent fishery performance. 
These allocations could better reflect the current needs of the fisheries and be more responsive to 
changes in the fisheries and stocks compared to allocations using the initial base years. However, 
these alternatives would reallocate based on time periods when the recreational fishery was 
effectively less constrained to their limits than the commercial fishery. The implications may be 
different for each of the three species, and the issues should be carefully considered. From 2004-
2018, scup tended to have more consistent quota and RHL underages in both sectors than summer 
flounder and black sea bass, and black sea bass had much more consistent RHL overages than the 
other two species (in all cases considering the pre-calibration MRIP data available prior to 2018).  

Approach F: Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 2017/2018 (summer 
flounder) or 2018/2019 (scup, black sea bass) 
Rationale 
The intent behind this approach is to modify the percentage allocations to allow for roughly status 
quo landings in both sectors under the 2020-2021 ABCs for all three species compared to year(s) 
prior to the recent catch limit revisions based on the most recent stock assessments. This approach 
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was developed prior to the August 2020 Council and Board meeting when both groups agreed to 
revise the 2021 ABCs for all three species; therefore, this approach considers the previously 
implemented 2021 ABCs. Compared to the previously implemented 2021 ABCs, the revisions 
approved by the Council and Board in August 2020 represent an increase of 8% for summer 
flounder, 13% for scup, and 9% for black sea bass. 

The most recent stock assessments for all three species incorporated the revised MRIP data as well 
as updated commercial fishery data and fishery-independent data through 2017 for summer 
flounder and 2018 for scup and black sea bass. Catch and landings limits based on these 
assessments were implemented in 2019-2021 for summer flounder and 2020-2021 for scup and 
black sea bass. Identical catch and landings limits across each year were implemented for summer 
flounder and black sea bass. For scup, the catch and landings limits varied across 2020-2021. 

For summer flounder, these changes resulted in a 49% increase in the commercial quota and RHL 
in 2019 compared to 2018. Despite the increase in the RHL, recreational management measures 
could not be liberalized because the revised MRIP data showed that the recreational fishery was 
already harvesting close to the increased RHL. The increased commercial quota allowed for an 
increase in commercial landings.  

For black sea bass, these changes resulted in a 59% increase in the commercial quota and RHL for 
2020 compared to 2019. Status quo recreational measures for black sea bass were expected to 
result in an overage of the increased 2020 RHL; however, the Council, Board, and NMFS agreed 
to maintain status quo recreational management measures for 2020 to allow more time to consider 
how to best modify recreational management in light of the new MRIP data. Commercial landings 
appear to have increased in response to the increase in the quota; however, they are not likely to 
increase by the full 59% due to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on market demand.  

For scup, these changes resulted in a decrease in the commercial quota (-7%) and RHL (-12%) in 
2020 compared to 2019. Status quo recreational measures for scup in 2020 were maintained based 
on similar justifications described above for black sea bass as well as the expectation that the 
commercial fishery would continue to under-harvest their quota due to market reasons. 

Given these circumstances, an attempt was made to calculate revised commercial/recreational 
allocations for all three species such that harvest in each sector could remain similar to pre-2019 
levels for summer flounder and pre-2020 levels for scup and black sea bass (i.e., the years prior to 
implementation of the most recent stock assessments for all three species), at least on a short-term 
basis under the current ABCs. This would require lower commercial quotas than those currently 
implemented for all three species. However, the Council and Board agreed that this approach 
warrants further consideration given that the commercial quotas for summer flounder and black 
sea bass increased by 49% and 59% respectively as a result of the most recent stock assessments, 
the commercial scup quota has been under-harvested for over 10 years. The recreational black sea 
bass and scup fisheries are facing the potential for severe restrictions based on a comparison of the 
revised MRIP data in recent years to the current RHLs under the existing allocations.  

Defining status quo for each species and sector 
Due to unique circumstances in each fishery, the status quo harvest target under this approach was 
not defined the same way across all species and sectors. Recreational harvest can vary notably 
from year to year, even under similar management measures. For this reason, recreational status 
quo for all three species was defined as average recreational harvest in pounds during the two years 
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prior to the most recent catch limit revisions (i.e., 2017-2018 for summer flounder and 2018-2019 
for scup and black sea bass). Commercial scup landings are also variable and have been below the 
quota since 2007 for market reasons. Therefore, status quo for the commercial scup fishery was 
also defined as a recent two-year average of harvest (2018-2019). For summer flounder and black 
sea bass, commercial status quo was defined as landings in the last year prior to revisions based 
on the most recent assessments (i.e., 2018 for summer flounder and 2019 for black sea bass). This 
reflects the fact that commercial summer flounder and black sea bass landings are generally close 
to the quotas.  

