June 2021 Council Meeting Agenda

Monday, June 7 — Thursday, June 10, 2021
Meeting by Webinar

https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2021

Monday, June 7t

1:00 p.m.—4:00 p.m. Executive Committee (Closed Session)
— Develop Advisory Panel appointment recommendations

Tuesday, June 8

9:00 a.m.—10:00 a.m. 2020 MRIP Estimation Methodology Presentation (Tab 1) (Dr. Richard Cody,
NOAA Fisheries Office of Science and Technology, Fisheries Statistics Division)

10:00 a.m. Council Convenes with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission's
Bluefish Management Board

10:00 a.m.—12:00 p.m. Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment — Final Action (Tab 2)

— Review public comments and recommendations from the Advisory Panel and
Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)

1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment (Continued)
— Consider final action

3:00 p.m. Council and Bluefish Board Adjourn

Council Convenes with the ASMFC Interstate Fisheries Management
Program Policy Board

3:00 p.m.—-4:30 p.m. Recreational Reform Initiative (Tab 3)
— Receive update and discuss next steps

4:30 p.m. Council and Policy Board Adjourn

Wednesday, June 9t

9:00 a.m.—10:30 a.m. Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog 2022 Specifications Review (Tab 4)

— Review recommendations from the Advisory Panel, Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC), and staff

— Recommend any changes to (previously set) 2022 specifications if necessary

— Receive brief update on other surfclam and ocean quahog activities (clam
survey, genetics study, species separation issues, etc.)



https://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2021

10:30 a.m.—-11:30 a.m. Longfin Squid and Butterfish 2022 Specifications Review (Tab 5)

— Review recommendations from the Advisory Panel, SSC, and staff

— Review (previously set) 2022 longfin squid and butterfish specifications and
recommend any changes if necessary

— Consider changes to the butterfish mesh regulations

11:30 a.m.—-12:30 p.m. lllex Squid 2021-2022 Specifications (Tab 6)
— Review recommendations from the Advisory Panel, SSC, and staff
— Approve 2022 lllex squid specifications
— Consider revisions to 2021 lllex squid specifications
— Consider changes to the lllex incidental trip limit during fishery closures
— Consider an additional lllex control date

1:30 p.m.—-2:00 p.m. Unmanaged Commercial Landings Report (Tab 7)
— Review annual report on landings of unmanaged species

2:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Habitat Update (Tab 8)
— Update from NOAA Fisheries Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office
(GARFO) Habitat Conservation Division on activities of interest (aquaculture,
other projects) in the region

3:00 p.m.—4:30 p.m. Offshore Wind Updates (Tab 9)
— Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)
- GARFO
— Offshore Wind Developers
« Vineyard Wind
o @rsted (South Fork and Ocean Wind)

Thursday, June 10th

9:00 a.m.—10:00 a.m. ASMFC Policy Board Remand of Black Sea Bass Commercial State
Allocations (Tab 10)

— Council discussion of ASMFC Policy Board decision to remand the
commercial black sea bass state allocations to the Summer Flounder, Scup,
and Black Sea Bass Management Board and implications for the associated
joint amendment/addendum.

10:00 a.m.—-1:00 p.m.  Business Session

Committee Reports (Tab 11)
e SSC
o Research Steering Committee

Executive Director's Report (Tab 12) (Dr. Chris Moore)

— Update on Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Team discussions relative
to the Mid-Atlantic region

— Discussion of Draft Amendment 13 to the Consolidated Atlantic HMS FMP




Organization Reports
¢ GARFO
o Update on the Biological Opinion for the Scallop FMP
¢ NOAA Fisheries Northeast Fisheries Science Center
¢ NOAA Office of General Counsel
e NOAA Office of Law Enforcement
e US Coast Guard

Liaison Reports (Tab 13) — New England Council, South Atlantic Council

Other Business and General Public Comment

This meeting will be recorded. Consistent with 16 USC 1852, a copy of the recording is available upon
request.

The above agendaitems may not be taken in the orderin which they appearand are subject to change, as necessary. Otheritems may be
added, but the Council cannot take action on such items even if the item requires emergency action without additional public notice. Non-
emergency matters not contained in this agendamay come before the Counciland / orits Committees for discussion, but these matters may
not be the subject of formal Council or Committee action during this meeting. Counciland Committee actions will be restricted to the issues
specifically listed in thisagenda. Any issues requiring emergency action under section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act that arise after
publication of the Federal Register Notice for this meeting may be acted upon provided that the public has been notified of the Council’s intent
to take final action to address the emergency. The meeting may be closed to discuss employment or other internal administrative matters.



Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
April 6-8, 2021
Webinar Meeting

MOTIONS

Tuesday, April 6, 2021

Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Commercial/Recreational Allocation Amendment
In order to prioritize work on the Recreational Reform Initiative, | move to postpone final action on
this amendment until the December 2021 joint Council/Commission meeting, with an
understanding of a January 2023 implementation date.

Council: DiLernia/deFur 16/2/1

Board: Borden/Gilmore Motion passes with no objection and 2 abstentions (USFWS and NMFS)

Wednesday, April 7, 2021

Blueline Tilefish 2022-2024 Specifications

Move that the blueline tilefish ABC = 100,520 pounds for the 2022-2024 fishing years with status
guo management measures. This results in status quo ACLs of 73,380 poundsand 27,140
pounds for the recreational and commercial sectors, respectively.

Council: Hemilright/Hughes

Motion carries by consent with no abstentions.

Golden Tilefish Framework

In section 5.1, move alternative 5.1.2 (alternative 2): specifications to be set for maximum number
of years needed to be consistent with the Northeast Regional Coordinating Council (NRCC)
approved stock assessment schedule as the preferred alternative.

Council: Farnham/DiLernia

Motion carries by consent with no abstentions

In section 5.2, move alternative 5.2.2 (alternative 2): the golden tilefish fishing year is the 12-
month period beginning with January 1, annually, as the preferred alternative.

Council: Farnham/DiLernia

Motion carries by consent with no abstentions



(as of 5/25/21)

Stock Status of MAFMC-Managed Species

STATUS DETERMINATION

CRITERIA
SPECIES Overfishing Overfished Stock Status Most Recent Assessment
Fthreshold yz BMSY
Summer
Flounder
63 No overfishing Most recent benchmark
0, -
F35%wmsp=0.448 million lbs Not overfished assessment was 2018.
Scup
103.64 No overfishing Most recent operational
0, =
FA0%wmsp=0.215 million Ibs Not overfished assessment was 2019.
Black Sea Bass 1553 ieh . |
. No overfishing ost recent operationa
0, -
Fa0%wmsp=0.46 million Ibs Not overfished assessment was 2019.
Bluefish ‘ -0.183 219.05 No overfishing Most recent operational
35%SPR™ million Ibs Overfished assessment was 2019.
lllex Squid Most recent benchmark
(short finned) Unknown assessment was 2006; not
Unknown Unknown W able to determine current
Unknown L.
exploitation rates or stock
biomass.
Longfin Squid Most recent assessment
Unknown 46.7 Unknown was 2020; not able to
million lbs Not overfished determine current
exploitation rates.
Atlantic
Mackerel E 2026 217.0million Overfishing Most recent benchmark
40%= pounds Overfished assessment was 2017
Butterfish
Feroxy=2/3M 50.3 No overfishing Most recent assessment
=0.81 million lbs Not overfished was 2020.
Chub Mackerel At Ieast 3[026 At Ieast 3,026 MT Of

MT of catch per
year

catchthree yearsin
a row

No overfishing
Not overfished

No stock assessment.




STATUS DETERMINATION

CRITERIA
SPECIES Overfishing Overfished Stock Status Most Recent Assessment
Fthreshold Y BMSY
Surfclam
No overfishing Most recent assessment
=1a =1b
F/Finresola =17 | SSB/SSBhreshora =1 Not overfished was 2020
Ocean Quahog
No overfishing Most recent assessment
=1c =1d
F/Finreshon =1¢ | SSB/SSBunreshola =1 Not overfished was 2020.
Golden Tilefish
F -0.310 10.46 No overfishing Most recent assessment
38%MSP L million lbs Not overfished update was 2017.
South of Cape Hatteras:
No overfishing
Blueline Tilefish i
Not overfished Most recent benchmark
Unknown Unknown
assessment was 2017.
North of Cape Hatteras:
Unknown
Unknown
Spiny Dogfish 175.6
(Joint mgmt with E 209439 miIIior; lbs No overfishing Most recent assessment
NEFMC) MSy== Not overfished update was 2018.
Female SSB
Recent benchmark failed
Monkfish NFMA - peer review and
(Joint mgmt with 1.25kg/tow invalidated previous 2010
NEFMC) NFMA & SFMA SEFMA - Unknown benchmark assessment
Fmax=0.2 0.93 kg/tow Unknown results. Operational
(autumn trawl assessmentin2019 used
survey) survey datato scale
earlier ABC.

SOURCES: Office of Sustainable Fisheries - Status Report of U.S. Fisheries; SAW/SARC, SEDAR, and TRACAssessment Reports.

3 Fihreshold IS calculated as 4.136 times the mean F during 1982 — 2015.
b SSBihreshold IS Calculated as SSBy/4.

¢ Fthreshold is 0.019.

94 SSBihreshold IS Calculated as 0.4*SSB,.



Stock Size Relative to Biological Reference Points

(as of 5/25/21)
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Fishing Mortality Ratios for
MAFMC-Managed Species

(as of 5/25/21)
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
. - 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901
. Phone: 302-674-2331 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Michael P. Luisi, Chairman | P. Weston Townsend, Vice Chairman
MID-ATLANTIC

ESB,A\.(E-’;.EFENT Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

Date: May 25, 2021
To: Council
From: Jason Didden, Staff

Subject: 2020 Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) Estimates

NOAA Fisheries staff will make a presentation and answer questions regarding the recently-
released 2020 MRIP catch estimates and the methodology they used to bridge the data gaps in
2020 caused by COVID-19.

The following is included for Council consideration on this subject:

1) Frequently Asked Questions on NOAA Fisheries’ 2020 Marine Recreational Catch
Estimates (provided by MRIP staff)

2) 2021 MRIP Implementation Plan Update



FAQs on NOAA Fisheries’ 2020 Marine Recreational Catch Estimates

Where can | access the agency’s recreational catch estimates?

The Marine Recreational Information Program maintains a searchable database of recreational catch
and effort estimates known as the MRIP Query Tool. Estimates canalso be found on the program’s
Recreational Fishing Data Downloads webpage.

What information is available as part ofthe agency’s 2020 catch estimates?

These estimates include catch (catch per trip), effort (trip), and total catch estimates for all fishing
modes (shore, private boat, and for-hire, which includes charter and headboat) for the Atlantic Coast
(Maine through Florida), Gulf Coast (Florida through Mississippi), and Hawaii. The estimates were
produced using the agency’s standard estimation methods and published at the standard levels of
aggregation (annual, two-month sampling wave, geographic region, fishing mode, and area fished).

What is imputation?
In statistics, imputationis the process of filling data gaps with proxy, or replacement, values. These
replacement values are known as imputed data.

Why did NOAA Fisheries selectimputation as its method of addressinggapsin recreational catch
data?

Imputationis a well-established, standard statistical practice for addressing missing survey data. The
U.S. Census Bureau, for example, applies imputation procedures to data from its Survey of Income and
Program Participation. Upon evaluation, both staffand statistical consultants agreed imputation would
be a reasonable method of filling our catchdata’s gaps.

How was imputation applied?

Because NOAA Fisheries actively tracked sampling suspensions with our state data collection partners —
monitoring when and where the angler intercept survey was interrupted —we were able to fill gapsin
our catch data with corresponding catchrecords from prior years. This simple imputation approach
involved using 2018 and 2019 catch data as proxy values to fill 2020’s data gaps. These 2018 and 2019
data were not arbitrarily selected. Instead, imputed data are representative of the data gaps, matching
the time, place, and fishing mode combinations that would have been sampled had the survey
continued uninterrupted. To ensure imputed data weren’t over-represented against observed data, the
original sample weights for the 2018 and 2019 catchrecords were down-weighted. Imputation only
affected catch data; because our effort surveys continued largely uninterrupted, imputation was not
required for effort data.

How will data users knowwhere imputation was applied?
The MRIP Query Tool’s Catch Time Series Query indicates the percent of each estimate that was
produced using imputed catchrecords.

Howdid imputation affect catch estimates in my region?

When estimates that were produced with both imputed and observed data are compared with
estimates that were produced using only observed data, we can see that the overall impacts of
imputation on the agency’s 2020 catch estimates were modest, with some regional variability. For
example, impacts on landings estimates in New England and the Mid-Atlantic were larger than in the
South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico. These differences reflect differences in states’ decisions to suspend


https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/data-and-documentation/queries/index
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/recreational-fishing-data/recreational-fishing-data-downloads
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/sipp/methodology/data-editing-and-imputation.html
https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/recreational-fisheries/data-and-documentation/queries/index

sampling: New England and the Mid-Atlantic saw longer sampling suspensions and larger data gaps than
the South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.

Does NOAA Fisheries expect to revise 2020 estimates once 2021 data have been collected?

When data from 2021 are available in 2022, the agency will evaluate the effects of including 2021 data
(for example, alongside 2019 data and instead of 2018 data)in the imputation. Because these effects
are unknown, the agency cannot predict whether it will seek to revise its 2020 catch estimates.
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Executive Summary

The Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP)
is the state-regional-federal partnership that develops,
implements, and continually improves a national net-
work of recreational fishing surveys. The program uses
data from these surveys to produce estimates of total
recreational catch, which are vital to the assessment
and management of U.S. fish stocks. These estimates
could not be produced without the active participation
of state agencies, interstate
marine fisheries commissions,
and regional fishery manage-
ment councils. While NOAA
Fisheries maintains a central
role in establishing survey
standards and developing
and certifying survey designs,
implementation occurs at the
regional level. This accounts
for differences in fisheries,
fishing communities, and
preferred methods of col-
lecting information from
anglers.

Our partners have shaped
our goals, contributed to
our accomplishments, and informed the priorities
described in this report. As we enter a new fiscal
year, we will maintain our focus on ensuring sound
science, providing quality products that meet
science and management needs, and increasing
partner, customer, and public understanding

of our work. In FY 2021, we will continue to:

¢ Respond to the challenges of COVID-19.
Begin to address the data gaps caused by
the widespread suspension of in-person
and at-sea sampling, and monitor the
pandemic’s continued impact on rec-
reational fishing data collection.

Photo: GA Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Resources Division

¢ Transition to new survey and data standards.
Ensure changes to our statistical processes are com-
municated effectively and implemented smoothly, with
input from the agencies and organizations that rely on
them to assess and manage fish stocks.

¢ Improve and expand our network of state, regional,

and coastwide data collection programs. Work with
regional partners to develop
and implement a logbook-
based for-hire data collection
program, with intercept sur-
vey-based validation sampling,
for the South Atlantic and Gulf
coasts. Reestablish a data col-
lection program in Puerto Rico,
transition to a new or modi-
fied data collection design in
Hawaii, and begin to develop a
new data collection design for
the U.S. Virgin Islands. Increase
sampling in the Atlantic, Gulf,
and Pacific, develop improve-
ments to our Large Pelagics
Survey, and support research
to improve the data quality of
our general catch and effort survey designs.

¢ Engage in continued dialogue with the recreational
fishing community. Research the needs of this key
audience and deliver information to build under-
standing of recreational fishing data, its uses, and its
limitations.

Better Data, Better Fishing

Learn more about our work to implement these tactics
and to support NOAA Fisheries in its mission to maintain
healthy and productive fisheries at countmyfish.noaa.gov.

U.S. Department of Commerce | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration | National Marine Fisheries Service 1
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Fiscal Year 2020 Key Accomplishments

Goal 1—Meet Customer Needs

Provide recreational catch and effort statistics that meet
defined, understood, and prioritized needs—including,
for example, timeliness of delivery of estimates, spatial
and temporal survey coverage, precision of estimates, and
statistics for special needs fisheries—of identified regional
and national customers.

Continued to work with the Hawaii Division of Aquatic
Resources to evaluate new survey designs that will
better monitor target species. Began work to modify
Hawaii’s Access Point Angler Intercept Survey (APAIS)
site sampling and interview schedule to better suit
local monitoring needs. (Also supports Goals 2 and 5.)

Continued to work with the NOAA Fisheries Southeast
Regional Office, Gulf States Marine Fisheries
Commission, Puerto Rico Department of Natural and
Environmental Resources, and U.S. Virgin Islands
Department of Planning and Natural Resources to
produce a plan to:

o Re-evaluate the condition of all public fishing access
sites in Puerto Rico following substantial hurricane
and earthquake damage.

o Review data needs and collection methods to pre-
pare for resumption of data collection in Puerto
Rico and establish a data collection program in the
U.S. Virgin Islands.

o Identify a regional governance structure to oversee
these developments and future survey administra-
tion. (Also supports Goal 5.)

Goal 2—Provide Quality Products

Achieve consistency, quality, timeliness, accessibility, and
transparency in data collection, production of estimates,
and program operations.

Transitioned the For-Hire Survey (FHS) from contrac-
tor to state conduct.

Improved the Public Fishing Access Site Register and
added Atlantic Highly Migratory Species (HMS) permit-
holders to the For-Hire Vessel Directory, among other
changes, to facilitate vessel information entry, coding,
and linking with permit information.

MRIP | 2021 Implementation Plan Update

Photo: NOAA Fisheries

¢ Continued to work with state, regional, and federal

partners in the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico to develop
a comprehensive for-hire data collection program
that will:

o Improve the validation of logbook-collected data,
as well as the integration of such data across state
and federal programs.

o Ensure vessels that do not report via logbooks
are covered through a certified survey or other
methods.

o Reduce reporting burden through improved data
sharing. (Also supports Goal 5.)

Developed a dockside validation survey to support
the Southeast For-Hire Electronic Reporting Program.
(Also supports Goal 5.)

Completed a Customer Satisfaction Assessment and
identified recommendations to improve customer
satisfaction with our data products, confidence in the
quality of the information we provide, and understand-
ing of the uses and limitations of our estimates. (Also
supports Goal 5.)

Adopted MRIP Survey and Data Standards to promote
consistency, comparability, and interoperability across
our national network of recreational fishing data
collection programs. (Also supports Goal 4.)

2 U.S. Department of Commerce | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration | National Marine Fisheries Service
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Goal 3—Increase Understanding

Strengthen two-way communications with partners and
stakeholders to improve their knowledge of the properties
and use limitations of catch statistics, and to build confi-
dence in the data.

¢ Worked with state and regional partners to facilitate
recreational fishing listening tours in Virginia and
North Carolina, which included two listening sessions
with more than 30 private anglers and for-hire captains
and crew; six meetings with bait and tackle shops;
five meetings with fishing clubs and associations; one
boat show; and a half-day shadowing an APAIS field
interviewer. (Also supports Goal 5.)

e Completed the first phase of the recreational angler
social network analysis, examining the information-
sharing habits of saltwater recreational anglers, as
well as their opinions about recreational fishing data
collection and management.

¢ Worked with the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics
Program (ACCSP), the Gulf Fisheries Information
Network (GulfFIN), and state agency staff to test new
outreach materials, discuss state communications
needs, and identify opportunities for collaboration.
(Also supports Goal 5.)

e Developed a series of outreach materials including an
infographic, rack cards, and fact sheets to communicate
programmatic activities and priorities.

e Delivered educational briefings to Marine Resource
Education Program science workshops, the Rutgers
Cooperative Extension Introductory Fisheries Science
for Stakeholders course, and Sea Grant outreach staff.

¢ Developed and tested a Partner Needs and Satisfaction
Assessment, which will assess the strength of our
relationship with partners, their understanding of our
program, and satisfaction with our communications
channels and the products we develop.

Goal 4—Ensure Sound Science

Maintain a strong science foundation for the program that
includes robustness, integrity, transparency, and innova-
tion, and that develops and incorporates new advance-
ments in survey design and data collection and analysis.

¢ Completed a pilot study to evaluate a web-push design
for estimating recreational fishing effort, comparing

the data quality, response rates, and reported demo-
graphic characteristics and fishing activity of the
standard Fishing Effort Survey (FES) with those of a
design that first encouraged households to respond
via online questionnaire.

¢ Completed data collection and preliminary analysis
for a study to evaluate the impact of question order
on coastal household reports of shore and private boat
fishing activity.

¢ Designed and initiated a study to determine whether
FES estimates are impacted by nonresponse bias.

¢ Developed and initiated testing of an innovative survey
design that combines probability and nonprobability
sampling to overcome the rare-encounter nature of
large pelagic species in the dockside Large Pelagics
Intercept Survey.

¢ Monitored the impacts of COVID-19 on recreational
fishing data collection and evaluated alternative esti-
mation methods to compensate for interrupted survey
activities.

¢ Reviewed, approved, and released several pilot study
reports, including:

o Developing an Electronic Logbook to Census For-
Hire Angler-Trip Effort, Catch, and Harvestin Alaska.

o Electronic Data Collection for the Atlantic Coast
Access Point Angler Intercept Survey.

o Analysis of Marine Recreational Angler Information
Gathering and Sharing Habits and Opinions
Regarding Fisheries Management and Data
Collection (social network analysis).

Goal 5—Operate Collaboratively

Maintain effective collaborations with state, interstate,
regional, and national partners for cost-effective and re-
sponsive recreational data collection and catch estima-
tion.

e Worked with the California, Oregon, and Washington
Departments of Fish and Wildlife toward certifying
existing data collection programs. (Also supports
Goal 2.)

e Supported the transition toward specialized state
surveys in the Gulf of Mexico, completing reviews of
an Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources report on Snapper Check and a proposed

U.S. Department of Commerce | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration | National Marine Fisheries Service 3
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Florida State Reef Fish Survey calibration approach.
(Also supports Goal 2.)

¢ Worked with GulfFIN to prepare for the transition
from paper forms to tablet-based APAIS data collection.

Goal 6—Meet Program Resource and Funding
Needs

Ensure that the program’s value and funding needs are
well documented and communicated; resources are
utilized efficiently; opportunities to expand capability
through leveraging partner resources are fully explored;
and actions are taken as authorized to ensure sufficient
funding to support the needs of the program (federal and
state support).

e Administered $3 million in Modernizing Recreational
Fisheries Management Act (Modern Fish Act) invest-
ment funds to ACCSP, GulfFIN, and Pacific RecFIN
to support increased sampling along the Atlantic,
Gulf, and Pacific coasts. This was supported by new
permanent funds dedicated to improving coverage of
rarely encountered species and the precision of catch
estimates. (Also supports Goals 2, 4, and 5.)

Photo: Victor Vecchio/Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office
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Fiscal Year 2021 Priorities

Priority activities are detailed below, organized by the six
goals and associated key tactics outlined in our five-year
strategic plan.

Goal 1—Meet Customer Needs
Key Tactics:

Modify survey designs to meet customer needs in
ways that are both feasible and cost-effective.

e In Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, determine
non-commercial fishery data collection needs, consid-
ering the feasibility, cost, and logistics of monitoring
catch for select federally managed invertebrates.
Select modified (Puerto Rico) and new (U.S. Virgin
Islands) survey designs to be documented—and, if
necessary, certified—and implemented in the region.
(Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ In Hawaii, determine the feasibility and cost of modify-
ing the APAIS to a boat-based rather than angler-based
interview to allow for the inclusion of select federally
managed invertebrates in catch reports. Complete
documentation of the selected survey design and its
review for certification. (Also supports Goal 5.)

e Initiate the modernization of the Alaska Statewide
Harvest Survey, developing a web-based survey with
multiple survey waves to improve response rates and
reduce recall bias. (Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ Develop and implement methodology for generating
annual catch estimates for regions in which catch data
collections were interrupted due to COVID-19.

Goal 2—Provide Quality Products
Key Tactics:

Collect data (i.e., conduct surveys) consistent with
minimum requirements.

e Use Modern Fish Act investment funds to restore,
maintain, and in some cases, increase sampling along
the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific coasts to improve the
precision of catch estimates. (Also supports Goals 5
and 6.)

¢ Complete a study by the National Academies of Science,
Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM) on the suitability
of MRIP catch estimates for in-season management

4 U.S. Department of Commerce | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration | National Marine Fisheries Service
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of annual catch limits (ACLs). The study will include
recommendations for data collection improvement
and management system changes to address any
documented unmet needs. Upon receipt of the NASEM
findings and recommendations, work with the Office of
Sustainable Fisheries to prepare a plan to address the
recommendations, and submit the plan to Congress.
(Also supports Goal 1.)

¢ Work with ACCSP to optimize sampling across surveys.
(Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ Enhance marine groundfish sampling in Southeast
Alaska.

¢ Continue to support the development of a comprehen-
sive for-hire data collection program for the Atlantic
coast that will increase the use of logbooks and reduce
overall reporting burden. (Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ Implement MRIP Survey and Data Standards.

Create and support regional bodies to monitor the
consistency and quality of the data being generated
and to ensure continual improvement of data qual-
ity (as part of regional implementation teams).

e Complete Transition Plans as necessary for modified
and replacement survey designs, including Pacific
RecFIN (for California, Oregon, and Washington state
surveys); the Southeast For Hire Electronic Reporting
Program; and Puerto Rico. (Also supports Goal 5.)

e Complete Transition Plan for fully integrating
calibrated catch estimates from Gulf of Mexico
supplemental state surveys (Florida, Alabama, and
Mississippi) and replacement survey (Louisiana) into
NOAA Fisheries stock assessments and management.
(Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ Continue to work with the Hawaii Division of Aquatic
Resources and other partners in the region (includ-
ing NOAA Fisheries and the Western Pacific Fishery
Management Council) to develop a Transition Plan
for any necessary benchmarking, calibration, and
implementation of new or modified surveys for
non-commercial fishery monitoring in Hawaii. (Also
supports Goal 5.)

¢ Finalize the Alaska MRIP Regional Implementation
Plan. (Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ In Hawaii, design an improved data processing and
quality control/quality assurance program to support

field data collection. Include tablet-based data col-
lection in the revised administrative structure and
process. (Also supports Goal 5.)

Create clear and concise minimum requirements
for data collection, statistical estimation, access,
and information management, and for providing
measures of precision and sources.

¢ Develop statistical approaches to identify survey data
and/or estimates that are inconsistent with historical
trends or time series. (Also supports Goal 4.)

Goal 3—Increase Understanding
Key Tactics:

Identify and maintain contact with key stakeholders.
Periodically evaluate stakeholder understanding
of MRIP and adjust communications strategies as
needed.

¢ Complete the second phase of the recreational angler
Social Network Analysis, implementing a qualita-
tive in-person survey to examine angler information
networks.

¢ Host MRIP 101 sessions with regional fishery man-
agement council and interstate marine fisheries
commission members; non-governmental organiza-
tions; and fishing clubs and associations.

¢ Host listening sessions with private anglers and the
for-hire sector.

¢ Continue to create a series of infographics on topics
such as for-hire data collection, weighted estimation,
and MRIP’s role in fisheries science and management.

¢ Produce a series of videos on topics such as an over-
view of MRIP, tablet-based data collection, and the
catch and effort estimation process.

¢ Conduct outreach to for-hire owners and operators
in the Southeast regarding the implementation and
transition to new federal for-hire electronic reporting
requirements. Ensure HMS permit holders are aware
of the relationship between these new requirements
and existing HMS catch reporting requirements. (Also
supports Goal 5.)

e Conduct outreach to charter and guide operators
in Alaska around eLogBook requirements, includ-
ing “how-to” videos and demonstrations at industry
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meetings. Improve understanding and use of eLog-
Books, especially where use will be mandatory to
provide Chinook salmon harvest data. (Also supports
Goal 5.)

¢ Conduct proactive media outreach.

e Maintain active engagement in the Marine Resource
Education Program and Introductory Fisheries Science
for Stakeholders course.

e Provide communications and outreach support to
address the requirements of the Modern Fish Act.

¢ Consult with stakeholders to evaluate their perceptions
of survey estimates.

Provide our partners with the tools and coordina-
tion necessary to enable consistent communications
about recreational data collection methods, uses, and
limitations.

e Conduct a Partner Needs and Satisfaction Assessment.
Based on the results, develop a communications and
outreach toolkit. (Also supports Goal 5.)

¢ Host “Ask Me Anything” sessions between program
staff and state field interviewers, port agents, rec-
reational fishing coordinators, and additional NOAA
Fisheries staff. (Also supports Goal 5.)

e Develop leadership backgrounders on high-profile
topics, such as calibration, estimation, outliers, rare-
event species, and survey design certification.

¢ Continue to leverage regional communications work-
ing groups to execute Regional Implementation Plan

MRIP | 2021 Implementation Plan Update
priorities and related communications and outreach
efforts. (Also supports Goal 5.)

Assess customer understanding of and satisfaction
with our data products and communications.

¢ Improve customer access to documentation that
describes our statistically rigorous and scientifically
sound survey design and estimation methods. (Also
supports Goal 5.)

¢ Develop materials to support an onboarding process
for new customers, such as webinars and/or user
guides. (Also supports Goal 5.)

Goal 4—Ensure Sound Science
Key Tactics:

Support research aimed at designing, testing, and
implementing new and/or improved recreational
fishing surveys that address independent review
recommendations and specific partner needs.

¢ Implement the Recreational Fishing Boat Survey in
three states as a study to evaluate APAIS bias in esti-
mating distribution of effort by area fished.

¢ Finalize the design of and implement the License
Sensitivity Survey to evaluate the sensitivity of report-
ing fishing effort when asked about possessing a fishing
license.

¢ Continue redesigning and conducting field testing for
the Large Pelagics Survey.

Photo: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Marine Fisheries
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¢ Develop and implement methods to produce recre-
ational catch and effort estimates in response to the
data gaps that resulted from COVID-19 related sam-
pling interruptions.

¢ Complete internal technical and policy reviews and
publish outstanding pilot study reports to the MRIP
website.

e Continue evaluations of alternative estimation meth-
odologies for rare event species that were developed
with support from MRIP consultants. Identify next
steps for the project including 1) developing recom-
mendations on guidance for use, 2) developing tools
for implementing alternative estimation approaches,
and 3) exploring additional estimation methodologies
including small area estimation methods.

Seek independent reviews of current and proposed
survey designs, estimation methods, and data collec-
tion technologies that are on the MRIP Certification
Track.

o Atthe request of the Project Management Team, review
designs submitted for certification, including, for
example, the For-Hire Survey.

Goal 5—Operate Collaboratively
Key Tactics:

Evaluate and, as appropriate, support and enable del-
egating responsibility of survey operations to regions,
based on standards to maintain data consistency and
comparability.

¢ Continue expanded engagement by ACCSP in council
and commission meetings regarding the development
of electronic for-hire trip reports and potential use for
fisheries management.

¢ Support collaboration among the Atlantic HMS Division
and the NOAA Fisheries One Stop Reporting initiative,
ACCSP Recreational Technical Committee, ACCSP Gear
Codes Working Group, Southeast For-Hire Electronic
Reporting Program, and others to ensure data collec-
tion efforts meet Atlantic HMS data needs.

¢ Continue to support GulfFIN’s transition from paper
forms to tablet-based APAIS data collection.

¢ Update the Atlantic MRIP Regional Implementation Plan
and Atlantic HMS Regional MRIP Implementation

Plan to reflect achieved objectives and new priorities.
(Also supports Goal 4.)

¢ Continue to support the development and improvement
of databases, documentation, reporting systems, and
applications for RecFIN and PacFIN data users, includ-
ing a web API that provides access to data tables, an
application that supports data queries, and a mobile
app that supports the identification of West Coast
rockfish species.

¢ Prepare a catch-weighted length composition report for
the RecFIN Groundfish Management Team to support
the Northwest Fisheries Science Center in providing
length composition of groundfish species, weighted by
catch estimates from the RecFIN database.

e Continue to work with the Southeast For-Hire
Electronic Reporting Program to develop and imple-
ment a dockside validation survey to support electronic
logbook reporting by federally permitted for-hire
vessels in the Gulf of Mexico. Evaluate the survey
design for use with state and federal for-hire logbook
programs on the Atlantic coast. (Also supports Goal 5).

Respond to the requirements of the Modern Fish
Act.

¢ Complete a Plan for State Partnerships that addresses
the requirements of the Modern Fish Act, and includes
a summary of the regional MRIP state-federal part-
nerships, their priorities and needs, evaluations of
data states submit, and opportunities to improve and
expand the partnerships.

¢ Prepare an updated report to Congress, as required by
the Modern Fish Act, on the status of implementation
of the recommendations of the 2017 NASEM review of
MRIP. (Also supports Goal 3.)

Goal 6—Meet Program Resource and Funding
Needs

Key Tactic:
Administer Modern Fish Act investment funds.

e Continue to administer an additional $3 million in
Modern Fish Act investment funds to support the
highest priorities identified in the Atlantic, Gulf of
Mexico, and Pacific Regional Implementation Plans.
(Also supports Goals 4 and 5.)
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MRIP Strategic Plan Tactics At-a-Glance

The following charts summarize tactics MRIP is utilizing to support our six goals. The charts are based on strategies, tactics,
and schedules identified in the 2017 MRIP strategic plan; the numbers listed next to each tactic correspond with the goal and

strategy the tactic supports in the strategic plan, which may be viewed in its entirety online.

The tactics and timelines from the strategic plan guide the annual implementation planning process, with additional tactics
added to annual implementation plans to reflect the evolution of new needs and requirements. The timelines reflected in

these charts are drawn from the strategic plan; some of those tactical implementations remain on track, while others are
behind schedule.

Acronyms used in the charts refer to MRIP teams, unless otherwise noted:

CET: Communications and Education Team

ECT: Expert Consultant Team

ESC: Executive Steering Committee

LT: Leadership Team

OC: NOAA Fisheries Office of Communications

OT: Operations Team

PMT: Program Management Team

RET: Research and Evaluation Team

RFPA: NOAA Fisheries Recreational Fishing Policy Adviser

RIC: Regional Implementation Council

RITs: Regional Implementation Teams

SOT: Survey Operations Team

SF3: Office of Sustainable Fisheries (Domestic Fisheries Division)
ST: Office of Science and Technology

ST1: Office of Science and Technology (Fisheries Statistics Division)

TT: Transition Team
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: Responsible .
Tactics SES Timeline
Goal 1—Meet Customer Needs 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023
> 1.1.1. Identify primary customers. ST1, CET 4 L 4
» 1.1.2. [dentify customer needs at intervals of not more than five
years, in conjunction with reviews of Regional Implementation | ST1 L 2 2
Plan updates.
> 1.2.1. Assess customer satisfaction at intervals of two to three | CET; Contractors; * *
years. STl
» 1.3.1. Evaluate feasibility and costs of meeting different
customer needs through regional implementation planning LT, ST1 4
process and customer needs assessments (per Tactic 1.2.1).
» 1.3.2. Modify survey designs to meet customer needs in ways sT1 * N

that are both feasible and cost-effective.

Goal 2—Provide Quality Products 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023

» 2.1.1. Create clear and concise minimum requirements for
data collection, statistical estimation, access, and information ST1; ECT, MRIP

management, and for providing measures of precision and teams as relevant ¢ ¢
sources of bias in:
+ 2.1.1.1. Data collection. ST1; ECT, SOT <& 4
+ 2.1.1.2. Statistical estimation. ST1 2 g
+ 2.1.1.3. Access and information management. ST1 +
+ 2.1.1.4. Measures of precision and sources of bias. ST1 * +
> 212 Collect Qata (i.e., conduct surveys) consistent with ST1: partners * >
minimum requirements.
» 2.1.3. Establish minimum quality (precision and absence of ) .
bias) standards for survey statistics provided to the public. LT
» 2.1.4. Seek perlodlc mdepgndent reviews of program (i.e., OST LT ESC: STL * *
five-year Science Plan reviews).
» 2.2.1. Create and support regional bodies to monitor the
f:on3|stency and quality of the data and to assure contmuous_ RITs: STL * .
improvement of data quality (as part of regional implementation
teams).
» 2.2.2. Document the major elements of MRIP program
management, policy and procedures (e.g., Organizational sT1 ; .

Governance, Planning and Implementation, Certification/
Transition, Budget Processes).

» 2.3.1. Develop complete documentation of survey and
estimation protocols, quality assurance procedures, and data ST1 >
quality control procedures.

» 2.3.2. Maintain public website with comprehensive

documentation of methods, sample frames, and statistics. STL; CET ¢ >
» 2.4.1. Develop and execute transition plans that outline a
process and timeline for implementing new and/or improved TT; ST1; SF3 L 4 y
survey designs.
> 2.4.2. Assess need for development and use of tools that
convert statistics produced by surveys into common currency ST1;RITs >

across all surveys and develop as necessary.
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. Responsible
Tactics Entities

Goal 3—Increase Understanding 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023

Timeline

» 3.1.1. Conduct an internal annual assessment of partner and
stakeholder communication and outreach needs, including
an evaluation of the effectiveness of current communications
products..

CET; ST1 L 4 L 4 L 4 L 4 L 2 ¢ *

» 3.1.2. Develop outreach materials to provide consistent
messaging regarding recreational fishing data improvement CET, ST1 >
efforts among internal and external partners.