Status quo levels of discards for each species and sector were defined using the same years 
described above for landings. At the time that this approach was developed, discard estimates in 
weight for 2019 were not available for either sector; therefore, it was assumed that 2019 discards 
would be equal to the 2016-2018 average for all species and sectors. Because the Council and 
Board approved specific allocation alternatives in August 2020, this analysis was not updated with 
the 2019 discard data that has since become available.  

Methodology for calculating allocations  
This approach considers the 2020 - 2021 ABCs (or, in the case of scup, the average of the 2020 
and 2021 ABCs). Because this approach would modify the commercial/recreational allocation 
percentages, expected harvest and discards in each sector could not be calculated with the same 
methods used for setting the 2020-2021 specifications. Instead, initial values for expected dead 
discards by sector were calculated by dividing the 2020-2021 ABCs into expected total (i.e., both 
sectors combined) landings and total dead discards based on the average proportion of total 
landings and dead discards during 2017-2019 (see note above about 2019 discards). The expected 
total amount of dead discards was then divided into commercial and recreational discards based 
on the average contribution of each sector to total dead discards during 2017-2019. Initial expected 
harvest was defined as the status quo level of landings in each sector described above. These were 
the target commercial quotas and RHLs. As described below, these initial values for both harvest 
and dead discards were modified during subsequent steps of the analysis.  

For summer flounder, total expected catch was 18% below the 2020-2021 ABC. This surplus 
allowable catch was split evenly among the two sectors. The resulting catch and landings limits, 
including expected dead discards in each sector, were modified to account for this surplus. For 
scup, total expected catch was 9% above the 2020-2021 average ABC. For black sea bass, total 
expected catch was 2% above the 2020-2021 ABC. For both scup and black sea bass, the catch 
reduction necessary to prevent an ABC overage was evenly split between the two sectors. Thus, 
true status quo was not be maintained for any of the three species under this example. For summer 
flounder, both sectors were able to slightly liberalize compared to the definition of status quo 
described above. For scup and black sea bass, both sectors had to be slightly restricted. The 
resulting catch and landings limits were then used to define the allocation percentages in Table 20. 
These are the allocation percentages for consideration under this approach.  
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Table 20. Allocations aiming to allow approximately status quo landings in each sector 
under the 2020-2021 ABCs compared to recent years prior to catch limit revisions based on 
the most recent stock assessments.  

Sector 
Catch-based Landings-based 

Summer 
flounder Scup Black sea 

bass 
Summer 
flounder Scup Black sea 

bass 
Commercial 43% 59% 32% 43% 50% 29% 
Recreational 57% 41% 68% 57% 50% 71% 

Approach G (average of other approaches approved by Council/Board in June 2020) 
The FMAT developed several allocation alternatives during May and June 2020. Many of these 
approaches resulted in very similar allocation percentages. The Council and Board refined the list 
of alternatives under consideration in June 2020 and agreed that it would be appropriate to consider 
an option for each species that averages the other alternatives in recognition of the similarities in 
outcomes across many alternatives.  

Although this approach does not have a quantitative basis that is distinct from the other 
alternatives, the FMAT agreed that this is appropriate. They also emphasized that there is not 
necessarily a clear, objective scientific basis for a single best way to approach these allocations, 
and that the final decision will be a policy and judgement call between a number of defensible 
options. 

Approach H: Average 2004-2018 Catch or Landings Proportions with RHL Overage Years 
Excluded  
The following approach was submitted by a group of four Council/Board members and approved 
for inclusion in this document in August 2021.14 Language below is taken from their proposal. 