» 3.2.1. Identify and maintain contact with key stakeholders (e.g.,

Social Network Analysis). CET, STL *

» 3.2.2. Conduct a formal external MRIP communications and
outreach feedback and needs assessment every three to five | CET; ST1 4 4
years.

» 3.2.3. Establish an MRIP onboarding process(es) for key
stakeholders and primary customers (may be different CET; ST1 L 4
processes).

» 3.3.1. Develop targeted outreach materials and tactics to
educate stakeholders on the importance of various survey CET; ST1 ¢ >
components and limitations.

» 3.3.2. Periodically evaluate stakeholder understanding of MRIP

and adjust communications strategies, as needed. CET, STL ¢ >

» 3.3.3. Host primary customer workshop to train participants
to effectively access, analyze, and/or use data tools; assess CET; ST1 4
results and determine benefits of repeating.

» 3.4.1. Expand Communications and Education Team to include

members of partner education and outreach programs. CET, ST ¢ >
» 3.4.2. Pursue inclusion of MRIP in curricula for Marine
Resource Education Program (MREP) and new Council CET; ST1, SF3 >
member trainings.
» 3.4.3. Provide support to a NMFS recreational fisheries OC; RFPA; CET, PN >
outreach and education initiative. SF; ST
» 3.4.4. Provide our partners with the tools and coordination
necessary to enable consistent communications about CET; ST1 L >
recreational data collection methods, uses, and limitations.
» 3.5.1. Maintain current content on website. CET; ST1 <& >
» 3.5.2. Assess web analytics to improve web content and usage. | CET; ST1 L >
» 3.6.1. Increase use of public relations; social and digital media. | CET; ST1 L >
» 3.6.2. Provide conltenF for mcluspn in stakehoIFJer outreach CET ST1 * >
products and publications (e.g., fishing magazines, blogs).
» 3.7.1. Revise/expand the MRIP Strategic Communications Plan
to include the recommendations in the 2017 MRIP Review by CET ST1 *
NASEM, including measures to enhance two-way dialogue with '
key stakeholders and effective outreach to anglers.
» 3.7.2. Adopt and execute communications plans for high-profile CET: ST1 * >

MRIP implementation actions (e.g., FES Transition).
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Tactics

Goal 4—Ensure Sound Science

Responsible

Entities

2017

2018

2019

Timeline

2020

2021

2022

2023

» 4.1.1. Support research aimed at designing, testing, and
implementing new and/or improved recreational fishing surveys
that address independent review recommendations and specific
partner needs (e.g., private access, discards).

OT; ST1

» 4.1.2. Evaluate the potential application of new electronic
technologies into the program.

OT; ST1

» 4.1.3. Develop an analytical tool that enables optimization
of sample allocation within and among surveys to address
desired levels of precision for varying purposes, as identified in
Regional Implementation Plans.

STL, ECT

» 4.1.4. Develop a plan for prioritizing and addressing the survey
design improvement recommendations in the 2017 MRIP
Review by NASEM.

ESC; MRIP LT,
STL; CT

» 4.2.1. Provide technical support for the program through hiring
staff highly qualified in survey and mathematical statistics
disciplines, and maintain peer-accepted external consultants.

ST1

» 4.2.2. Increase staff expertise in survey statistics, survey
operations, statistical software, new technologies, and survey
management through trainings and other development
opportunities.

ST1

» 4.2.3. Publish research results in peer-reviewed journals and
organize and/or participate in scientific symposia.

STL; ECT

» 4.3.1. Seek independent reviews of current and proposed
survey designs, estimation methods, and data collection
technologies that are on the MRIP Certification Track.

OT; ST1

» 4.3.2. Conduct periodic regional reviews of data programs to
identify potential sources of bias and errors.

RITs; ST1

Goal 5—Operate Collaboratively

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

» 5.1.1. Conduct periodic reviews to ensure that partners are
adequately represented and actively participating on the
various MRIP teams.

CET:; Contractor

» 5.1.2. Assess partners’ sense of ownership in MRIP (i.e., do
partners consider themselves partners?).

CET; Contractor

» 5.1.3. Periodically review management structure to address
evolving program functions and priorities.

ESC; LT

» 5.1.4. Evaluate options to enhance recreational fisheries
stakeholders’ participation in MRIP advisory structure.

ESC; LT

» 5.1.5. Expand MRIP collaborations, including adding additional
experts in survey design and communications to MRIP
consultant team.

ST1

» 5.1.6. Revise program management and team structure
periodically to assure full partner engagement, based on
results of Strategy 5.1 reviews and provisions of Regional
Implementation Plans.

ESC

» 5.2.1. Develop Regional Implementation Plans that include
R&D priorities for developing and certifying new methods that
address partner needs.

RITs; ESC; OT

» 5.2.2. Attend and actively participate in FINs and FIN partner
meetings when data needs are being discussed.

ST1
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Tactics

Goal 5—Operate Collaboratively (continued)

Responsible
Entities

2017

MRIP

2018

2021 Implementation Plan Update

2019

Timeline

2020

2021

2022

2023

» 5.2.3. In regions that do not have a FIN, create and maintain ad
hoc Regional Implementation Teams.

ST1

» 5.2.4. Annually specify national priority-setting criteria
for providing support for needs identified in the Regional
Implementation Plans.

OT, ST1, LT

» 5.3.1. Evaluate and, as appropriate, support and enable
delegating responsibility of survey operations to regions, based
on standards to maintain data consistency and comparability.

ST1

> 5.3.2. Conduct evaluation of cost/benefits of centralized vs.
regionalized catch and effort estimation.

ST1; RITs

» 5.4.1. Respond to the requirements of the Modern Fish Act.

ST1

Goal 6—Meet Program Resources and Funding Needs

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

» 6.1.1. Develop and share criteria for priority-setting and
decision-making on funding allocation to research and survey
implementation.

OT, ST1, LT, ESC

» 6.1.2. Use Regional Implementation Plans to develop a national
inventory of partner needs and associated costs (see Goal 5—
Operate Collaboratively).

STL LT

» 6.1.3. Explore opportunities to expand program support through
leveraging funding and capability of partner and stakeholder
programs, including NOAA programs.

ST1; RITs

» 6.2.1. Provide a cost-benefit analysis of funding level options
for primary stakeholders (i.e., NOAA/NMFS).

ST1

» 6.2.2. Advocate for meeting funding needs during annual DOC/
NOAA budget opportunities.

ST1

» 6.2.3. Utilize relationships with Interstate Fishery Management
Commissions to help identify resources for recreational data
collection.

ST1; RITs

> 6.2.4. Document partner contributions for funding data
collection efforts.

RITs

» 6.2.5. Create a compelling narrative on MRIP and partner
success stories to share with key stakeholders.

CET

> 6.3.1. Administer Modern Fish Act investment funds.

ST1

12
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
¢ ) 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE19901
A Phone:302-674-2331 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Michael P. Luisi, Chairman | P. Weston Townsend, Vice Chairman
MID-ATLANTIC

ESEQ%FFENT Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

Date: May 19, 2021

To: Council and Board

From: Matthew Seeley, Council staff

Subject: Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment: Cover Memo for Final Action

The Council and Board are developing an amendment to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
to address several issues in the bluefish fishery. The Council and Board approved a public hearing
document at the February 2021 joint meeting. Public hearings were then held in March and April
2021 to recruit public feedback on the final range of alternatives. This public input was reviewed
by the Bluefish Advisory Panel (AP) and Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT). Now, the
Council and Board will take final action on the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment
on Tuesday, June 8t at 10:00 a.m.

The following briefing materials are enclosed behind this tab:

1) Bluefish Amendment Final Action Staff Memo — May 19, 2021

2) FMAT Summary — May 12,2021

3) Bluefish Amendment Public Comment Summary Document —May 2021
4) Bluefish Public Hearing Document — Revised in May 2021

5) Advisory Panel Meeting Summary — April 27,2021

6) Bluefish Amendment Alternatives Reference Guide — February 2021

In addition, the ASMFC’s Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Draft Amendment Document,
which was also revised in May 2021, is available on the Council’s meeting page.

As noted above, the Bluefish Public Hearing Document was revised in May 2021. A minor error
was discovered in the commercial allocations to the states alternative set within the Public Hearing
Document (Table 6) and the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Draft Amendment Document.
This error was in the status quo allocation column of both tables and included values for some
states that were off by a few hundredths of a percent. Given many of the alternatives in the
commercial allocations to the states section are linked, this error affected other tables and text
within the section. However, all revisions have been made and are highlighted in yellow in the
documents. Economic analyses were rerun and all conclusions from the impacts remain the same.
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
B 7 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE19901
A Phone:302-674-2331 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Michael P. Luisi, Chairman | P. Weston Townsend, Vice Chairman
MID-ATLANTIC

QSUQ%FFENT Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

Date: May 19, 2021

To: Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director

From: Matthew Seeley, Staff

Subject: Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment: Staff memo for final action

On Tuesday, June 8th, the Council and Board will review public comments, input from advisors
and the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) before considering final action on the Bluefish
Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment. This memo outlines Council staff recommendations for
each alternative set being considered in the amendment (except de minimis — Board only action)
with respect to the public comments and input provided by the advisors and FMAT.

FMP Goals and Objectives

Council staff fully support the FMAT recommendations on the FMP Goals and Objectives, which
include implementing minor revisions to the language that were suggested during the public
comment process. The revisions below (in red), reflect the comments that the FMAT and Council
staff recommends be considered by the Council and Board when taking final action. Specifically,
the recommendation to change “discard” to “release” encompasses the catch-and-release aspect of
the fishery while avoiding the negative connotation that accompanies the term “discard”. This
potential change carries the same message as using the term “discard” but better suits the desires
of the recreational community. The recommendation to change “along the coast” to “within the
management unit” allows for the inclusion of inland bluefish consumers that do not live on the
coast.

Goal 1: Conserve the bluefish resource through stakeholder engagement to maintain sustainable
recreational fishing and commercial harvest.
Objective 1.1: Achieve and maintain a sustainable spawning stock biomass and rate
of fishing mortality.
Objective 1.2: Promote practices that reduce diseard release mortality within the
recreational and commercial fishery.
Objective 1.3: Maintain effective coordination between the National Marine
Fisheries Service, Council, Commission, and member states by promoting compliance
and to support the development and implementation of management measures.
Objective 1.4: Promote compliance and effective enforcement of regulations.
Objective 1.5: Promote science, monitoring, and data collection that support and
enhance effective ecosystem-based management of the bluefish resource.
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Goal 2: Provide fair and equitable access to the fishery across all user groups throughout the
management unit.
Objective 2.1: Ensure the implementation of management measures provides fair and
equitable access to the resource across to all user groups aleng-the-eeast within the
management unit.
Objective 2.2: Consider the economic and social needs and priorities of all groups that
access the bluefish resource in the development of new management measures.
Objective 2.3: Maintain effective coordination with stakeholder groups to ensure
optimization of economic and social benefits.

Commercial/Recreational Sector Allocations

The public continues to discuss the cyclical and environmentally driven aspect of the bluefish
stock. Given the stock’s fluctuations in abundance and availability, Council staff agrees with the
FMAT conclusions thatalternatives associated with a shorter time series may notbe as appropriate
for determining allocation between the two sectors. Ideally, capturing the fluctuations in
abundance over time will best represent the trends in the bluefish fishery.

Given the FMP stipulates that the allocation percentage be applied to the Acceptable Biological
Catch to determine each sector’s Annual Catch Target, Council staff recommends using catch data
to inform the allocations. Council staff agrees with the FMAT that using catch data as the basis for
the allocations of catch will more effectively encompass the needs of a large subset of the
recreational sector that receive economic and social benefits from catching and releasing fish, as
opposed to harvesting fish.

As noted by the assessment scientist on the FMAT, the status quo alternative does not represent
the reality of the fishery anymore. The status quo alternative was based on uncalibrated MRIP
estimates from 1981-1989. These estimates are no longer being used in the stock assessments or
in catch accounting and should not be considered as the Council and Board discuss reallocation.

As noted by the economist on the FMAT, alternative 2a-4 offers the highest economic benefit to
the commercial sector followed by 2a-3 and 2a-2, amongst the allocations based on catch data.

Council staff recommends alternative 2a-3 (87% recreational, 13% commercial) given: 1) the
vast majority of public comments supported this alternative, 2) it offers the second highest
economic benefit to the commercial sector, 3) is based on catch data, and 4) the time series
encompasses the mostrecent 20 years of fishery performance, which considers more ofthe cyclical
nature present in this fishery over time, as compared to a shorter time series.

For the phase-in alternatives (alternative set 2b), the FMAT and Council staff recommends
alternative 2b-1 (no phase-in). This recommendation is consistent with the overwhelming
majority of public comments which identified that the phase-in approach does not offer much
benefit when the allocations are changing by such a small amount. Additionally, the phase-in
approach would add an unnecessary level of complexity and administrative burden.
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Commercial Allocations to the States

As described in the sector allocations section, the bluefish fishery often experiences cyclical and
environmentally driven levels in abundance. The status quo alternative (3a-1) represents fishery
abundance and allocations from 1981-1989, which no longer reflect the current nature of the
bluefish fishery. Over time, the bluefish fishery is available in certain regions due to the migratory
habits and preferences for offshore waters. Moreover, this change in availability is more well
represented over a longer time series, so Council staff does not recommend alternative 3a-2. By
design, alternative 3a-4 captures awide range of years includingthe historical aspectof'the overall
time series. However, since half the time series is weighted towards historical abundance, the
allocations do not fully represent the current needs of all states and may still warrant state-to-state
transfers immediately following reallocation. Finally, public comments were fairly evenly split,
however most support was provided for alternative 3a-2, followed by 3a-3, 3a-1, and 3a-4. Given
the justification provided above, Council staff recommends alternative 3a-3and notes that while
reallocation should reduce the need for state-to-state transfers in years immediately following
amendment implementation, transfers may still occur as needed.

In regard to the option to phase-in, Council staff and the FMAT indicated that the selection of a
more recent time series to inform reallocation will more accurately reflect current state-specific
needs and may reduce the need to phase-in any changes. Similar to the recommendation for the
sector allocations, Council staff and the FMAT noted that the phase-in alternative set was also
unpopular (often at public hearings) despite receiving some support from the public. Phasing-in
allocations hasadded levels of complexity and administrative burden, especially given the changes
associated with implementation of a rebuilding plan and updated stock assessments. Overall,
Council staff believes the perceived benefits of phasing-in potentially small allocation changes for
most states does not outweigh the complexity and administrative burden. Therefore, Council staff
recommends alternative 3b-1, no phase-in.

After reviewing all public comments related to the trigger alternative set (3c), the FMAT and
Council staff recommends alternative 3c-1, no trigger. Council staff and the FMAT noted that
the public found the trigger approach to be overly complicated with limited perceived benefit.

Considering the commercial allocations to the states section included 4 sub-alternatives, Council
staff and the FMAT believes the complexity tied to sub-alternative sets 3b and 3¢ may have
influenced the public’s widespread support on minimum default allocation alternatives.
Ultimately, the FMAT and Council staff recommend implementation of a 0.10% minimum
default allocation (3d-2). This alternative will allow states that would otherwise lose their
allocation through the reallocation process to retain a minimum default allocation, which will
allow small amounts of bluefishcaughtin these states to be harvested instead of discarded. Council
staff agrees with the FMAT that 0.10% strikes a balance between reducing regulatory discards and
not overburdening other states’ allocations.

Rebuilding Plan

As indicated in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the
preferred rebuilding plan shall be as short as possible, taking into account the status and biology
of any overfished stocks of fish, the needs of fishing communities, recommendations by
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international organizations in which the United States participates, and the interaction of the
overfished stock of fish within the marine ecosystem; and not exceed 10 years, exceptin cases
where the biology of the stock of fish, other environmental conditions, or management measures
under an international agreement in which the United States participates dictate otherwise.

Council staff agrees with the FMAT that the rebuilding plan should be as short as possible while
considering the needs of the fishing communities that depend on the resource. Additionally, the
rebuilding plan should account for the inherent uncertainty associated with the cyclical and
environmentally driven nature of the stock. Given the spread in public comments, Council staff
and FMAT members noted that alternative 4c may be a fair middle point that considers both the
biological and social requirements as required in MSA. Furthermore, alternatives 4c and 4d offer
catches that increase steadily over the duration of the rebuilding plan, as compared to the constant
harvest approach (4b) which rebuilds as quickly as possible with low harvest limits. According to
the economist on the FMAT, alternative 4c and 4d offer higher gross and average revenues to the
commercial sector compared to 4b. Furthermore, 4b has the potential to be particularly damaging
to the commercial sector. The culmination of rebuilding plan alternative 4b could create an
instability in market supply and weaken supply chain linkages in addition to offering the lowest
economic returns to the commercial sector. This in turn could compound the commercial sector’s
economic burden by imposing several years of reduced market share due to low quotas during the
rebuilding period. Council staff and FMAT members cautioned that once the stock is rebuilt,
regulations could likely be liberalized.

For the reasons provided above, Council staff recommends alternative 4c. Moreover, alternative
4c uses the updated 2019 Council risk policy, which by design, evaluates current stock biomass in
relation to its target and threshold and adjusts risk accordingly.

Sector Transfers

The reallocation process in this amendment will most likely reflect more recent fishery
performance and reduce the need for sector transfers in the immediate future post rebuilding plan.
The staff recommendation on sector allocations reduces the commercial allocation, which will
likely result in limited quota to transfer from the commercial to recreational sector, should bi-
directional transfers be preferred. Furthermore, sector transfers will not be allowed while the
spawning stock biomass (SSB) is below the SSB threshold and if overfishing is occurring.

As with the FMAT, Council staff also notes the almost even split in support for bi-directional
transfers (5a-2), butwhen accounting for the form letter, the vast majority of comments do support
bidirectionality. Many of the public comments describe that alternative 5a-2 is more fair and
equitable since transfers can be sent in both directions. For these reasons, Council staff
recommends alternative 5a-2 and notes that the Council and Board will have the ability to make
an informed decision on how to set transfers during the annual specifications process given the
needs of both the commercial and recreational fishery at the time.

For alternative set 5b, the FMAT and Council staff recommend alternative 5b-2, a transfer cap

up to 10% of the ABC. A transfer cap that scales with biomass is a sound approach from a

biological and process-oriented perspective. During times of lower biomass, it makes sense to be

precautionary by limiting the amount of transferred quota to reduce the risk of a transfer
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contributing to overfishing. Conversely, during times when biomass is much higher, the transfer
cap would increase, allowing for more flexibility to address each sector’s needs. The status quo
option, which caps transfers from summing to a commercial quota greater than 10.5 million
pounds, does not offer as much flexibility as alternative 5b-2. The 10.5-million-pound value is
now outdated, considering biomass is projected to increase significantly throughout the rebuilding
plan.

Management Uncertainty

Council staff and the FMAT noted that the majority of public comments supported the status quo
alternative. However, individuals supported the post-sector split alternative, while organizations
(and form letters) support the status quo alternative.

The FMAT and Council staff recommend alternative 6b. From a process perspective, this
alternative allows the Monitoring Committee to be as precise as possible with applying a
management uncertainty buffer to one sector without negatively affecting the other. The
application of management uncertainty is more fair and equitable under alternative 6b and has
received strong support from many user groups.

Summary of Recommendations

Recommendations are provided for each alternative set. At times, the FMAT did not make a
consensus recommendation for a specific alternative set and only a Council staff recommendation
is present.

Alternative Management Issue Recommendation
1: FMP Goals and Objectives
Current Status quo
Proposed Proposed FMAT and Council Staff
2: Sector Allocations
2a-1 83% Rec, 17% Comm (Status quo)
1981-1989: Landings-Based
242 89% Rec, 11% Comm
2014-2018, 2009-2018: Catch-Based

87% Rec, 13% Comm .
2a-3 1999-2018: Catch-Based Council Staff

86% Rec, 14% Comm
2a-4 1981-2018: Catch-Based,2014-2018 and

2009-2018: Landings-Based
a5 84% Rec, 16% Comm
1999-2018, 1981-2018: Landings-Based
2b-1 No Phase-in FMAT and Council Staff
Phase-in over preferred rebuilding plan
2b-2 .
duration
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Alternative Management Issue Recommendation
3: Commercial Allocations to the States
3a-1 Status quo
Old MRIP 1981-1989 (Amend 1)
32-2 > year
2014-2018: Landings-Based
10 year .
3a-3 2009-2018: Landings-Based Council Staff
3 1981-1989 (50%) and 2009-2018 (50%)
a-4 .
Landings-Based
3b-1 No Phase-in Council Staff
Phase-in over preferred rebuilding plan
3b-2 .
duration
3c-1 No Trigger FMAT and Council Staff
3c-2 Pre-Transfer Trigger
3c-3 Post Transfer Trigger
3d-1 No Minimum Default Allocation
3d-2 0.10% - Minimum Default Allocation FMAT and Council Staff
3d-3 0.25% - Minimum Default Allocation
4: Rebuilding Plan
4a No action/Status quo
4b Constant harvest: 4 years
4¢ P* approach: 5 years Council Staff
4d Constant F: 7 years
5: Sector Transfers
Sa-1 No Action/Status quo
S5a-2 Bidirectional transfers Council Staff
5b-1 No Action/Status quo
5b-2 Sector transfer cap: up to 10% of ABC | FMAT and Council Staff
6: Management Uncertainty
6a No Action/Status quo
6b Post Sector-Split FMAT and Council Staff
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Bluefish Allocations and Rebuilding Amendment
FMAT Meeting: April 30,2021 from 9:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.
Meeting Summary (Dated: May 12,2020)

The objective of this meeting was for the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) to review
the public comment summary document, Advisory Panel (AP) comments, and provide
recommendations of preferred alternatives to be presented to the Council and Board at the joint
meetinghosted by the Councilin June. At the meeting, the Counciland Board will take final action
on the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment.

There are several issues that the FMAT believes are policy decision that should be made solely by
the Council and Board with thorough consideration of the input provided thus far, but the FMAT
made recommendations where they thought it was appropriate.

FMP Goals and Objectives

The FMAT discussed the public and AP comments on the proposed FMP Goals and Objectives
and noted that the vast majority of comments support the proposed option. The FMAT considered
a number of suggestions from the public and the AP but determined that the majority of comments
received were already captured in the FMP Goals and Objectives, as currently written. For
example, there were many comments received pertaining to managing the fishery based on
optimum yield and recognition of many angler’s preference to utilize the resource through catch-
and-release. The FMAT feltthat maintaininga sustainable spawningstock biomass (objective 1.1),
providing fair and equitable access to all user groups (goal 2), and considering the economic and
social needs and priorities of all groups (objective 2.2) already captures the definition of managing
for optimum yield. In addition, several public comments suggested increasing recognition of the
role that environmental factors and forage fish play in the health of the bluefish stock. Again, the
FMAT thought that promoting science, monitoring, and data collection that support and
enhance effective ecosystem-based management (objective 1.5) already captures the topic. While
the FMAT agreed that the issues raised by the AP and members of the public are important
considerations, the FMAT determined the proposed FMP Goals and Objectives already capture
these important issues.

However, the FMAT did support implementing minor revisions to the language that were
suggested during the public comment process. The revisions below (in red), reflect the comments
that the FMAT recommends be considered by the Council and Board when taking final action.
Specifically, the recommendation to change “discard” to “release” encompasses the catch-and-
release aspect of the fishery while avoiding the negative connotation that accompanies the term
“discard”. This potential change carries the same message as using the term “discard” but better
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suits the desires of the recreational community. The recommendation to change “along the coast”
to “within the management unit” allows for the inclusion of inland bluefish consumers that do not
live on the coast.

Goal 1: Conserve the bluefish resource through stakeholder engagement to maintain sustainable
recreational fishing and commercial harvest.
Objective 1.1: Achieve and maintain a sustainable spawning stock biomass and rate
of fishing mortality.
Objective 1.2: Promote practices that reduce diseard release mortality within the
recreational and commercial fishery.
Objective 1.3: Maintain effective coordination between the National Marine
Fisheries Service, Council, Commission, and member states by promoting compliance
and to support the development and implementation of management measures.
Objective 1.4: Promote compliance and effective enforcement of regulations.
Objective 1.5: Promote science, monitoring, and data collection that support and
enhance effective ecosystem-based management of the bluefish resource.
Goal 2: Provide fair and equitable access to the fishery across all user groups throughout the
management unit.
Objective 2.1: Ensure the implementation of management measures provides fair and
equitable access to the resource across to all user groups aleng-the-eeast within the
management unit.
Objective 2.2: Consider the economic and social needs and priorities of all groups that
access the bluefish resource in the development of new management measures.
Objective 2.3: Maintain effective coordination with stakeholder groups to ensure
optimization of economic and social benefits.

Commercial/Recreational Sector Allocations

To start, the FMAT discussed the cyclical and environmentally driven aspect of the stock that is
continuously commented on by the public. Given the stock’s fluctuations in abundance and
availability, the FMAT believes alternatives associated with a shorter time series may not be as
appropriate for determining allocation between the two sectors. Ideally, capturing the fluctuations
in abundance over time will best represent the trends in the bluefish fishery.

The FMAT also recommends utilizing catch data (landings plus dead discards) to inform
allocations between the commercial and recreational sectors. The FMP currently stipulates thatthe
allocation percentage be applied to the Acceptable Biological Catch to determine each sector’s
Annual Catch Target. In short, the allocation percentage will inform the allocation of catch
between both sectors, not landings. In addition, the FMAT believes using catch data as the basis
for the allocations of catch will more effectively encompass the needs of a large subset of the
recreational sector that receive economic and social benefits from catching and releasing fish as
opposed to harvesting fish. Given alternative 2a-5 is derived from landings data, the FMAT
recommends not moving forward with this alternative.

Alternative 2a-3 received the most support, however, when excluding the form letter, the status
quo alternative received the most support. The assessment scientist on the FMAT noted that the
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status quo alternative does not represent the reality of the fishery anymore. The status quo
alternative was based on uncalibrated MRIP estimates from 1981-1989. The uncalibrated MRIP
estimates are no longer being used in the stock assessments or in catch accounting and should
probably not be considered as the Council and Board discuss reallocation.

The economist on the FMAT noted that of the remaining alternatives, 2a-4 offers the highest
economic benefit to the commercial sector followed by 2a-3 and 2a-2.

Ultimately, the FMAT did not offer a formal recommendation by consensus on one alternative
from the alternative set 2a. The FMAT agreed that selection of an allocation alternative is
ultimately a policy decision that should be made solely by the Council and Board with thorough
consideration of the input provided thus far. However, the FMAT does recommend consideration
of either alternatives 2a-2, 2a-3, and 2a-4.

For the phase-in alternatives (alternative set 2b), the FMAT recommends alternative 2b-1 (no
phase-in). This recommendationis consistent with the overwhelming majority of publiccomments
which identified that the phase-in approach does not offer much benefit when the allocations are
changing by such a small amount. Additionally, the phase-in approach would add an unnecessary
level of complexity and administrative burden.

Commercial Allocations to the States

To start, the FMAT noted that all alternatives in set 3a are justified as appropriate under potential
future circumstances and for various states, as this stock rebuilds and availability increases.
Therefore, the FMAT made no recommendation on a preferred 3a alternative. Selecting an
allocation alternative is a policy decision that should be made solely by the Council and Board
with considerationofthe Public Hearing Document’simpactanalyses and public input provided
thus far.

In regard to the option to phase-in, the FMAT indicated that the selection of a more recent time
series to inform reallocation will more accurately reflect current state-specific needs and may
reduce the need to phase-in any changes. Similar to the recommendation for the sector allocations,
the FMAT noted that the phase-in alternative set was also unpopular. Again, the FMAT described
the added levels of complexity and administrative burden to implementing a phase-in approach.
As the allocation alternatives are based on landings data, a phase-in approach may prolong
inefficiencies via the need for state transfers. However, the FMAT recognizes the public comments
which highlights that there may be an economic benefit from phasing-in for states incurringa large
percent decrease in quota. Overall, the FMAT did not provide a consensus recommendation for
alternative set 3b.

After reviewing all public comments related to the trigger alternative set (3c), the FMAT made
a consensus recommendation for alternative 3c-1, no trigger. The FMAT noted that the public
found the trigger approach to be overly complicated with limited perceived benefit.

Public comments related to the minimum default allocation alternative set (3d) were evenly
dispersed across the three alternatives. The FMAT discussed the utility of implementing minimum
defaultallocationsin thatthey allow states to continue to harvest bluefish without major disruption
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to other states with larger allocations. Considering the commercial allocations to the states section
included 4 sub-alternatives, the FMAT believes the complexity tied to sub-alternative sets 3b and
3¢ may have influenced the public’s perspective on minimum default allocations. However, given
the cyclical and ever-changing nature of the bluefish fishery, the FMAT recommends a 0.10%
minimum default allocation (3d-2). This alternative will allow states that would otherwise lose
their allocation through the reallocation process to retain a minimum default allocation, which will
allow small amounts of bluefish caught in these states to be retained instead of discarded. The
FMAT agreed that 0.10% would strike a balance between reducing regulatory discards and not
overburdening other states’ allocations.

Rebuilding Plan

The FMAT discussed that the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(MSA) indicates: 109-479 (4) “For a fishery that is overfished, any fishery management plan,
amendment, or proposed regulations prepared pursuant to paragraph (3) or paragraph (5) for such
fishery shall —
(A) specify a time period for rebuilding the fishery that shall—
(1) be as short as possible, taking into account the status and biology of any
overfished stocks of fish, the needs of fishing communities, recommendations by
international organizations in which the United States participates, and the
interaction of the overfished stock of fish within the marine ecosystem; and
(i1) notexceed 10 years, except in cases where the biology of the stock of fish,
other environmental conditions, or management measures under an international
agreement in which the United States participates dictate otherwise;

Given the data limitations, data concerns and associated uncertainty, selecting a rebuilding plan is
an important policy decision that the Council and Board will need to make. However, the FMAT
discussed the implications and consequences that may apply to each of the alternatives and offered
the following discussion as supporting context for recommending a preferred rebuilding
alternative.

Through this discussion, the FMAT noted that the rebuilding plan should be as short as possible
while consideringthe needs of the fishingcommunities thatdepend on the resource and accounting
for the uncertainty inherent in the cyclical and environmentally driven nature of the stock.
Interestingly, the public comments indicated that individuals prefer alternatives 4b and 4c
(relatively short rebuilding periods with lower short-term catches) while organizations prefer
alternative 4d (the longest rebuilding period associated with higher short-term catches). Given the
spread in comments, FMAT members noted that alternative 4c may be a fair middle point that
considers both the biological and social requirements as required in MSA. Furthermore,
alternatives 4c and 4d offer catches that increase steadily over the duration of the rebuilding
plan, as compared to the constant harvest approach (4b) which rebuilds as quickly as possible
with low harvest limits. Alternative 4c and 4d offer higher gross and average revenues to the
commercial sector compared to 4b. Furthermore, 4b has the potential to be particularly damaging
to the commercial sector. The culmination of rebuilding plan alternative 4b could create an
instability in market supply and weaken supply chain linkages in addition to offering the lowest
economic returns to the commercial sector. This in turn could compound the commercial sector’s
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economic burden by imposing several years of reduced market share due to low quotas during the
rebuildingperiod. FMAT members cautioned that oncethe stock is rebuilt, regulations could likely
be liberalized.

The stock assessment scientist indicated that the general comment provided by many members of
the public that “the stock is cyclical/environmentally driven/and moving offshore; fishing
mortality is not the problem” has merit and could influence the stock’s ability to reach the rebuilt
target. It is hypothesized that some components of the stock are not accessible to the inshore
fishery (i.e., inshore charter and shore anglers) in certain years due to offshore migrations.
Furthermore, the assessment scientist expressed concern that presently there are no offshore
surveys that could pick up and verify these trends. In addition, there are limited tagging studies
assessingregional bluefish abundance and migration. The lastcomprehensive study was published
in 2006'. Therefore, certain data may not be available to inform the model, and in turn, rebuilding
goals may not be met, which will have implications on how projections may change over time.

The FMAT wanted to ensure the Council and Board are aware of the implications, benefits, and
consequences of all rebuilding alternatives. The FMAT recommends a review of the general
rebuilding process, including regular reviews of adequate progress; as well as a thorough
discussion of how the different rebuilding scenarios could look or change as data are updated.

Sector Transfers

The FMAT firstdiscussed the factthatthere were a number of public comments received that were
asking for clarity on the interplay between the rebuilding plan and sector transfers. The FMAT
clarified the criteria that dictate if and when a transfer could occur under the bi-directional transfer
process alternative 5b. When the stock is in an overfished state or overfishing is occurring,
transfers from one sector to the other cannot occur. However, once the stock isabove the spawning
stock biomass (SSB) threshold (not overfished) and if the fishing mortality rate is less than fishing
mortality at maximum sustainable yield (or its proxy), a transfer can occur. In this scenario where
a transfer can still occur, bluefish may be under a rebuilding plan (not yet at the SSB target), but
no longer overfished or experiencing overfishing.

The FMAT noted that the public comments (excluding the form letter) were evenly split between
supporting and opposing bi-directional transfers. Interestingly, many people commented on
removing sector transfers from the FMP altogether, despite not being an alternative within this
amendment. One FMAT member offered that the need for transfers should decline in the near
future as the purpose of reallocating better suits each sector’s present needs. However, the FMAT
offered no specific recommendation on alternative set 5a and noted that it is more of a policy
decision for the Council and Board.

For alternative set 5b, the FMAT recommends alternative 5b-2 by consensus. The FMAT
indicated that a transfer cap that scales with biomass is a sound approach from a biological and
process-oriented perspective. During times of lower biomass, it makes sense to be precautionary
by limiting the amount of transferred quota to reduce the risk of a transfer contributing to

! Shepherd, G.R. & Moser, Joshua & Deuel, D. & Carlsen, Pam. (2006). The migration patterns of bluefish
(Pomatomus saltatrix) along the Atlantic coastdetermined from tagrecoveries. Fishery Bulletin. 104.559-570.
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overfishing. Conversely, during times when biomass is much higher, the transfer cap would
increase, allowing for more flexibility to address each sector’s needs. The FMAT agreed that the
status quo option, which caps transfers from summing to a commercial quota greater than 10.5
million pounds, does not offer as much flexibility as alternative 5b-2. The FMAT thought that the
10.5-million-pound value is now outdated, considering the biomass is projected to increase
significantly in order to achieve the SSB target.

Management Uncertainty

The FMAT noted that the majority of public comments supported the status quo alternative.
However, individuals supported the post-sector split alternative, while organizations (and form
letters) support the status quo alternative.

The FMAT recommends alternative 6b by consensus. From a process perspective, this alternative
allows the Monitoring Committee to be as precise as possible with applying a management
uncertainty buffer to one sector without negatively affecting the other. The application of
management uncertainty is more fair and equitable under alternative 6b and has received strong
support from all sorts of user groups.

De Minimis

The FMAT discussed the de minimis alternative set and public comments and noted that the
majority of comments were in favor of the status quo alternative (7a). One FMAT member noted
that the Board will have to weigh the economic and social benefits of increased access for
recreational fishers in de minimis states against the potential risk of shifts in effort from
neighboring states resulting from more liberal measures within de minimis states’ waters.
Ultimately, the FMAT offered no specific recommendation because this is a Board-only policy
decision.
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1 INTRODUCTION AND COMMENT SUMMARY

1.1 OVERVIEW

This document summarizes public comments on the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment.
Through this action, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) are considering potential modifications to the Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) goals and objectives, current allocations between the commercial and
recreational sectors, current commercial allocations to the states, initiating a rebuilding plan, revising the
quota transfer processes, revising how the FMP accounts for management uncertainty, and revising de
minimis provisions in the Commission’s plan. Additional information and amendment documents are
available at: https://www.mafmec.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment.

Five virtual public hearings were held between March 24 and April 8, 2021, targeted toward certain states
orregional groupings of states (Table 1). Hearings were attended by 134 people in total (excluding Council
and Commission staff). Not all attendees provided comments.

Written comments were accepted from February 22, 2021 through April 23,2021. In total 361 individuals
or organizations either provided written comments (84) or sent in a form letter (277) on this action. Some
of these commenters overlapped with those providing comments at hearings.

In total, 378 unique individuals and organizations provided comments during hearings and/or in writing,
Attempts were made so that individuals who provided multiple comments (e.g., in person and written,
multiple in person, or multiple written comments) were only counted once towards the tallies included
later in this document. In some instances, individuals provided in-person comments on behalf of an
organization and those organizations also submitted written comments. In those instances, the individual
and the organization comments were counted as one comment. The tables below differentiated comments
received from individuals, organizations, and via form letter to help provide a clear picture of the
comments received.


https://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment

All public hearing comments are summarized in Section 2 of this document and all written comments are
included in Section 3.

Ninety-two percent of the 378 individuals and organizations who provided in-person and/or written
comments were primarily affiliated with the recreational fishery, and 5% with the commercial fishery
(Table 2). About 80% of the comments associated with the recreational fishery came from the form letter.

Table 1: Amendment public hearing schedule.

Date and Time Regional Grouping

Wednesday, March 24, 6-8pm North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida

Delaware, Maryland, Potomac River Fisheries

Thursday, March 25, 6-8pm Commission, and Virginia

Tuesday, March 30, 6-8pm Connecticut and New York
Thursday, April 1, 6-8pm Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island
Thursday, April 8, 6-8pm New Jersey

Table 2: Number of individuals and organizations who provided in-person and/or written
comments (including 277 form letters which were associated with the recreational sector) by
primary affiliation.