Recent base years options (the last 5, 10, and/or 15 years through 2018) incorporating the 
recalibrated MRIP data were included in the draft amendment for all three species in landings and 
catch. However, as highlighted in the public comment, these options did not recognize the 
fundamental difference between the quota-managed commercial fisheries and target-managed 
recreational fisheries, in that only one sector may harvest significantly in excess of its limit which 
can result in a fairness and equity issue for reallocation based on these data. The objective of this 
proposal is thus to provide an allocation alternative for each species based on recent years fishery 
performance that does not reward the recreational fishery for overages of their annual harvest target 
when the commercial fishery was not allowed to have similar overages of their annual harvest 
quota from which to benefit. 

This approach would remove the years from the time series in which the uncalibrated MRIP 
coastwide harvest estimate exceeded the RHL.15 The 15-year time series (2004–2018) was selected 
in order to have sufficient years remaining in the calculations (10 years for summer flounder and 
scup, and seven years for black sea bass; the 10- and 5-year time series result in only two and one 

 
14 https://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab07_SFSBSB-Allocation-Amd_2021-08.pdf 
15 It is not appropriate to use the calibrated MRIP coastwide harvest estimates for this comparison because the RHLs 
were based on stock assessments utilizing the uncalibrated MRIP estimates. It also would not be appropriate to cap an 
exceeding year’s harvest at the RHL given the intent to transition to the use of calibrated MRIP data. Hence the 
approach to remove the year’s data from the calculation entirely. 
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years left in the calculation for black sea bass). This method was applied to both the catch data and 
landings data (Table 21). 

The effect of removing the RHL overage years on the allocations is minor for summer flounder 
and scup, and more pronounced for black sea bass. For summer flounder, the catch and landings 
based allocations for 2004–2018 are changed by 1–2 percentage points in favor of the commercial 
fishery by removing the RHL overage years; for scup, it is 2–3 percentage points in favor of the 
commercial fishery; and for black sea bass, it is 8–10 percentage points in favor of the commercial 
fishery. 

The catch-based and landings-based options for all three species are within the range of the existing 
alternatives based on the example commercial quotas and RHLs depicted in the draft amendment. 
The allocation shares are also within the range of existing alternatives for the scup catch-based 
option and the summer flounder and black sea bass landings-based options. 

Table 21: Allocation options using 2004–2018 average proportions of catch or harvest with 
RHL overage years excluded. 

Alternative Label and Basis 
Allocation Example quota or RHL (mil lb) 

Com. Rec. Com. Quota RHL 
Landings-based 

Fluke-1: Average 2004-2018 landings 
proportions, excluding years with RHL overages 
(i.e., 2006-2008, 2014 and 2016) 

47% 53% 8.75 9.87 

Scup-1: Average 2004-2018 landings 
proportions, excluding years with RHL overages 
(i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

59% 41% 17.43 12.11 

BSB-1: Average 2004-2018 landings 
proportions, excluding years with RHL overages 
(i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 

37% 63% 4.23 7.20 

Catch-based 

Fluke-2: Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, 
excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2006-
2008, 2014 and 2016) 

45% 55% 9.01 10.02 

Scup-2: Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, 
excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 
and 2007-2010) 

62% 38% 16.17 12.04 

BSB-2: Average 2004-2018 landings 
proportions, excluding years with RHL overages 

(i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 
36% 64% 3.63 7.68 

 

Approach I: 50/50 Weighting of the Historical Base Years and Recent Base Years with RHL 
Overage Years Excluded 
The following approach was submitted by a group of four Council/Board members and approved 
for inclusion in this document in August 2021.16 Language below is taken from their proposal. 

 
16 https://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab07_SFSBSB-Allocation-Amd_2021-08.pdf 
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As described in the proposal for the new alternatives, the draft amendment included allocation 
options based on historical base years (which were largely favored by commercial interests during 
public comment) and options based on recent base years (which were largely favored by 
recreational interests during public comment). The objective of this proposal is to add a weighted 
approach that balances commercial and recreational stakeholder interests in an allocation method 
that acknowledges both the historical fisheries’ dependence and the recent fisheries’ performance 
in a manner that is fair and equitable and uses the recalibrated MRIP data as the best available 
science. Specifically, the approach gives equal weighting to the historical base years (or reasonably 
proxy thereof, see below) and the last 15 years excluding those in which the recreational harvest 
limit was exceeded (as described above), through averaging their resulting allocations. 