Sector Individuals | Organizations Percent of Total
Recreational 333 13 92%
Commercial 14 4 5%
Ul’lkl:l(?Wl’l/l’lOt 10 39
specified
Other 2 1 <1%
Multiple 1 <1%

1.2 COMMENT SUMMARY

Public comments are summarized in the text and tables below grouped by management issue
(commercial/recreational allocation, commercial allocations to the states, rebuilding plan, sector transfers,
management uncertainty, de minimis, and general comments). Only those topics addressed by more than
three individuals or organizations, or those directly related to specific alternatives are included in the
summaries below. However, all comments are included in sections 2 and 3 of this document.

A total of 37 commenters provided feedback on the FMP Goals and Objectives. Many of these comments
were unique with specific suggestions making it hard to tally across similar comment themes. As such,
comments contained in section 2 and 3 should be carefully read and considered. However, there were a
few reoccurring themes that can be highlighted. For example, many commenters supported consideration
of managing for optimum yield in the FMP Goals and Objectives. Four recreational organizations
emphasized that the Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA) requires fishery management measures achieve
optimum yield, defined as a fishery’s maximum sustainable yield reduced by any relevant economic,
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social, or ecological factor. Several other commenters referenced the socioeconomic benefit of reduced
harvest and increased abundance to catch-and-release anglers. A few comments referenced the need for
better accountability across both sectors. Several commenters said that “fair and equitable” should be
clearly defined in the FMP Goals and Objectives. Several other individuals commented on the importance
of forage fish, the need to improve our understanding of the ecological role of bluefish and expressed a
desire to implement ecosystem-based management. A few other comments included recognizing the
cyclical and environmentally driven nature of the bluefish stock. Lastly, a few individuals said that
environmental stressors should be addressed, and they were concerned about the impacts of sand mining
and beach replenishment on inshore bluefish habitat.

Feedback on the commercial/recreational allocation alternatives was mixed. An individual’s or
organization’s primary sector affiliation is indicative of which alternative was supported. For example, 20
commenters supported status quo allocations, and the majority of these 16 individuals and 4 organizations
were affiliated with the commercial sector. In total, 287 commenters supported reallocating 87% to the
recreational sector and 13% to the commercial sector (alt 2a-3). This alternative received support from the
most organizations and from 277 form letters. Alternative 2a-2, which allocates 89% to the recreational
sector and 11% to the commercial sector, also received significant support from 12 individuals and 4
organizations. The remainingalternatives received support from less than 10 individuals and organizations.
The vast majority of commenters were opposed to phasing in allocation changes with 296 opposed and
only 5 in support. However, it is worth noting that most comments that were in support of status quo
commercial/recreational allocations did not provide input on the phase-in alternatives.

Support was spread fairly evenly across all four state commercial allocation alternatives. That being said,
alternative 3a-2 received the most support with 8 individuals and 3 organizations expressing this
reallocation alternative as their preference. Generally speaking, commercial stakeholders from states who
stood to benefit from reallocation voiced support for using a more recent time series. Conversely,
commercial stakeholders from states that would lose quota from reallocation voiced support for status quo,
with only a few exceptions. In total, eight commenters supported a phase-in approach, only slightly more
than the 6 commenters that supported no phase-in. The vast majority of comments received on the trigger
approach expressed how complicated the approach was and did not support its use in management. Nine
individuals and organizations supported providing states with a minimum default allocation versus 5
commenters who were opposed to the idea. Many commenters expressed support for the minimum default
allocations in an effort to reduce regulatory discards in states that would otherwise have no allocation.

A total of 293 commenters said they supported the 7-year constant fishing mortality rebuilding plan, 14
supported the 5-year P* approach, 12 supported the 4-year constant harvest approach, and 5 supported
taking no action on rebuilding. A few individuals who supported the 7-year rebuilding plan also voiced
support for implementing a 10-year plan to allow the stock plenty of time to rebuild. Ten commenters
voiced skepticism thatthe stock would be able to rebuild by the target date. Several reasons were provided
including: the stock is cyclical or environmentally driven, the population is offshore, and abundance will
not be detected inshore, or fishing mortality is not a large factor in the stock’s ability to rebuild. Seven
commenters said that the lack of forage fish is a significant factor in the bluefish stock’s ability to rebuild.
Lastly, 20 individuals said that they rarely encounter bluefish anymore and that drastic and immediate
action should be taken by the Board and Council to rebuild this stock.

A total of 288 commenters said they support bi-directional transfers between the sectors and 15 supported
maintaining the status quo transfer process. Similarly, a total of 288 commenters supported a 10% sector
transfer cap, and 12 supported the status quo capof 10.5 million Ibs. Commenters who provideda rationale



for not allowing b-directional transfers tended to say that they were wary of using Marine Recreational
Information Program (MRIP) data to analyze the recreational sector’s short term need for quota. Those
who supported bi-directional transfers often mentioned equity as an important reason for allowing
transfers both ways. Many commenters did not think transferring quota during a rebuilding period was a
goodidea. Finally, 17 individuals and 6 organizations thoughtthat quota should notbe transferred between
sectors at all.

In regard to the management uncertainty issue, 6 individuals, 8 organizations and the 277 people who
submitted a form letter were in support of making no changes to the way that management uncertainty is
applied through specifications. By contrast 19 individuals and 5 organizations recommended updating
management uncertainty so that it may be applied to each sector without negatively affecting the other
sector.

A total of 14 commenters supported the status quo de minimis alternative that only exempts states from
fishery independent monitoring. Approximately the same number of commenters supported updating the
de minimis provision to allow states some level of flexibility in setting recreational measures, but support
was spread amongstalternatives 7b-¢. Those who voiced support forupdatingde minimis said that anglers
should be allowed to have unrestrictive measures when fishing in states where bluefish are rarely
encountered. Others said that it should not matter what their measures are considering that they have
minimal impact on the health of the stock.

Reoccurring general comments are also listed at the end of the table. These comments either pertain to
multiple management issues or are not directly related to the management issues under consideration in
this amendment. Twenty-two individuals and organizations said that management should account for the
catch-and-release aspect of the fishery and recognize the value of fish left in the water. The context in
which this was said varied by commenter, but many said this in reference to managing for higher
abundance to recognize the economic value of the sport fishing industry. Many also shared this sentiment
in support of halting sector transfers. Ten commenters said that recreational reporting and accountability
need to be improved, and similarly 4 individuals thought that the recreational discarding issue should be
addressed by management. Nine commenters expressed strong concerns with using the MRIP data for
management and thought that the data was not believable. The remaining reoccurring comments were in
reference to the recreational bag and size limit or expressing the need to increase or lower the commercial
quota.



Table 3: Summary totals of comments received on the amendment. Totals should not be summed
between rows as this would result in double counting of individuals and organizations who
commented in multiple categories.

Management Issue

Number of Form
Letters/Individuals/Organizations

Commercial/Recreational Allocation Form Individuals | Organizations Grand
Letter Total
2a-1 83% Rec, 17% Comm (Status quo) 16 4 20
2a-2 89% Rec, 11% Comm 12 4 16
2a-3 87% Rec, 13% Comm 277 3 7 287
2a-4 86% Rec, 14% Comm 8 1 9
2a-5 84% Rec, 16% Comm 3 1 4
2b-1 No Phase-in 277 9 10 296
2b-2 Phase-in 2 3 5
Commercial Allocations to the States S0y Individuals | Organizations Cond
Letter Total
3a-1 Status quo 8 1 9
3a-2 5 year 8 3 11
3a-3 10 year 8 2 10
3a-4 72 1981-1989 and /22009-2018 6 6
3b-1 No Phase-in 5 1 6
3b-2 Phase-in 5 3 8
3c-1 No Trigger 7 2 9
3c-2 Pre-Transfer Trigger 1 1
3c-3 Post Transfer Trigger
3d-1 No Minimum Default Allocation 2 5
3d-2 0.10% - Minimum Default Allocation 4 1 5
3d-3 0.25% - Minimum Default Allocation 3 1 4
Rebuilding Plan E:t?;:' Individuals | Organizations ('}I‘I(.)i:;i
4a Status quo/No action 5 5
4b Constant harvest (4 years) 11 1 12
4¢ P* approach (5 years) 12 2 14
4d Constant F (7 years) 277 5 11 293
Stock is cyclical/environmentally
driven/offshore; fishing mortality is not 7 3 10
General | the problem
comments | Bluefish abundance is low/we do not see
on bluefish anymore/immediate and drastic 20 20
rebuilding | action needed
Bluefish stock is hurt by low abundance 6 1 7
of forage fish




Number of Form

A Letters/Individuals/Organizations
Sector Transfers E:t?;:' Individuals | Organizations ('}I‘I(.)i:;i
5a-1 No Action/Status quo 12 3 15
S5a-2 Allow transfer both ways 277 5 6 288
5b-1 No Action/Status quo 10 2 12
5b-2 Sector transfer cap: 10% 277 5 6 288
General
comments | Quota should not be transferred between 17 6 73
on sectors
transfers
Management Uncertainty 8 Individual | Organization LM
Letter Total
6a No Action/Status quo 277 6 8 291
6b Post Sector-Split 19 5 24
De Minimis E:t?;:' Individual | Organization ('}I‘I(.)i:;i
7a No Action/Status quo 12 2 14
7h Recreational De Minimis — no P 2
management measures
7e Recreational De Minimis — state- ) 2 4
selected management measures
7d Recreational De Minimis — rollover ’ 2
management measures
Te Recreational De Minimis — 2020 4 1 5
management measures
General Comments E:t?;:' Individual | Organization ('}I‘I(.)i:;i
Management should account for ‘Fhe catch-and- 13 9 29
release fishery (value of fish left in the water)
Recreational reporting and accountability need to be 7 3 10
improved
Implement a minimum size limit 9 9
Strong concerns with MRIP data; 6 3 9
unbelievable/unreliable
Lower the bag limit 6 6
Increase the bag limit 3 3
Cut the commercial quota 6 6
Increase the commercial quota 4 4
Address recreational discard issue 4 4




2 PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARIES

A summary of each public hearing is provided below. Due to the complexity and high number of
amendment alternatives, each management issue was presented and commented on individually.
Comments are summarized by hearing and individual comments are grouped by management issue and
paraphrased.

2.1 NORTH CAROLINA, SOUTH CAROLINA, GEORGIA, AND FLORIDA
Wednesday, March 24,2021, 6:00 p.m.

Attendees: (18 excluding Council/Commission staff): Chris Batsavage, Michael Carotta, Michelle
Duval, James Fletcher, Cynthia Ferrio, Sonny Gwin, Hannah Hart, Doug Haymans, Dewey Hemilright,
Rusty Hudson, William Mandulak, Thomas Newman III, Will Poston, Art Smith, Eric Summers, Sara
Winslow, Amy Zimney, Wes Townsend

Summary: The meeting started with an introduction and briefing fromthe hearingofficer Chris Batsavage
(NC). Five members of the public offered public comment on the amendment alternative sets. The
majority of comments were focused on the allocation alternatives with an emphasis on ensuring quotas
remain at levels that support positive fishery participation from both sectors. Some members of the public
expressed their frustration with the complexity of alternatives associated within the commercial
allocations to the states. The two who spoke on this issue were supportive of maintaining status quo
commercial allocations for their respective state to ensure quotas do not fall much lower than the current
levels. Feedback was mixed on how to proceed with the rebuilding plan and the transfer process. Members
of the public did express their frustration with the current stock status and offered comments to that effect.
The two comments received on management uncertainty were in support of adopting sector specific
managementuncertainty. Finally, the one commentreceived on de minimis status voiced support for status
quo. Questions from the public mainly focused on the new MRIP estimates, the overfished stock status,
current quotas and management measures, and the transfer provisions.

Comments

FMP Goals and Objectives

e VWilliam Mandulak (Recreational — NC): [ am concerned about how you are going to evaluate
sustainable harvest, given migratory patterns of bluefish. Are you taking measurements from
ME-FL? How are you going to do that? In that objective, you said promote practices that reduce
discard mortality within the commercial/recreational fishery. Does that mean if we find discard
mortality is high in gillnets/trawl we ban that gear? I am confused when you say we are going to
give fair and equitable access. If youhave 1,000 people on the beach fishing for bluefish, and
maybe 1000 commercial fishermen fishing for bluefish, how do you determine equitability?

Commercial/Recreational Allocation

¢ William Mandulak (Recreational - NC): Many of the changes increase the recreational
allocation. However, over a long period of time there were transfers from the recreational to the
commercial sector. Without knowing what the specific impacts are going to be on the fishermen
that are on the beach, we might as well just take the most we can get. But, I think it's important
to provide a maximum allocation to the commercial sector as well. Therefore, keep things status
quo for now.



Thomas Newman (Commercial — NC): 2a-1 (status quo) allows for adequate commercial
allocation. Commercial fishing reporting and accountability happens in real time during the
season. Last year, we went to a 300-pound limit to avoid going over our limit. The recreational
sector catch is not accounted for until later in the year. We have no bycatch in our gillnet fishery.
James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): We are using
MRIP data which is considered the best available science. It looks to me that we are overfished
because of the MRIP estimates. These estimates are not based on data from individual fishermen.
Would we be better off to require every saltwater recreational fisherman to register?

Rusty Hudson (Directed Sustainable Fisheries, Inc., Other — FL): Florida has increased its
commercial landings in the recent past. Do not lose us in the next stock assessment because we
have had a good signal. Status quo or 2a-5 to offer a reasonable allocation to the commercial
sector.

Commercial Allocations to the States

Thomas Newman (Commercial — NC): Status quo across the board. | may not be well versed n
it all, but I think the fishery has been managed well. Status quo for trigger and minimum default
as well.

Michael Carotta (Commercial - MA/NC): Status quo because [ am not comfortable in the
disparity in some of the proposed alternatives.

Rebuilding Plan

James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial -NC): 2006 MSA
required recreational anglers to register. Why do we have to follow MSA under this rebuilding
plan? Commercial landings in NC have decreased due to lack of access to the resource, because
inlets have been closed which doesn’t allow boats to go out easily. We must comply with all
requirements of MSA! The Council should have individual registration of recreational fishermen.
When is management going to come up with something new to solve the problem? Would it be
possible for the Council and ASMFC to have foreign scientists to come in and see if this stock is
actually overfished?

Thomas Newman (Commercial - NC): The commercial sector has a long history of
understanding their harvest. Commercial limits should not change because we have not gone
over limits and do have the ability to close when necessary. We need real time recreational data.
I do nothave a lot of faith in the MRIP data. We want to continue to harvest at the rate we are at
now.

William Mandulak (Recreational - NC): It is frustrating that we have been under our limits by
transfers, but now we do not have that ability to transfer since we are overfished. As a
recreational fisherman that wants to be fair to both sectors, I suggest alternative 4d. The longer-
term plan allows for the stock to recover over more time and allows the fishery to get to a higher
biomass level.

Sector Transfers

Thomas Newman (Commercial - NC): 5a-1 and 5b-2. Status quo has been working very well
for the commercial sector.



e William Mandulak (Recreational - NC): Why do we do transfers at all? If the stock is not
overfished, I would support 5a-2 to allow bidirectionality.

e Michael Carotta (Commercial - MA/NC): As a commercial fisherman [ am more and more
aware of the place recreational bluefish holds in the culture. Family, kids, and fishermen are
thrilled to go blue fishing. [ am against any transfer that puts the recreational fishermen’s quota
at risk. Secondly, I was hoping more of this hearing to focus on abundance and how we can
conserve the fishery. There are bigger and more important things to talk about to restore the
fishery.

Management Uncertainty

e Thomas Newman (Commercial - NC): Each sector should be responsible for its own
management uncertainty. [ support 6b.

e James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): Why is
fisheries management associated with so much uncertainty?

e William Mandulak (Recreational): There will always be management uncertainty since these
fish are always on the move (chasing bait and different water temperatures). The best we will
ever be able to do is to have a level of uncertainty we are able to deal with. If I had to vote, each
sector should have their own uncertainty. Therefore, I support 6b.

De Minimis

e Thomas Newman (Commercial - NC): De minimis states should have the same regulations as
the rest of the states (status quo — 7a). All states should have the same federal measures.

2.2 DELAWARE, MARYLAND, POTOMAC RIVER FISHERIES COMMISSION, AND VIRGINIA
Thursday, March 25,2021, 6:00 p.m.

Attendees (24 excluding Council/Commission staff): Chris Batsavage, John Bello, Joan Berko, Alan
Bianchi, Ellen Bolen, John Clark, Eric Durell, Michelle Duval, James Fletcher, John Ford, Martin Gary,
Pat Geer, Sonny Gwin, Dewey Hemilright, Michael Luisi, Olivia Phillips, Michael Platt, Will Poston,
Somers Smott, David Stormer, Jonathan Watson, Angel Willey, Roger B Wooleyhan Jr, Erik Zlokovitz

Summary: The meeting started with an introduction and briefing from the hearing officer Mike Luisi
(MD). This hearingexperienced low turnoutand as aresultthere were only four individuals who provided
a comment or question on the management issues. Three of the four people who spoke were Council
members. The one member of the public who spoke at the hearing said that bluefish is currently not a
priority commercial species for this region. While he was supportive of a lower commercial allocation to
Delaware, he wanted to ensure that state to state transfers remain as an option to allow access to the
resource should it become more abundant in the future. Staff were also asked several questions regarding
when amendment changes would be implemented, the rebuilding timeline, and if rebuilding should be
removed from the amendment.

Comments
FMP Goals and Objectives

No comment offered.

Commercial/Recreational Allocation




¢ Roger Wooleyhan (Commercial - DE): When will we know what the state specific quotas will
be after you make these changes?

¢ Sonny Gwin (Council Member — MD): Have there been any problems with the transfer
provisions? Is there a race to access quota transfers? In MD, we have been not catching our full
quota and have been transferring it away. If through reallocation we lose quota, we may not have
the ability to use excess quota or transfer it away.

Commercial Allocations to the States

e Roger Wooleyhan (Commercial - DE): In the 1970s there were a lot of people who were
catching bluefish. Nowadays bluefish isn’t worth much and people fish for other species. There
are only a few commercial fishermen targeting bluefish in our area. Larger bluefish are moving
further offshore, and we do not go far enough out to target them. However, I am concerned that
because we haven’t been fishing for bluefish we could lose access to quota. [ don’t want a
situation where bluefish become abundant again later on and we aren’t be able to catch them. If
state-to-state transfers are able to be used in the future to give us access to bluefish, I would be
ok with smaller allocations since our current effort is so low.