In order to present this option in both a landings and catch basis, we needed to address that the 
draft amendment did not include catch-based historic base years allocations for summer flounder 
and black sea bass due to missing discard information during the species’ historic base years. To 
do so, we adopted the Council staff’s April 2021 recommendation for summer flounder as an 
approach to provide a reasonable proxy of catch-based historical base years allocations using the 
best available data for both summer flounder and black sea bass. That recommendation for summer 
flounder applied the landings- based historic base years allocation percentages (1a-5: 55% 
com/45% rec) as a catch-based allocation “to allow for a continued use of the existing base years 
with a transition to a catch-based allocation approach.” For black sea bass, this meant likewise 
applying the landings-based historical base years allocation percentages (1c-5: 45% com/55% rec) 
as a catch-based allocation. In support of these being “reasonable proxies” for historical catch-
based allocations, we note how the landings-based and catch- based allocation percentages for 
summer flounder and black sea bass for a particular time series within the draft amendment are 
generally within a percentage point or two of one another (e.g., the summer flounder 2004-2018 
time series results in com/rec allocation percentages of 44/56 catch-based and 45/55 landings-
based, indicating that the inclusion of discards in the data does not change the resulting allocation 
much). 

The allocations resulting from this approach are provided in Table 22. It is notable that this 
approach results in a catch-based black sea bass allocation similar to the 42% com/58% rec 
recommended by Council staff in April 2021 that was developed through an ad hoc approach 
meant to balance the tradeoffs for both sectors. The approach herein provides a more transparent 
and repeatable process that can be applied consistently across the three species. 

The catch-based and landings-based options for all three species are within the range of the existing 
alternatives based on the example commercial quotas and RHLs depicted in the draft amendment. 
The allocation shares are also within the range of existing alternatives for the scup catch-based 
option and the summer flounder and black sea bass landings-based options. 

Table 23 provides the historical base year allocations (or reasonable proxy thereof) used in the 
development of this proposed option for reference. 
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Table 22: Allocation options using a 50/50 weighting of the historical base years (or 
reasonable proxy thereof; see Table 23) and average 2004–2018 catch or landings 
proportions with RHL overage years excluded (see Table 21). 

 
Alternative label and basis 

Allocation Example quota or RHL (mil lb) 

 Com. Rec. Com. Quota RHL 

 Landings-based 

 
Fluke-3: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, and 2016) 

51% 49% 9.48 9.10 

 
Scup-3: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

58% 42% 17.14 12.41 

 

BSB-3: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 
2018) 

41% 59% 4.63 6.67 

Catch-based 

 
Fluke-4: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, and 2016) 

50% 50% 10.11 8.89 

 
Scup-4: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

63.5% 36.5% 16.53 11.54 

 

BSB-4: 50/50 weighting of no action/status quo 
base years and 2004-2018, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 
2018) 

40.5% 59.5% 4.00 7.13 

 
 

Table 23: Historic base years allocations (or reasonable proxy thereof) used in development 
of Table 22. 

Species 
Landings-based Catch-based 

Basis Allocation Basis Allocation 
Com Rec Com Rec 

Summer 
Flounder 

1981-1989 landings 
(1a-5) 55% 45% 1981-1989 landings (1a-5) 

applied as catch 55% 45% 

Scup 1988-1992 landings 
(1b-5) 57% 43% 1988-1992 catch (1b-2) 65% 35% 

Black Sea 
Bass 

1983-1992 landings 
(1c-5) 45% 55% 1983-1992 landings (1c-5) 

applied as catch 45% 55% 
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APPENDIX C: Example Quotas and RHLs Under Each Allocation Alternative 
This appendix provides examples of potential quotas and RHLs for each of the 
commercial/recreational allocation percentage alternatives listed in alternative sets 1a-1c (Table 
19). Commercial quotas and RHLs are developed or reviewed annually through consultation with 
the MC and approved by the Council and Board. As described below, given several assumptions 
that need to be made about how dead discards are handled, it is not possible to precisely predict 
what quotas and RHLs would be under each allocation alternative. This analysis provides the best 
approximation of possible limits available at this time.  

Dead Discard Projection Methodology 
Projecting dead discards is necessary to develop landings limits. Typically, summer flounder and 
scup total dead discards are based on the stock assessment projections. The MC then takes into 
consideration recent trends to split the total projected dead discards into dead discards by sector. 
For black sea bass, the MC relies on recent year average proportions of dead discards by sector as 
the stock assessment projections do not predict landings separately from dead discards. 

Projecting expected future commercial quotas and RHLs under revised allocations is complicated 
because large shifts in allocations are expected to impact recreational and commercial fishing 
effort, which may result in changes in dead discards for each sector in addition to changes in 
landings. As such, under modified allocations there would be a transition period where recent 
trends in dead discards by sector would not be particularly informative for projecting what sector 
discards would be under new allocations. Expected dead discards by sector under revised 
allocations are thus better predicted by modeling the relationship between dead catch, landings 
and dead discards. This can then be used to project dead discards under example catch and landings 
limits for each allocation alternative. The modeling process involves assumptions and like any 
model it is imperfect, but hopefully informative as well. This method is not necessarily the method 
that the MC will use in future specifications development, and they will still have the opportunity 
to adjust the dead discard projections based on expected changes in stock size, year class strength, 
recent changes in management measures, and recent changes in fishing effort. 

The following methodology for producing dead discard projections was based on the assumption 
that there is a relationship between dead discards and catch/landings. Examination of recent trends 
in black sea bass dead discards and catch/landings reveals a strong positive linear relationship in 
both the recreational and the commercial fisheries. This is to be expected for catch which is 
comprised of both landings and dead discards, but the positive relationship between landings and 
dead discards is informative for the projection of dead discards. As an example, Figure 8 displays 
a scatterplot of black sea bass recreational discards and landings. The positive relationship between 
dead discards was also present in the commercial and recreational scup and summer flounder 
fisheries.  
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Figure 8: Scatterplot of black sea bass recreational discards and landings (2005-2019). 
 
Deriving Landings Limits for Catch-based Allocations 
Expected dead discards in each sector for catch-based allocations were calculated based on a linear 
regression with catch as the dependent variable and discards as the independent variable, using 
data from 2005-2019. While the coefficients for catch were not statistically significant at the 90% 
confidence interval for all species and sectors, in all instances the regression analyses revealed a 
positive linear relationship.  
 
Deriving Landings Limits for Landings-Based Allocations 
Example landings limits for landings-based allocations were also calculated using a linear 
regression, but with landings as the independent variable and dead discards as the dependent 
variable. Dead discards were regressed on landings for the years 2005-2019 for all three species 
by sector. Although the coefficients for landings were not all statistically significant at the 90%, 
the regression analyses did reveal a positive linear relationship for all three species.  
 
Example RHLs and Quotas Under Allocation Alternatives 
The following tables provide the example commercial quotas and RHLs for each species under 
each allocation alternative using the methodology described above. As previously stated, the 
regressions were based on landings and dead discards data from 2005-2019. In addition, the 2023 
ABC value was used. For the status quo allocation alternatives, the actual 2023 commercial quota 
and RHL values are displayed for comparison.  
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Table 24: Black sea bass example quotas and RHLs in millions of pounds, under an ABC of 
16.66 million pounds. 

Black Sea Bass 
 CATCH-BASED LANDINGS-BASED 

Alt. BSB-4 BSB-2 1c-1 1c-2 1c-3 1c-4a 1c-5 BSB-3 BSB-1 1c-6 1c-7 
Com. 

allocation 40.5% 36% 32% 28% 24% 49% 45% 41% 37% 29% 22% 

Rec. 
allocation 59.5% 64% 68% 72% 76% 51% 55% 59% 63% 71% 78% 

Com. 
ACL 6.75 6.00 5.33 4.66 4.00 8.93 8.33 7.62 6.89 5.36 3.96 

Com. 
dead disc. 2.57 2.19 1.86 1.53 1.19 3.21 2.96 2.66 2.35 1.71 1.12 

Com. 
quota 4.18 3.81 3.47 3.14 2.80 5.71 5.37 4.96 4.53 3.65 2.84 

Rec. ACL 9.91 10.66 11.33 12.00 12.66 7.74 8.33 9.04 9.77 11.30 12.70 
Rec. dead 

disc. 2.09 2.24 2.38 2.51 2.65 1.79 1.77 1.91 2.05 2.35 2.63 

RHL 7.83 8.42 8.95 9.48 10.01 5.95 6.56 7.13 7.72 8.94 10.07 
a This is the no action/status quo alternative. The values shown here represent the catch and landings limits 
implemented for 2023, not example measures using the methodology described in this appendix. 
 