Rebuilding Plan

e Mike Luisi (Council Member - DE): Do you think there is any chance that we will need to pull
rebuilding out of this amendment to address it more quickly?

e David Stormer (Council Member - DE): Do you think the 7-year rebuilding plan will be able
to be fully rebuilt within the 10-year MSA requirement given this started in 2019?

Sector Transfers

No comment offered.

Management Uncertainty

No comment offered.
De Minimis

No comment offered.
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2.3 CONNECTICUT AND NEW YORK
Tuesday, March 30,2021, 6:00 p.m.

Attendees: (36 excluding Council/Commission staff): Chris Batsavage, Alan Bianchi, Christopher
Borgatti, Colleen Bouffard, Gary Bowman, Ted Burdacki, Floyd Carrington, Maureen Davidson, Justn
Davis, John DePersenaire, Anthony DiLernia, Sandra Dumais, Michelle Duval, Mark Ellis, Julie Evans,
James Fletcher, Dan Farnham, Dan Farnham Jr., Cynthia Ferrio, Timothy Froelich, Tom Fuda, Matthew
Gates, William Goeben, Kurt Gottschall, EmersonHasbrouck, TJ Karbowski, James Monzolli, JeffMoore,
Jerry Morgan, Cheri Patterson, Mike Plaia, Will Poston, Paul Risi, Deri Williams, Steven Witthuhn, Erik
Zlokovitz

Summary: The meeting started with an introduction and briefing from the hearing officers, Maureen
Davidson (NY) and Justin Davis (CT). In total, eight people offered comments on the amendment
alternative sets. Comments offered under the FMP goals and objectives section consisted of several on the
water observations, but a few individuals commented on the fact that there is economic benefit to caught
and released bluefish. Four people supported status quo commercial/recreational allocations. Of the
comments received on commercial allocations to the states, two individuals supported using the hybrid
time series that recognized historical landings and recent trends. One individual supported alternative 3a-
3d-2, which would provide a minimum default allocation of 0.1% to every state. Regarding rebuilding,
one person supported 4b, another 4d, and two others offered their thoughts on why the rebuilding options
are problematic. When sector transfers were discussed, two people supported bi-directional transfers, one
person supported the status quo process, and two people supported the status quo transfer cap. In regard
to management uncertainty, two people spoke in favor of sector-specific management uncertainty (6b).
Lastly, one individual supported de minimis alternative 7e, which would allow de minimis states to set
recreational management measures equal to those that were in place in 2020.

Questions from the public covered a variety of topics including the overfished stock status, current quotas
and management measures, the validity of the new MRIP estimates, and whether the transfer provisions
can occur duringrebuilding. Some were concerned about the probability of rebuilding within 10 years and
the consequences of not rebuilding within the set timeframe. Others asked why the ten-year plan was not
included in the alternative set and thought that ten years would be the best rebuilding duration. Many
members of the public expressed frustration with the complexity of the alternatives. Individuals offered
their perspective on aspects of the amendment they understood; however comments mayhavebeen limited
because individuals did not want to comment on alternative sets they did not fully understand. Staff
indicated they are happy to work with any members of the public offline to better understand all the
alternatives.

Comments

FMP Goals and Objectives

e Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): The goals and objectives talk about discard mortality. There is
arecreational sector that practices catch and release. To this group, a released fish is not a wasted
fish. The goals should consider the fact that there is economic benefit associated with released
fish.

e TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): There is little retention for recreational anglers. Bag limits
were 15 fish and now they are at 3 fish. Often, we do not keep too many fish. To put a rough
estimate, out of 100 fish that hit the deck, we maybe only kept 10.
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e Timothy Froelich (Commercial - NY): How and why are we now under strict management
measures? The fishery was over managed to the point where we were not able to harvest enough
fish. The larger fish ate the smaller fish and then the older fish died of old age. As water quality
deteriorates the bluefish migrate further offshore to cleaner water. They are no longer where they
once were.

e James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): I agree with
the water clarity comment. Also, why are we using MRIP to manage these fish? Why do we still
not have required recreational reporting? Why has management not mandated barbless hooks as
a better release practice if this is a catch and release fishery? We need to go to an international
party to assess stock status. NMFS says we are overfished, but we are not!

e TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): I do not know the specifics of the year classes. However, these
fish spawn more offshore where we cannot keep tabs on them. It is a cyclical spawning issue.
This is not a recreational or commercial fishing issue. In 2013, we had the last year of alligator
bluefish in Long Island Sound, after that, the menhaden were basically gone. Besides the 2020
season, there were not many menhaden in recent years. The small harbor-sized bluefish eat bay
anchovies. The larger bluefish are following bunker around. This past year we caught large
bluefish and large stripers that were following the menhaden. When NC banned omega protein
from their waters in 2014, they depleted the menhaden fishery farther north. Since then, we have
problems with Omega protein exceeding their cap in our waters.

Commercial/Recreational Allocation

e Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): In favor of status quo, no action.

e TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): Status quo unless there is a large increase in commercial
demand. We have to pick and choose our battles. Ultimately, the recreational sector is not
affecting these fish.

e Dan Farnham Jr. (Silver Dollar Seafood Inc., Commercial - NY): I know overfishing is not
currently occurring, but how close are the recreational landings to the RHL? Also, what is the
rate of dead discards? Why is there not an alternative that would readjust the historical allocation
(1981-1989) using recalibrated MRIP estimates as we have done for black sea bass and scup?
For the alternatives, I prefer status quo, but I would like to see the 1981-1989 data use the
recalibrated estimates instead.

e Mike Plaia (Commercial/Recreational - CT/RI): Try to get the allocations in line with revised
MRIP data. I prefer 2a-4 or 2a-5 with no phase-in.

e Timothy Froelich (Commercial - NY): Status quo for now. I agree with Dan Farnham that one
side should not be restricted while the other sector has accountability measures. For NY the
quota was 200,000 pounds, which is not large enough to have a fishery. Last year, we were
constrained by our limits very early in the year. Bluefish are so abundant that we struggle to
avoid them while fishing for other species.

e Tony DiLernia (Council member - NY): [ want to give historical context to the amendment 1
decision and why I supported (at that time) the ability to transfer from the recreational sector to
the commercial sector. From 1981-1989 [ was active on headboats. When fish were caught by
headboats they were caught recreationally but often sold commercially. That is why I support the
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transfer. While some of those fish were counted as recreational fish, they were sold as
commercial fish.

James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): Tony brings
up a good point - If the recreational sector was selling fish we should see if that was illegal or not
(at the time). ASMFC is not requiring saltwater anglers to register. Why are we enforcing the
need to rebuild but not enforcing the 2009 saltwater registration requirement? We need to
implement total retention and ban barbless hooks.

TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): 99.99% of the time bluefish are caught right in the mouth and I
do not see any reason to mandate the hooks for bluefish. Once you know how to use a de-hooker
or pliers, there is little to no damage and it does not affect mortality.

Commercial Allocations to the States

Timothy Froelich (Commercial - NY): Even if NY doubles its allocation, the 200,000-pound
quota doubled is still only 400,000 pounds, which is still not enough. The 200-pound trip limit is
too restrictive. A 400-pound trip limit still needs to be increased. If we keep going back and
using the wrong data, then this whole management action is misguided.

Tony DiLernia (Council member - NY): Helping to clarify Tim’s concerns - While many fish
were caught in a recreational manner and were allocated to the rec community, many were
shipped into the commercial market. With that in mind, 3a-2 gets an increase, but NJ gets a
decrease. I cannot support this because it decreases NJ’s allocation. This also happens for 3a-3.
Therefore, I would support 3a-4 because it supports both NY and NJ (slight loss).

Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): State-to state transfers will still occur, correct? Then, select an
option that uses more recent data. [ have no strong preference because [ am a recreational guy.
TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): We need to ensure the recreational sector does not end up with
a smaller bag limit.

Dan Farnham Jr. (Silver Dollar Seafood Inc., Commercial - NY): These alternatives are quite
convoluted. However, I support a minimum default allocation for states. In support of 0.1%,
because it is the current minimum for other states. The reason I did not want to base com/rec
allocation on an updated time series was because of the unrestricted angler phenomenon. But
when it comes to commercial allocation, this is not an issue because we are not discussing
recreational accountability. I’m in support of the hybrid approach 3a-4 which gives weight to
recent landings trends while also respecting historical landings and allocation.

James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): This does not
address the conditions in NC with the problem of the inlet where sometimes commercial vessels
have to land fish in VA. The organization I represent used to have 237 vessels, and all but 18
gave up their permits to NY. I’'m dumbfounded why every species we are managing benefits NY;
NY will notaccept what they turned in on their records and NY does not trust their own data.
I’m also frustrated that we are calling MRIP best scientific information available. All in all,
agencies have not done their job.

Rebuilding Plan
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John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance - NJ): Fishing mortality has a diminishing
return on SSB. I assume that environmental factors are at play. Why do we not have 10-year plan?
What happens if we do not make adequate progress towards rebuilding?

TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): These rebuilding plans use MRIP numbers and thus are not
useable. I 100% agree with this chart in terms of what happened in 2014. The ecosystem in Long
Island Sound “died” during this time. There was nothing going on in the spring (maybe road salt
added to the problem). This was the same time Omega Protein got kicked out of NC.

Mike Plaia (Commercial/Recreational - CT/RI): I support 4b because it gets us there quickly,
but most importantly, within 10 years.

Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): What we are talking about is doubling the SSB (in regards to
rebuilding to the target). How achievable is that? Menhaden are managed using ecological
reference points and ecosystem-based management. The striped bass population is considered
part of this process. How does this factor in Bluefish? I prefer 4d, the 7-year plan. I do not think
the 4-year plan is good because it will keep catch low for 4 years and then greatly increase the
limits, which will be an issue. I prefer a more gradual approach where catch is allowed to
increase gradually as the stock rebuilds.

James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): What we miss
by not including data prior to 1984 is the understanding that Russian’s were fishing dogfish,
which allowed bluefish to reach a high population level. We are not managing any fishery right
because of one predator. Is NMFS supporting the dogfish population to throw off management
for all other species?

Sector Transfers

Mike Plaia (Commercial/Recreational - CT/RI): Would these transfers occur during the
rebuilding plan? I prefer status quo for both sets (5a-1 and 5b-1).

Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): 5a-2 because it would prevent transfers when the stock is
overfished. [ prefer 5b-1 for the transfer cap.

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance — NJ): 5a-2 makes sense from an equity
standpoint. But I am opposed to transfers until we can get to reasonable regulations on the
recreational side. The recreational regulations are too restrictive right now and transfers should
not occur until they are fixed.

Management Uncertainty

TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): Does management uncertainty account for MRIP uncertainty?
Having management uncertainty for MRIP needs to be included in management. New MRIP has
to be factored into the decision.

Mike Plaia (Commercial/Recreational CT/RI): I prefer 6b.

Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): [ prefer 6b.

De Minimis

Tom Fuda (Recreational - CT): [ am in favor of 7e because it implements consistent
regulations coastwide.
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Other

e TJ Karbowski (For-Hire - CT): As an example, MRIP has us taking thousands of fish from
shore, where there are no fish up here. For BSB they have us (CT) taking a ton of fish during the
winter when no one is fishing. We have sat here for 2 hours, we have heard that commercial
sector is not catching the fish, recreational sector is not catching fish, I conclude that we have a
YOY survival rate problem. We need to focus on the root issue, which is the survival rate of
bluefish, not the issues addressed here today.

e James Fletcher (United National Fisherman’s Assocation, Commercial - NC): Maybe we
need to look at our science differently. Can we pull regulations from bluefish entirely? See if the
fishery manages ok onits own. I don’t know of any fishery that has been fished to extinction.

2.4 MAINE, NEW HAMPSHIRE, MASSACHUSETTS, AND RHODE ISLAND

Thursday, April 1,2021,6:00 p.m.

Attendees: (46 excluding Council/Commission staff): Mike Andresino, Chris Batsavage, Owen Baute,
Gerald Belastock, Rick Bellavance, Alan Bianchi, Kali Boghdan, Paul Caruso, Jack Creighton, James
Cullen, Mike DeAnzeris, Michelle Duval, Dave Eisner, Peter Fallon, Dan Farnham, Jay Farris, Cynthia
Ferrio, Kimberly Fine, Corey Gammill, Steven Grust, David Gullette, Dewey Hemilright, Raymond Kane,
John LaFountain, Nicole Lengyel Costa, John Manteiga, Parker Mauck, Joe Mckenna, Nichola Meserve,
Ethan Minichiello, David Monti, Anthony Nascimento, Dale Newton, William Nicholson, Cheri Patterson,
Michael Pierdinock, Will Poston, Kermit Robinson, Sarah Schumann, Eric Summers, Lou Tirado, Sam
Truesdell, Megan Ware, Anna Webb, Katie Perry, Keith Yocum

Summary: The meeting started with an introduction and briefing from the hearingofficer Nicole Lengyel
(RI). In total, eight members of the public offered comments on the amendment alternative sets. Several
comments were made in regard to the FMP goals and objectives, but two reoccurring themes stood out.
Two individuals said that “fair and equitable” should be better defined. Additionally, two individuals
thought it important that the catch and release aspect of the recreational fishery be recognized. On the
subject of the commercial/recreational allocation, three people supported alternative 2a-2, two people
supported status quo, and one person supported 2a-3. Four individuals supported updating the state
commercial allocations to alternative 3a-2. The three attendees who provided input on a preferred
rebuilding alternative agreed that the stock should be rebuilt as quickly as possible and as such, supported
alternative 4b. In regard to transfers, three people said that sector transfers should not be continued, but
one individual supported the status quo transfer process, and another thought the transfer cap should be
updated (5b-2). Lastly, one individual voiced support for sector specific management uncertainty and de
minimis alternative 7e.

Staffreceived alotoftechnical questions on the amendment, a few ofthe reoccurringand more substantive
questions are included below. A few people asked how the commercial and recreational allocations were
calculated and whatdata was used. Two individuals asked why there was no alternative thatused the same
base years with new MRIP data. Staff also received questions on the rebuilding plans including: why a
ten year option was not included; if rebuilding to the target was considered realistic; and why the stock
was considered overfished.

Comments:

FMP Goals and Objectives
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David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): Overall, the
amendment is a reset due to MRIP, more so than a reallocation. Like striped bass, we need to
look at the value of the fish left in the water. The availability of fish is what drives the demand.
This is largely a catch and release fishery. The value of bluefish to the recreational community is
very high; bait and tackle shops, fuel, charter trips, generate a lot of economic activity. The
commercial value is quite low. We support catch data over landings data. We support goals and
objectives that recognize keeping this value of fish in the water as the highest economic concern.
This is a key component of considering economic and social needs of all groups as is described
in objective 2.2.

Rick Bellavance (Priority Charters, For-Hire/Commercial — RI): The proposed goals are
much better than the existing goals, and strongly recommends that the Commission and Council
consider updating the FMP. In particular goal 2 is extremely important. However, “fair and
equitable” is quite subjective, so if we can further define those terms it would improve the
overall message. Goal 2 addresses the fact that many stakeholders utilize the bluefish resource.
These goals support all stakeholders, regardless of whether you want to eat bluefish, harvest
them yourself, or catch and release them.

Owen Baute (Recreational — RI): How do you define stakeholder engagement? How do you
plan to achieve that?

Mike Pierdinock (For-Hire - MA): [ would like to recommend that “equitable access to all user
groups” be defined. At times, bluefish are used as bait, food, and catch-and-release and we want
all user groups represented.

Commercial/Recreational Allocation

David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): Can you explain
the difference between how catch vs landings data is allocated? In regard to the allocations, I
would like to see catch data used so each fishery has their own sector specific discards. I support
2a-2 or 2a-3 because these alternatives use catch data and are based on more recent years, but I
would like to see what the status quo option with updated MRIP estimates looks like. In regard to
the phase-in, we support 2b-2.

John LaFountain (Fox Seafood Inc., Commercial — RI): Why are there no alternatives higher
than 17% for the commercial sector? Considering how low the other commercial allocations are,
I support status quo. [ am surprised there is not an option with a higher allocation for the
commercial sector. We also feel that the MRIP data is highly inflated, and the fish are not
coming as close to shore where the recreational guys are. The commercial fishery is quite healthy
but has been restricted by a low quota. Bluefish is a food source that should be enjoyed by the
public. This is a fishery which can be harvested by smaller boats which supports local fishermen.
Small-scale commercial fishing operations rely on bluefish, and they have made investments that
depend on access to the resource, we cannot decrease their access. Also, when I hear reports that
recreational anglers are unable to catch three fish, I question the validity of MRIP data and think
the estimates are inflated. Bluefish are migrating through, but they are staying offshore.

Mike Pierdinock (For-Hire — MA): How did you come up with the phase-in time periods and
why is there no 10-year option?
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Rick Bellavance (Priority Charters, Recreational/Commercial — RI): Why isn’t there an
alternative that uses the original base years with new MRIP information? I support using the
catch-based approaches that you have proposed.

Eric Summers (Recreational - MA): [ support 2a-2 to increase the recreational allocation to
89%.

Mike DeAnzeris (Commercial — MA): [ support the comments proposed by John LaFountain.
Status quo because the fish are most valuable to the smaller boats that bring catch to the local
markets. The fishery is well suited to day-boat catch. Make sure the quota is accessible in a
proper manner, so fresh fish can be distributed quickly. Bluefish should be caught and marketed
within a day or so to economically benefit local communities.

Steven Grust (Recreational — NJ): I support 2a-2 but [ am concerned that there is nota
minimum size limit to help conserve the stock. Many people harvest small bluefish for bait and
that definitely affects the health of the stock.

Commercial Allocations to the States

John LaFountain (Fox Seafood Inc., Commercial — RI): [ support 3a-2 because 5 years is a
long enough period to know what the current trends in abundance are. In Rhode Island there are
plenty of bluefish, and other states are not harvesting them. These fish seem to not spend much
too time down south. The proposed goals and objectives support economic efficiency and fair
access for fishermen. Rhode Island needs a larger quota so that their fishery isn’t closed in the
fall when the run of bluefish occurs.

Steven Grust (Recreational — NJ): [ support 3a-2. A 5-year time series is long enough to pick
up on the migration patterns of bluefish. In NJ it's rare to see more than 3 fish caught a day.
Rick Bellavance (Priority Charters, Recreational/Commercial — RI): The 5-year average is
the smart way to go (3a-2). [ also support a minimum default allocation to convert discards to
landings (3d-3). I support a phase-in because some of the changes are significant.

David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): I support 3a-2 and
a minimum default allocation (3d-3). The trigger approach is too complex. For phase-in, we
support 3b-2 which phases in reallocation evenly over the duration of the rebuilding plan.