Table 25: Scup example quotas and RHLs in millions of pounds, under an ABC of 29.67 
million pounds. 

Scup 
 CATCH-BASED LANDINGS-BASED 

Alt. 1b-1a 1-b2 Scup-4 Scup-2 1b-3 1b-4 Scup-1 Scup-3 1b-5 1b-6 1b-7 
Com. 

allocation 78% 65% 63.5% 62% 61% 59% 59% 58% 57% 56% 50% 

Rec. 
allocation 22% 35% 36.5% 38% 39% 41% 41% 42% 43% 44% 50% 

Com. 
ACL 23.14 19.29 18.84 18.40 18.10 17.51 18.57 18.33 18.08 17.83 16.34 

Com. 
dead disc. 5.27 5.19 5.05 4.91 4.82 4.63 4.58 4.57 4.56 4.55 4.49 

Com. 
quota 17.87 14.10 13.79 13.49 13.28 12.88 13.99 13.76 13.52 13.28 11.85 

Rec. ACL 6.53 10.38 10.83 11.27 11.57 12.16 11.10 11.34 11.59 11.84 13.33 
Rec. dead 

disc. 1.12 1.33 1.35 1.38 1.40 1.43 1.37 1.38 1.40 1.41 1.48 

RHL 5.41 9.06 9.47 9.89 10.17 10.73 9.73 9.96 10.20 10.43 11.85 
a This is the no action/status quo alternative. The values shown here represent the catch and landings limits 
implemented for 2023, not example measures using the methodology described in this appendix. 
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Table 26: Summer flounder example quotas and RHLs in millions of pounds, under an 
ABC of 33.12 million pounds.  

Summer Flounder 

CATCH-BASED LANDINGS-BASED 
Alt. Fluke-4 Fluke-2 1a-1 1a-2 1a-3 1a-4a 1a-5 Fluke-3 Fluke-1 1a-6 1a-7 

Com. 
allocation 50% 45% 44% 43% 40% 60% 55% 51% 47% 45% 41% 

Rec. 
allocation 50% 55% 56% 57% 60% 40% 45% 49% 53% 55% 59% 

Com. 
ACL 16.56 14.90 14.57 14.24 13.25 18.48 17.26 16.12 14.98 14.41 13.27 

Com. 
dead disc. 2.87 2.66 2.62 2.58 2.46 2.95 2.78 2.69 2.61 2.56 2.48 

Com. 
quota 13.69 12.24 11.95 11.66 10.79 15.53 14.48 13.42 12.37 11.84 10.79 

Rec. ACL 16.56 18.22 18.55 18.88 19.87 14.64 15.86 17.00 18.14 18.71 19.85 
Rec. dead 

disc. 4.01 4.24 4.28 4.33 4.46 4.28 4.02 4.11 4.20 4.24 4.33 

RHL 12.55 13.98 14.27 14.55 15.41 10.36 11.84 12.90 13.95 14.47 15.53 
a This is the no action/status quo alternative. The values shown here represent the catch and landings limits 
implemented for 2023, not example measures using the methodology described in this appendix. 
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APPENDIX D: Acronyms and Abbreviations 

ABC Acceptable Biological Catch 

ACL Annual Catch Limit 

ACT Annual Catch Target 

AM Accountability Measure 

Board The Commission's Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass 
Management Board 

Commission Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 

Council Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

FMP Fishery Management Plan 

MC Monitoring Committee 

MRIP Marine Recreational Information Program 

NEFSC Northeast Fisheries Science Center 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

RHL Recreational Harvest Limit 

TAL Total Allowable Landings 
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Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass  
Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment 

Alternatives Quick Reference Guide 

How to Use This Reference Guide 
This reference guide provides a quick overview of the alternatives under consideration in this amendment. This 
document is intended to be used in conjunction with the amendment Decision Document, which provides more 
detail on the alternatives and their basis as well as possible impacts.  

Introduction 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
(Commission) are jointly developing the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational 
Allocation Amendment. This amendment considers:  

1. Modifying the current allocations between the commercial and recreational sectors for summer flounder, 
scup, and black sea bass.  

2. Adding an option to transfer a portion of the allowable landings each year between the commercial and 
recreational sectors, in either direction, based on the needs of each sector. The current Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) does not allow for such transfers.  

3. Adding the option for future additional modifications to the commercial/recreational allocation and/or 
transfer provisions to be considered through an FMP addendum/framework action, as opposed to an 
amendment.  

Commercial/Recreational Allocation Alternatives  
Decision Document Section 4.0 

The range of commercial/recreational allocation alternatives for each species includes options that would 
maintain the current allocations as well as options to revise them based on updated data using the same or 
modified base years. Alternatives for both catch-based and landings-based allocations are under consideration for 
all three species as described in more detail in the public hearing document.  

In the next three tables, the current allocations for each species are highlighted in green. The percentages under 
landings-based and catch-based alternatives are not directly comparable due to differences in how dead discards 
are addressed under catch-based allocations and landings-based allocations. Allocation alternatives fluke-1, -2, -
3, and -4, scup-1, -2, -3 and -4, and BSB-1, -2, -3 and -4 were added by the Council and Board in August 2021 and 
are numbered to match the proposal submitted by four Council and Board members.  



This reference guide is intended to be used in conjunction with the amendment Decision Document, which provides more detail 
on the alternatives and their possible impacts. 
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Summer Flounder Allocation Alternatives (Table 2) 

Summer Flounder Catch-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

Fluke-4: 50.0% commercial, 50.0% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, 
and 2016) 

Fluke-2: 45.0% commercial, 55.0% 
recreational 

Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, excluding years with RHL 
overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014 and 2016) 

1a-1: 44.0% commercial, 56.0% 
recreational Average 2004-2018 catch proportions 

1a-2: 43.0% commercial, 57.0% 
recreational 

Supported by multiple approaches: 2009-2018 average catch 
proportions, approximate status quo harvest per sector 
compared to 2017/2018, and average of other approaches 
approved by Council/Board in June 2020 

1a-3: 40.0% commercial, 60.0% 
recreational Average 2014-2018 catch proportions 

Summer Flounder Landings-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

1a-4: 60.0% commercial, 40.0% 
recreational  No action/status quo (1980-1989) 

1a-5: 55.0% commercial, 45.0% 
recreational  Same base years, new data (1981-1989; 1980 data unavailable) 

Fluke-3: 51.0% commercial, 49.0% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014, 
and 2016) 

Fluke-1: 47.0% commercial, 53.0% 
recreational 

Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2006-2008, 2014 and 2016) 

1a-6: 45.0% commercial, 55.0% 
recreational  

Multiple approaches: average 2004-2018 landings proportions 
and average 2009-2018 landings proportions 

1a-7: 41.0% commercial, 59.0% 
recreational  Average 2014-2018 landings proportions 

 



This reference guide is intended to be used in conjunction with the amendment Decision Document, which provides more detail 
on the alternatives and their possible impacts. 
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Scup Allocation Alternatives (Table 3) 

Scup Catch-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 
1b-1: 78.0% commercial, 22.0% 
recreational  No action/status quo 

1b-2: 65.0% commercial, 35.0% 
recreational Same base years, new data (1988-1992) 

Scup-4: 63.5% commercial, 36.5% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-
2010) 

Scup-2: 62.0% commercial, 38.0% 
recreational 

Average 2004-2018 catch proportions, excluding years with RHL 
overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

1b-3: 61.0% commercial, 39.0% 
recreational  

Multiple approaches: 2009-2018 catch proportions and average 
of other approaches approved by Council/Board in June 2020 

1b-4: 59.0% commercial, 41.0% 
recreational  

Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2018/2019 

Scup Landings-Based Allocation Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 
Scup-1: 59.0% commercial, 41.0% 
recreational 

Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-2010) 

Scup-3: 58.0% commercial, 42.0% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2004 and 2007-
2010) 

1b-5: 57.0% commercial, 43.0% 
recreational  

Multiple approaches: Same base years, new data; average 
2014-2018 landings proportions; average 2009-2018 landings 
proportions 

1b-6: 56.0% commercial, 44.0% 
recreational  Average 2004-2018 landings proportions 

1b-7: 50.0% commercial, 50.0% 
recreational  

Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2018/2019 



This reference guide is intended to be used in conjunction with the amendment Decision Document, which provides more detail 
on the alternatives and their possible impacts. 
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Black Sea Bass Allocation Alternatives (Table 4) 