Eric Summers (Recreational — MA): [ support 3a-2 and 3d-2

Rebuilding Plan

Eric Summers (Recreational — MA): Is the target a real value? We have never been at the
target since 1985. Is there something being done differently this time that will make it more
likely that biomass will hit the target? I recommend we be cautious; the target may not be too
high, the threshold could be too low. I support 4b to have the stock be rebuilt as soon as possible.
Maybe make the threshold 75% of the target instead of 50%.

David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): I support 4b as it
rebuilds the stock quickest. The other options are remarkably unpleasant, with a lower chance of
success.

Mike Pierdinock (For-Hire — MA): He remembers back in 1980s when bluefish were
abundant, and this is not the same fishery today. Is the reduction in estimates of biomass due to
the fact that less people are targeting bluefish because they have moved offshore?
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e Rick Bellavance (Priority Charters, Recreational/Commercial — RI): Spawning stock
biomass and recruitment looks to be fairly stable. I think the Council’s risk policy has been
vetted and is the appropriate alternative (4c). This alternative will get the job done, but won’t
overly burden the fisheries.

e Steven Grust (Recreational — NJ): Does the biomass graph account for unreported caught fish?

e John LaFountain (Fox Seafood Inc., Commercial — RI): We support 4b, along with many of
the fishermen I have spoken to.

Sector Transfers

e David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): Earlier I pointed
to the value of the catch and release aspect of the fishery. We feel the quota transfer provision is
notreflective of the 65% of folks who practice catch and release in the fishery. Why practice
catch and release if the unused quota is going to be transferred. The idea of catch release is to
practice conservation in safe release practices so that there are fish tomorrow to catch. There is
no benefit to the fishery if we transfer the fish and donot help them grow. We feel strongly that
there should be no transfer at all in either direction. Given there are no options to that affect we
support 5Sb-1 status quo in regard to the transfer cap.

Steven Grust (Recreational — NJ): I support 5b-2.

John LaFountain (Fox Seafood Inc., Commercial — RI): I support 5a-1 which will continue to
allow quota going from the recreational to the commercial sector. It is important to support the
commercial fishermen at the end of the season when the transfers typically occur.

Eric Summers (Recreational —- MA): [ support no transfers.

Owen Baute (Recreational — RI): [ support no transfers. Catch and release is only worth it
when the fish are going to stay there.

Management Uncertainty & De Minimis

e David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): We support 6b,
the post-sector split. Seems to be the fairest alternative.

De Minimis

e David Monti (Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers Association, Recreational): We support 7e,
the 2020 management measures.
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2.5 NEWJERSEY
Thursday, April 8,2021,6:00 p.m.

Attendees: (37 excluding Council/Commission staff): Steven Avakian, Chris Batsavage, Bill Blanke,
Bonnie Brady, Jeffrey Brust, Tony Campagna, Michael Celestino, Douglas Chase, Joe Cimino, Heather
Corbett, John Dwyer, Jessica Daher, John DePersenaire, Michelle Duval, Cynthia Ferrio, Frank Florio,
Thomas Fote, Paul Haertel, Ross Hartley, Stephen Hydock, Bob Keller, Tom Little, Wayne Maloney,
Reel MaxLife, Steven Morey, Adam Nowalsky, Will Poston, Michael Purvin, Andrew Rigby, Lenny
Rodriguez, Mark Taylor, John Toth, Mike Waine, Kevin Wark, Thomas Wayne, Harvey Yenkinson,
Douglas Zemeckis,

Summary: The meeting started with an introduction and briefing from the hearing officer Joe Cimino. In
total, six individuals offered comments on the amendment. Very few comments received at this hearing
were in support of a specific alternative. The majority of the meeting was geared towards answering
questions on the amendment and several suggestions were made that fall outside of the current range of
alternatives.

Individuals offered several recommendations for the FMP goals and objectives including greater
consideration of the following: the consumer user group; environmental stressors; the importance of
forage fish; and differences in regional abundance. When asked about the commercial/recreational
allocation alternatives, one individual voiced support for alternative 2a-1. No comments were provided
on the state commercial allocations, but two commercial stakeholders said they thought the alternatives
were too complex and expressed a preference to discuss the matter later offline with staff. On the subject
of the rebuilding plan, three people thought that the stock is responding to environmental and ecological
cues and that fishing mortality is not the cause for the stock’s decline. Four people were in strong support
of a ten-year rebuilding plan to give the stock adequate time to rebuild. In regard to the sector transfers,
one person shared that they were never in support of this process and a second person said that they would
prefer that no transfers occur until the recreational sector has a higher bag limit. Lastly, one person
commented in support of sector specific management uncertainty (6b) and flexible recreational measures
for de minimis states (7b).

Attendees asked several clarifying questions, a few of which are highlighted below. One person stated
that priorto finalaction, the public will need clarification from NOAA Fisheries on whatactually happens
if adequate progress is not achieved during rebuilding. Another person asked about when transfers are
allowed during the rebuilding plan. Staff explained that the newly proposed transfer process (5a-2), which
would allow transfers during rebuilding so long as the stock was above the overfished threshold and
overfishing is not occurring. Lastly, one person asked if a ten-year rebuilding plan could even be
implemented if itwas previously removed from the alternative set, to which a NJ commissioner responded
that nothing is completely off the table until after final action.

Comments

FMP Goals and Objectives

e Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association-NY): I see that the FMP
goals and objectives reference fair and equitable access to user groups along the coast, but what
about consumers?

e Kevin Wark (Viking Village, Commercial - NJ): Bluefish are suffering from great
environmental issues. [ have watched this my entire life. Moving up and offshore and they have
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now dwindled to a small population. I feel a lot of this work is in vain. Until we can learn why
recruitment is low, we are going to struggle. I think the objectives need to be more focused on
the stressors in the environment that caused changes in the fishery. Why are bluefish swimming
at 100 fathoms when they used to be just a few miles off the beach? Collectively, we need to
open our eyes and look at what is happening in the environment. I don’t believe this is an
overfishing issue. These fish used to look like schools of menhaden.

Tom Fote (Board Member - NJ): In 1989 we puta 10 fish bag limit in it was not due to stock
status. A few years later the stock declined, but it was due to sand eel populations declining. In
the 1960s through the 1980s bluefish were feeding heavily on sand eels. In the 1990s bluefish
were no longer looking healthy and well fed because of warming waters and less bait. The fish
go further offshore to be in colder waters. We know these issues are environmental and bluetfish
have gone through these cycles. We are at about the 75-year average population. Now, we
changed the limits again and its due to stock status. I see that we are going to puta lot of
commercial and recreational fishermen through unnecessary suffering, because we know that the
stock depends on forage species, and forage species are moving because the water is warm.
John Toth (Jersey Coast Anglers Association): Sand mining has destroyed habitat on the
inshore waters. When you lose habitat, it is less attractive for all species. We are dealing with
climate change here and also had hurricane Sandy destroy much of the inshore environment.
This is one of the major reasons we are not seeing bluefish in our waters.

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association - NY): On the eastern end
of Long Island there has been some of the largest bluefish and most abundant schools we have
seen in years. [ know water temperature plays a role, but our experience has not been the same as
the previous commentors.

Commercial/Recreational Allocation

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance - NJ): Can you show a time series of
recreational landings relative to the RHL?

Mike Waine (American Sportfishing Association - NC): Do recreational landings include
dead discards? Does the document have discard information within it?

Kevin Wark (Viking Village, Commercial - NJ): I represent Viking Village, we have 34
vessels and we were huge bluefish producers for many years, until we saw bluefish shift to the
east. The epicenter of bluefish fishing has been moving northward over the years. However, if
the fish return, we want to be able to fish for them. We are looking for opportunities to continue
fishing in the Mid-Atlantic and keeping the infrastructure alive. I am just curious of what the
historical percentages are to ensure we have opportunities moving forward. It costs a lot of
money to keep the doors open. I support 2a-1. This is all about opportunity for these vessels if
the fish present themselves.

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association-NY): Can you explain
why the percentages change when we are using catch data?

Mike Waine (American Sportfishing Association - NC): This bluefish fishery is absolutely
different from the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries in that catch-and-release
fishing is a large component of the bluefish fishery.
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Commercial Allocations to the States

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association— NY): This is a very
complicated set of alternatives. Would it be possible to talk offline to better understand the
management implications?

Kevin Wark (Viking Village, Commercial - NJ): [ agree with Bonnie. This is too confusing
for me to make any comment right now. We need to know what this truly means for individual
states especially when [ am representing the commercial sector.

Rebuilding Plan

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance — NJ): I previously asked about the
absence of a 10-year rebuilding plan option. It was explained that the MSA requires that the
stock be rebuilt as soon as possible, and it was determined that the 10-year option was not
appropriate. I do think that this is a significant concern from our standpoint. This stock is
responding more to environmental and ecological cues as opposed to directed fishing mortality.
By not having the 10-year option, we are setting managers up for failure. We are putting the
burden of unnecessary pain on the fishermen. Section 304e in MSA allows for goingup to 10
years. [ really think that the 10-year option should be included. I also think the SSB rebuilding
target is actually unattainable knowing that we have never been at that level before.

Mike Waine (American Sportfishing Association - NC): The public hearing document states
“if adequate progressis not made through the rebuilding plan, the regional office will
immediately make revisions necessary to achieve adequate progress. NOAA Fisheries technical
guidance on MSA National Standard 1 recommends that in these situations the rebuilding fishing
mortality proxy (F) be setat 75% of the target F. This means that if the selected rebuilding plan
is demonstrating difficulty in achieving the target on time, F may be further decreased to achieve
arebuilt stock.” Am I understanding correctly that if we do not rebuild on pace with the plan that
we start lowering our target fishing mortality rate to 75% of the target to speed rebuilding? If this
is the guidance, but we don’t know for sure if that is what gets implemented, then that leaves
quite a bit of uncertainty for the stakeholders. I continue to maintain that this is going to be a
really frustrating moment if we are wrong about this ambitious timeline and MSA NS1 says we
need to further constrain. There are many factors aside from fishing mortality that impact
rebuilding. Prior to final action we will need clarification from NOAA Fisheries on what actually
happens if we do not achieve adequate progress towards rebuilding.

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association, NY): There has to be a
10-year option. Midway through the rebuilding plan if new stock assessment information is made
available and the research surveys are unable to catch bluefish, the quotas will be dropped and
both fleets will be heavily restricted. Winter flounder was an interesting situation. In 2010 the
NEFMC put a moratorium on winter flounder in southern New England because the trawl survey
was unable to catch the fish and the assessment showed that there were no fish. The problem was
that the net was about 6 inches off of the bottom and unable to catch flat fish. I highly
recommend as a failsafe to have the ten-year option in the plan. If regionally there is an issue —
tides, temperature, forage, EFH — the only people that are going to pay for it are the fishermen
and you have to have the 10-year option as a buffer just in case.
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John Toth (Jersey Coast Anglers Association): The ten-year approach is the way to go. Right
now, we are constrained to 3 fish. How much more can we do to help the stock? This is nota
result of fishing mortality; this is an environmental issue and beyond our control. The last thing
we need to do is to see the for-hire fleet go out of business. They are already struggling with low
bag limits and the pandemic. Whatever we can do to help the for-hire fleet would be much
appreciated.

Kevin Wark (Viking Village, Commercial - NJ): Everyone on the call has been spot on.
Bluefish are the next weakfish, where the bag limit is down to one and the speciescan’t geta
foothold back into the environment. We also used to have winter flounder in New Jersey and that
fishery is almost nonexistent now. This adds to the long list of species we have lost. We need to
be mindful of our infrastructure and provide the opportunities we can. We do not want our goals
to be too high. I think bluefish are not going to be able to rebuild. We used to see them spawning
inshore in the spring and summer and now we don’t see that anymore in the Mid-Atlantic. This is
the next grey trout— where nobody can pinpoint what happened. All the comments we have
heard tonight are very good and accurate.

Mike Waine (American Sportfishing Association - NC): When the Council and ASMFC
developed this draft amendment, we asked themto keep the 10-year alternative in place. They
removed it and we now can no longer have it added back in because it is outside of the current
range of alternatives. Is that correct?

Tom Fote (Board Member, NJ): Nothing is ever completely off the table. I have seen weirder
things happen before. The real problem is looking at the public hearing attendance numbers. The
small number of stakeholders do not represent the entire community. We used to have hearings
with 100s of people. People are webinar-ed out. We are not getting enough public input.

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association-NY): I agree with Tom
and think there is a fair amount of burnout from all the meetings we have had. If there was a way
to add a few more types of public hearings, that could be very beneficial. I think people need a
break and it has pretty much been non-stop for weeks. It would be helpful to ask Bob and Chris
to see if additional hearings could be scheduled.

Sector Transfers

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance — NJ): The recreational sector needs
reasonable bag limits to entice people to pursue bluefish. We need that incentive. I would
surmise that directed trips are down, just because of their change in distribution. Bluefish are
very far offshore, and less people are targeting them. In fact, many of the bluefish fishing
tournaments that would usually happen during the springtime in New Jersey have shut down. I
have a hard time supporting transfers to the commercial sector until reasonable bag limits are
restored. I am not opposed to transfers to the commercial side in general, just not until reasonable
recreational measures are restored that incentive people to go on a head boat or steam 20 miles
offshore to catch them.

Kevin Wark (Viking Village, Commercial - NJ): I spoke against this quota transfer so many
years ago when it was first implemented because I knew the day would come that it would no
longer be feasible. We can’t expect the recreational sector to transfer fish to the commercial
sector. Many years ago, [ spoke against this system where unused fish would be transferred
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away. Back then, accounting was not very accurate for either sector, which made transfers an
even bigger problem in his view. This was never a good system and [ hope we have all learned
from this. Transfers hasn’t been a huge issue lately because the commercial sector hasn’t been
landing all their quota but moving forward, I do not see it likely that the recreational sector
would transfer over fish. I do not see transfers working as an option moving forward.

Bonnie Brady (Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association - NY): When are transfers
allowed and not allowed in regards to stock status and the rebuilding plan?

Management Uncertainty

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance — NJ): We would support 6b. This position
is consistent with the position we have taken for the recent summer flounder, scup, and black sea
bass allocation amendment. There is value added to the catch-and-release component of the
bluefish fishery. I think it is best to not share uncertainties across sectors. We need to revisit how
we estimate average weight of discarded fish.

Mike Waine (American Sportfishing Association - NC): It seems that switching to sector
specific management uncertainty will just penalize the recreational sector for uncertainty
associated MRIP estimates. The recreational reform initiative has been working to develop tools
to better use MRIP data and for management to account for its inherent uncertainty. There is an
effort to potentially base recreational measures on stock status. I wanted to provide greater
context around this issue when these decisions are being made.

De Minimis

John DePersenaire (Recreational Fishing Alliance — NJ): We would support 7b. [ really do
not think the impacts of fishing in a de minimis state are going to have any measurable impacts
on the stock during rebuilding. Let those states take full advantage of any bluefish. In the broader
scheme of things, de minims states will have a very small impact.
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3 WRITTEN COMMENTS

3.1 ONLINE COMMENT FORM

Steven Schnebly

Email

smddfish@gmail.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Weakfish, flounder, fluke, striped bass, kingfish, blowfish, cod, mackeral. All a fraction of what they
once were.

What do you guys do again?

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
New York

Gear type(s) used
Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
02/20/2021

George Horvath

Email
georgerhorvath@yahoo.com

8. General Comments

| tagged 2,397 bluefish in NJ with American Littoral Society spaghetti tags. 29 were recaptured from
the Cape Cod Canal to Atlantic Beach, NC. Last year | tagged 89 bluefish in Manasquan Inlet, and one
was recaptured in the Point Pleasant Canal.

Upload File
425426b05c384bad4971ad10abb036975.jpeg

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
New Jersey

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted

02/22/2021

Aaron Uehara
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Email
aaron.uehara@gmail.com

8. General Comments

Blue fish are disappearing. Drop the commercial quotas, populations are not what they were 20 years
ago. You needto give them a chance to recover.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline
Date Submitted
02/23/2021

David Walt

Email
dwalt@bwh.harvard.edu

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Something drastic needsto be done. | am a recreational fisherman on Cape Ann. | haven't caught a
bluefish in two years.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline
Date Submitted
02/23/2021

Alan Anderson

Email

alanblackpowderstuffer@gmail.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

| believe that commercial fishing quotas on Striped Bass and Bluefish should be halved, or evena 2
year ban on commercial fishing for these species, to allow stocks to rebuild. As a recreational
fisherman. | have not seen a bluefish, or caught a striped bass for many years, i believe, due to
commercial over-harvesting by commercial fishers.

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Date Submitted

02/24/2021

Michael Toole
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Email
toolemf@hotmail.com
1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Objective 1.1 should clearly state maintain catch below Acceptable Biological Catch rather than "rate of
fishing mortality".

Objective 2.2. should be deleted. This is commonly used as an excuse for not taking needed actions for
the best protection of the fish. While this is something | think should play in the allocation of catch
between usergroups but not for weakening needed restrictions on catch numbers. Example being
giving party/charter 5 fish limit verse others 3 fish. Both should have been 3.

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

Support 2a-2 89% Rec, 11% Commercial. | support this because | believe both the economic and social
value of bluefish are much greater in recreational fishing.

Support 2b-1 No phase-in. | support this because with the current status of the bluefish stock this
change should be immediate.

3. Commercial Allocations to the States

Support 3a-4 Half 1981-1989 and half 2009-2018. | support this because it recognizes historic landing
before the stock level dropped so low that stateslike NH and Maine have seenvery few bluefish while
also recognizing we will not reach the level seenin the 80s.

Support 3b-2 allocation change spread evenly oversame duration as rebuild plan. | support this sine no
reason to increase allocations to states that have limited access to them until stock is rebuilt.

4. Rebuilding Plan

Support 4b Constant harvest - 4-year rebuild plan. | support this because | think it is the most likely to
succeed in rebuilding the stock with less risk. Since the stock is already over fished more drastic action
is required.

5. Transfers

No transfer until stock levels reach target level, than 5a and 5b.

6. Management Uncertainty

Support 6b Post-sectorsplit. Allows addressing differences between commercial and recreational
fishing uncertainty.

7. De Minimis Provisions

Support 7c Recreational De Minimis - state selected management measures. | support this because it
allows states to develop regulations that fit their need while maintaining less than 1% harvest
threshold.

8. General Comments

For the recreational catch there should be no differences between forhire industry and individual
recreational fishing limits.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
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New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New Jersey
Gear type(s) used
Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
02/24/2021

MATTHEW QUAIL

Email
matthewquail@gmail.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

MAFMC and ASMFC to Hold Public Hearings for Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment

| fish Salem Sound often. | have not seen any bluefish in the Salem Sound area for 4+ years. Not sure if
this is a migration nuance or an indicator of the health of the biomass.