Black Sea Bass Catch-Based Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 

BSB-4: 40.5% commercial, 59.5% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-
2016, and 2018) 

BSB-2: 36.0% commercial, 64.0% 
recreational  

Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 

1c-1: 32.0% commercial, 68.0% 
recreational  

Approximate status quo harvest per sector compared to 
2018/2019 

1c-2: 28.0% commercial, 72.0% 
recreational  Average 2004-2018 catch proportions 

1c-3: 24.0% commercial, 76.0% 
recreational  Average 2009-2018 catch proportions 

Black Sea Bass Landings-Based Percentages 

Alternative Basis (see Appendix B for details) 
1c-4: 49.0% commercial, 51.0% 
recreational No action/status quo 

1c-5: 45.0% commercial, 55.0% 
recreational  Same base years, new data (1983-1992) 

BSB-3: 41.0% commercial, 59.0% 
recreational 

50/50 weighting of no action/status quo base years and 2004-
2018, excluding years with RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-
2016, and 2018) 

BSB-1: 37.0% commercial, 63.0% 
recreational  

Average 2004-2018 landings proportions, excluding years with 
RHL overages (i.e., 2009-2010, 2012-2016, and 2018) 

1c-6: 29.0% commercial, 71.0% 
recreational  

Multiple approaches: Approximate status quo harvest per sector 
compared to 2018/2019and average of other approaches 
approved by Council/Board in June 2020 

1c-7: 22.0% commercial, 78.0% 
recreational  

Average 2009-2018 landings proportions and average 2014-
2018 landings proportions 

Allocation Change Phase-In (Table 8) 
The alternatives listed below consider if any changes to the allocation percentages should occur in a single year 
(alternative 1d-1, no phase in) or if the change should be spread over 2, 3, or 5 years (alternatives 1d-2 through 
1d-4).  

Phase-In Alternatives 
1d-1: No phase-in  
1d-2: Allocation change evenly spread over 2 years 
1d-3: Allocation change evenly spread over 3 years 
1d-4: Allocation change evenly spread over 5 years 



This reference guide is intended to be used in conjunction with the amendment Decision Document, which provides more detail 
on the alternatives and their possible impacts. 
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Quota Transfer Alternatives 
Decision Document Section 5.0 

The next two sets of alternatives describe options for allowing annual transfer of quota between the commercial 
and recreational sectors, in either direction on an as-needed basis, as part of the specifications setting process 
(i.e., the annual process of setting or reviewing catch and landings limits for the upcoming fishing year).  

Quota Transfer Process Alternatives (Table 14) 
Annual Quota Transfer Alternatives 
2a: No action/status quo (do not modify the FMP to allow transfers of annual quota between the commercial 
and recreational sectors.) 
2b: Allow for optional bi-directional transfers through the annual specifications process with pre-defined 
guidelines and process. The transfer would consist of a portion of the total ABC in the form of a landings limit 
(i.e., commercial quota and RHL) transfer. Transfers would not occur if the stock is overfished or overfishing is 
occurring. 

 

Transfer Cap Alternatives (Table 16) 
Annual Quota Transfer Cap Alternatives 
2c-1: No transfer cap specified; the Council and Board can recommend any amount of the ABC be transferred 
between fisheries. 
2c-2: Maximum transfer amount set at 5% of the ABC. 
2c-3: Maximum transfer amount at 10% of the ABC. 
2c-4: Maximum transfer amount set at 15% of the ABC. 

Framework Provisions 
Decision Document Section 6.0 

This set of alternatives considers whether the Council and Board should have the ability to make future changes 
related to certain issues considered through this amendment through a framework action (under the Council's 
FMP) and/or an addendum (for the Commission's FMP). Frameworks/addenda are modifications to the FMPs that 
are typically (though not always) more efficient than a full amendment. 

Framework/Addendum Provision Alternatives (Table 18) 
Framework/addendum provision alternatives 
3a: No action/status quo (no changes to framework/addendum provisions; changes to 
commercial/recreational allocations must be made through an amendment) 

3b: Allow changes to commercial/recreational allocations, annual quota transfers, and other measures 
included in this amendment to be made through framework actions/addenda  
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