Forwarding this to hopefully influence any decisions on bluefish catch limits

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations
MAFMC and ASMFC to Hold Public Hearings for Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment

| fish Salem Sound often. | have not seen any bluefish in the Salem Sound area for 4+ years. Not sure if
this is a migration nuance or an indicator of the health of the biomass.

Forwarding this to hopefully influence any decisions on bluefish catch limits

4. Rebuilding Plan
MAFMC and ASMFC to Hold Public Hearings for Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment

| fish Salem Sound often. | have not seen any bluefish in the Salem Sound area for 4+ years. Not sure if
this is a migration nuance or an indicator of the health of the biomass.

Forwarding this to hopefully influence any decisions on bluefish catch limits

6. Management Uncertainty
MAFMC and ASMFC to Hold Public Hearings for Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment

| fish Salem Sound often. | have not seen any bluefish in the Salem Sound area for 4+ years. Not sure if
this is a migration nuance or an indicator of the health of the biomass.

Forwarding this to hopefully influence any decisions on bluefish catch limits

8. General Comments
MAFMC and ASMFC to Hold Public Hearings for Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment

| fish Salem Sound often. | have not seen any bluefish in the Salem Sound area for 4+ years. Not sure if
this is a migration nuance or an indicator of the health of the biomass.
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Forwarding this to hopefully influence any decisions on bluefish catch limits
How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
03/03/2021

Dean Pesante

Email
dpesante @cox.net

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

The Bluefish stocks/fishery are very healthy here in Rhode Island. It is our primary fishery. Many
fisherman and related businessesrely on it. We could not stay in business without it. Which ever
management plan will allow us to continue making a living and provide for our families is the plan we
would support.

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

We support 2a-1: 83% Rec, !7% Comm (status quo)

We 2b-1: No phase in (status quo) from these alternatives.

We would like to seeit return to 75% Rec, 25% Comm. as in past years. Not sure how they came up
with the %/numbers given the fact that all recreational landings are voluntary and can be easily
inflated and inaccurate.

3. Commercial Allocations to the States

We support Alt. 3a-2: 5 year (2014-2018) This reflects the most current trend/data. 2019 and 2020
would also support this.

We support 3b-1: No phase in (status quo) Our fisheryis healthy here in Rhode Island. We can't afford

any reductions.
We support 3c-1 No Trigger (status quo)
WE support 3d-2 0.10% Minimum Default Allocation

4. Rebuilding Plan
We support 4b Constant harvest - 4 year rebuilding plan

5. Transfers
We support 5a-1 No Action/Status QUO
We support 5b-1 No Action/Status Quo

6. Management Uncertainty
We support 6b Post-Sector Split

7. De Minimis Provisions
We support 7d Recreational De Minimis-rollover management measures

8. General Comments
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The Bluefish stocks and fisheryin Rhode Island is healthy. We have always had an abundance of
Bluefish in our waters and this is still true at the presenttime.

I'm not sure why Bluefish landings have dropped offin the statesto the south. Possibly water
temperature or water quality do to run off from rivers and estuaries with fertilizers, pesticides and
other pollutants. Also Beach Renovation (dredging) are all possibilities that may keep Bluefish away.
Possibly further offshore waters.

| hope the appropriate changes can be made to reflect the CURRENT Bluefish trends when managing
this resource and accommodate those who rely on this fishery. Than you.

Respectfully. Dean Pesante F/V Oceana

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Commercial

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Rhode Island

Gear type(s) used
Gillnet

Date Submitted
03/05/2021

Corey Gammill

Email

cmgammill@gmail.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

| like the proposed goals to the FMP. The question| have, and this will be a theme of this document is
how can ASMFCand NMFS stay with their finger on the pulse of what is happening.

The goal is simple: a fishery that is sustainable and enjoyed by ALL usergroups.

| just think it is VERY important for regulators to understand why they failed in managing the fishery?
The goals originally are good goals as well, but the bluefish bag limit was 10 fish per person for days for
a VERY long time and no changes were made and not enough questions asked about whether
measurementwas correct?

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

Bluefish and Striped Bass are the two key fish for the recreational fishery from Florida to Maine. These
two fish get people on the water, using their boats, using fuel, buying bait, buying fishing gear. While |
am incredibly supportive of commercial fishermen, Bluefish have very little value in price per pound
and have much more value to recreational fishermen and the businesses that support them. | vote 2a-
2

3. Commercial Allocations to the States

Status quo or 3a-4...

3b-2

3c-1

3D-3

4. Rebuilding Plan
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4B: For starters, | am very skeptical that the changes in bag limit alone in 2020 will lower the catch rate
by 2/3rds. | don't know anyone who keeps 3 fish, so | don't see how lowering the bag limit will make a
difference, but we will see. | wish the council had created a minimum size and had restricted treble
hooks. | also wish the council would manage the fishery recognizing that the more bait we have the
more fish we will have. This was seen clearly in the summerof 2020. This was the best bluefihsing we
have seen for LARGE fish and it is no coincidence that the commercial fishermen were not fishing for
squid as there was no market.

The real cause of less bluefish in coastal waters is less bait and the fish we have have, have gotten
smaller because most of the big bait is sitting offshore with the bigger bluefish. So what this means is
the smaller fish come in and these are the bluefish that are targeted.

If you look at catch data overthe last 5 years bluefish harvest size has gotten smaller as less big fish

exist. It has been proven that the smaller the bluefish the higher the release mortality rate is. So the
irony is that as we let our fishery fall apart we are only hurting it more because the release mortality
rate increases.

How can we solve all this?

1) Minimum sizes. Let the fish grow and have a chance to reproduce. No one should keep a fish smaller
than 3 pounds.

2) Adjustgear types: no treble hooks and no J hooks with bait.... Any sign of blood severly decreasesa
fishes chance of survival and both lead to more gut/gill hooks and multiple hooks.

3) Have closures to commercial bait fishermen when Migratory fish are present. For instance off
Nantucket in the summer limit the squid fishermen and you will see the big fish inshore, reproducing
inshore. *** | am sure this is true up and down the coastline...

LASTLY, the reason | think we should do 4B is that if we can rebuild the fishery slowly or quickly, why
wouldn't we do it quickly? At least if we do it quickly we can see whatis working and not, where if we
take our time, it will take us longer to assess results, potentially pushing our fishery further into
decline.

5. Transfers
No ACTION: Statust quo....

We do not currently collect data well enough to know what is happening right now with a fishery, so
how can we expectto make educated decisions about Data Transfer if we don't have real time data? If
we had more accurate data, | would say absolutely, but without it we would be making decisions on
information from 1.5 years ago...

6. Management Uncertainty

While every part of me wants 6B, because | do think that the two should be separated as data is much
easier gathered from the commercial fishermen than the recreational. If there is uncertainty about the
recreational side, the commercial fishermen should not be penalized while regulators dig into where
the issue is, and visa versa

30



This said, if uncertainty is HURTING the WHOLE FISHERY, decision makers need to act a lot more
aggressively than they have in the past. It is easier to open a fishery than to rebuild it right? It is

amazing how conservative ASMFCis being towards rebuilding the fishery. | think that any sign of
overfishing should lead to aggressive managementand rule changes.

So my vote would be 6A

7. De Minimis Provisions
No comment

8. General Comments
Below | am including a public comment submitted in 2020.

| want it noted again that | do not think the regulation changes in 2020 were strong enough to make a
change in our fishery.

We needto do more than adjust the bag limit to make a difference in rebuilding the stock.

| also think that ASMFC and NMFC need to seriously consider ways to reduce the release mortality

rate. In the study used to come up with the assumed 15% rate it is made VERY CLEAR that the presence
of blood decreases the likelihood of survival by 9-11 times. If we could lower poor hookings this would
make a monumental difference in survival rate of fish and lower the 15% assumed rate significantly. |
firmly believe that eliminating treble hooks are a key to reducing this mortality rate and | highly
suggest the council start a study to see if this is the case.

Itis also very clear that the larger the fish targeted, the less likely that they will die. So with this
information why is the ASMFC and NMFC encouraging targeting of small fish with no minimum size.
Minimum size should be required.

Lastly, ASMFCshould be looking at the vertical nature of an eco system. 2020 was the best blue fishing
that Nantucket has seenin the last 5 years for large fish. This was NOT because of a smaller bag limit
started in April 2020, but because of a lack of Squid boats south of Nantucket and the Vineyard.
Limiting pressure on bait, led to more herring and squid in our waters, which brought back the LARGE
bluefish. So a question that should be asked is WHETHER RECREATIONAL BLUEFISH ARE MORE
VALUABLE THAN COMMERCIAL SQUID THIS IS KEY!!!!

WE HAVE DATA THAT SHOWS THAT MORE BAIT = MORE FISH. SO WHY CAN'T WE MANAGE FISHERIES
AT THE SAME TIME? If the squid boats were moved 12 miles off and the bait had a chance to getin,
than the commercial fishermen would still catch their squid, albeit with a bit more effort, but a
recreational fishery for 3 months around Nantucket, Martha's Vineyard and Cape Cod would be
brought back. if this model were followed up and down the coast and comparisons made between bait
fisheries and fin fish fisheries, | think ASMFC would find some differentanswers to how the bait
fisheries should be managed.

Upload File

bluefishcomment2021.docx
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How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (for-hire)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted

03/08/2021

Jeff Norton

Email

jeffnrtn@yahoo.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Make all NE states have the same regulations for all fish. For blues make it 1 fish per day per angler.
Not sure what the size should be or if a slot limit works for blue fish.

10 per day was way too many and even 3 is too many. Thank you.

Haven’t seena striper public comment box like this but they should shut it down altogether for a
couple seasons. OR ban commercial fishing and fishing in the cape cod canal

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline
Date Submitted
03/11/2021

Ray West

Email

rrrwest@yahoo.com

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations
| recommend

2a-3 87% Rec, 13% Comm

4. Rebuilding Plan

recommend

4b Constant harvest — 4-year Rebuilding Plan

5. Transfers
no action

8. General Comments
please manage for abundance
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How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts, Rhode Island

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted

03/11/2021

Dave Surdel

Email
dsurdel@wiley.com

8. General Comments

The fisheries management council needs to act quickly and aggressively to halt the decline of our
Bluefish population and restore an abundant fishery. As | recreational angler that travels all over New
England from Cape Ann to Montauk, | have witnessed the bluefish population crashing over the last 10
years. It has reached the point where the inshore recreational bluefish opportunity is nearly
nonexistent. Long gone are the days when we could expectthousands of bluefish to be patrolling their
traditional strongholds from Cotuit to Monomoy and Sankaty to Montauk. This fishery ran like
clockwork for the better part of 20 years. But the bluefish are not there anymore. You can hardly find
them in a boat, much less fishing from shore. The bluefish are gone and the commercial fleet that
helped wipe them out has gone away. The years and years of greed and 'recremercial' charter captains
wiping out the inshore fishery coupled with overly generous (and widely unenforced) bag limits have
decimated our population. My friends used to brag about how many pounds of bluefish they could fill
the boat with and still make it back to the ramp from Nantucket. Now the fisheryis so decimated, it's
hardly worth the trip.

The burden of responsibility for this mismanagement falls on the fishery councils. It's clear that
councils have failed to maintain a healthy fishery. It's a pity it has come to this, particularly given the
dire straits the Striped Bass are in for the exact same reasons: complete stock mismanagement
coastwide, bickering between states over resource-grab and prioritizing a small special interest group
of commercial and charter captains to the detriment of the overall resource. Too little action is being
taken, too late. Please stop micromanaging the statistics, debating percentages, and rolling out stop-
gap measures. Everyone can see through that at this point. Trivial changes make little impact. The
fisheries councils need to take drastic measuresto protect our bluefish stock beforeiit's too late. If that
means stopping commercial fishing and implementing a recreational moratorium, please do it.
Commercial opportunity goes beyond a handful of commercial fisherman. It also impacts coastal
communities through declining charter business. Fisherman that once that once traveled to Cape Cod
to have fun, stay in our hotels and eat at our restaurants are disappearing quickly.

Please do the right thing and take immediate action to stop the overfishing by all sectors and restore
this once-abundantfishery to it's former glory.
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Thanks, Dave Surdel

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
03/12/2021

Andreas Sofronas

Email

asofronas@students.stonehill.edu

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

| think that there should be more regulations for bluefish. Over the past few years bluefish have not
arrived in the numbers that they have historically. They have not arrived in June and July when they
are supposedto, rather they are showing up in my area in August and don't stay verylong. When they
did arrive, we didn't catch many of them but they are are very fun fish to catch and pound for pound |
think they put up a betterfight then bass do. People will take the full bag limit of blues whenthey do
not need all of that bluefish. | think that bluefish deserve justas much respect as bass do and should
have similar regulations as the striped bass.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
03/17/2021

Josh Tanz

Email

jbtanz@gmail.com

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

I am in support of reduced commercial limits and stricter recreational limits as well (size limits and bag
limits) and for immediate implementation of any changes.

8. General Comments

Bluefish have been over-harvested and overfished. The goal should be reduced harvesting and stricter
recreational rules implemented immediately in order to increase and then maintain bluefish
populations at the highest levels possible

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)
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Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
New York

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted

03/23/2021

Thomas Fuda

Email

tom.fuda@gmail.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Regarding proposedgoals 1.2 and 2.1, 2.2: | feel the term "discard mortality" is somewhat misused at
times. It basically sounds like it is not taking into consideration the fact thereis a fairly large segment of
the recreational sector that often catches and intentionally releases Bluefish as sport, and not in
response to any regulation that mandates "discarding" the fish. Participants in this mode of fishing
often have no intention of keeping fish, but rather they see value in the experiencingthe thrill of
catching the one of the most aggressive and strongest fish, on a pound per pound basis. I'm all in favor
of promoting better handling to reduce "release mortality", but let's not underestimate the value these
anglers place on the experience of fishing for Bluefish, nor the economic benefitseen by the money
this sector spends. So, when crafting goals that seek to reduce release mortaility, we don't reduce
access to this sector of the recreational fishery.

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

| am in favor of the status quo option (2a-1) regarding commercial / recreational allocation.

4. Rebuilding Plan

Regarding the Rebuilding Plan: | am in favor of option 4c (5-year rebuilding plan). | feel this offers the
best compromise between rebuilding the stock quickly, while reducing the socioeconomic impact to
the commercial fishery and fishing communities.

5. Transfers

Regarding Sector Transfers: | am in favor of option 5a-1 (status quo). I'm more concerned with
rebuilding the stock to abundant levelsthan | am with making unused commercial allocation available
for recreational harvest.

6. Management Uncertainty

Regarding Management Uncertainty: | am in favor of option 6b (Post-sectorsplit). | feelthis provides
for a more equitable application of managementuncertainty.

7. De Minimis Provisions

Regarding De Minimis Provisions: | am in favor of option 7e (2020 management measures). This option
provides for consistent coast-wide regulations.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

Connecticut

Gear type(s) used
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Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
03/29/2021

Craig Eldredge

Email

bubbaboards@bellsouth.net

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

As a recreational fisherman | would like you to reconsider the 3 fish limit to exclude snapper blues from
the limit . Maybe a slot size is a betteralternative.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?

Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
03/30/2021

David Cannistraro

Email

fastboat01l@yahoo.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Stop the commercial fishery. They decimate whole schools of Bluefish.

The recreational fishery adds much more to the economy without destroying the gene pool.

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Date Submitted

03/31/2021

James Molinaro

Email

jim.ml@verizon.net

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

| would like to support 2a-5 for shore anglers and charter boats .
2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

| support 3a-3 !

3. Commercial Allocations to the States
3D-3

4. Rebuilding Plan

4d

5. Transfers
5b-1
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6. Management Uncertainty

6b

7. De Minimis Provisions

7b

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

New Jersey, Delaware, Virginia, North Carolina

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
04/01/2021

Preston Southwick

Email
prsouthwick123@yahoo.com
3. Commercial Allocations to the States

netting must be banned for the health of all species that call our United States waters home. It is an
indiscriminate harvesting method that has no way of limiting bycatch.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:

New Jersey

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted

04/01/2021

William Doan

Email

doanbill@aol.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

Bluefish have been overfished. Both recreational and commercial fishing share the blame. | saw too
many people keepingbluefish that they had no intention of eating. The former 15 fish limit really hurt
their population. Bluefish are harder to find now and larger ones are harder to find as well. | release all
bluefish | catch to try to help the population rebuild.

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations
| favor the the 2a-2 option.

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Recreational (private angler)

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
New Jersey

37


mailto:prsouthwick123@yahoo.com
mailto:doanbill@aol.com

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline
Date Submitted
04/03/2021

Paul Tokarz

Email
tok67@verizon.net

1. FMP Goals and Objectives
Needsto be revised

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations
| would rather see the 5 year closure. To rebuild the stock.

3. Commercial Allocations to the States
3A

4. Rebuilding Plan

4CC

5. Transfers

Closure

6. Management Uncertainty

Closure

7. De Minimis Provisions

7E

8. General Comments

Closure for 5 years

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Other

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
Massachusetts

Gear type(s) used

Hook and line or handline

Date Submitted
04/04/2021

Daniel Lester
Email
dannylester@optonline.net

1. FMP Goals and Objectives
Status quo

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations
2a-1 status quo

3. Commercial Allocations to the States
New york should get more quota.
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4. Rebuilding Plan

Status quo

5. Transfers

Status quo

6. Management Uncertainty

Status quo

7. De Minimis Provisions

Status quo

How would you describe your primary role in the fishery?
Commercial

Primary state(s) you land bluefishin:
New York

Gear type(s) used

Pound net

Date Submitted
04/07/2021

GRACE JORGE

Email
gracemjorge @aol.com

1. FMP Goals and Objectives

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

2. Sector (Commercial/Recreational) Allocations

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

3. Commercial Allocations to the States

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

4. Rebuilding Plan

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

5. Transfers

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

6. Management Uncertainty

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

7. De Minimis Provisions

REFER TO GENERAL COMMENT

8. General Comments

FORGIVETHE LACK OF FINESS OR POLITICALLY CORRECTNESS MUMBO-JUMBO! THE JERSEY SHORE
SUFFERS A SERIOUS INFLUX OF OUT-OF-STATE RESIDENTS, WHICH SERIOUSLY TOLLS THE LIMITS OF
RECREATIONAL CAPTURE. SUPPORTSTATE RESIDENTS LIKE THEY SUPPORTYOU, AND IMPOSE THE
SNAPPER LIMIT OF 3 PER PERSON ON OUTSIDERS...& INCREASE THE RCL FOR RESIDENTS FROM 3 TO 4
ON BLUEFISH (AVERAGEHOME HAS COUPLE & 2 CHILDREN), 3 TO 15 ON SNAPPERS & MANDATORY
REGISTRY PROGRAM 