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Introduction

Bluefish have supported a valuable recreational fishery with landings averaging 25,559 metric
tons (MT) per year from 1974 to 1996. Commercial landings during the same period averaged
5,575 MT and have increased as a proporton of the total catch in recent vears. Declines in the
recreational catch over the past decade have triggered concerns over stock status. The Adantic
coast bluefish stock was last assessed at the 23th SARC and found to be overfished (NEFSC
1997a). Landings from the stock had declined from a peak of 51,000 mt in 1981 to about 11,000
mtin 1996. An age strucrured assessment using integrated catch at age analysis (1CA) esamated
F 1n 1995 2t 0.40 relanve to an Fp, reference point of 0.20. Spawning stock biomass had
declined by 63% from 1986 to 1996. Recruitment was below average since 1990. Saenufic
advice to managers included reducing F to very low levels to arrest the decline in SSB. Given
a pessimusuc assessment, the Mid-Adanuc Fishery Management Councd QMAFMC) began
drafung Amendment 1 to the bluefish fishery management plan (FMP). Some managers and
stakeholders have been skepucal over the need for steep F reductons. Alternative
interpretatuons of stock starus include: a dechine due to natural factors or a redistributon of the

stock to areas outside of the fishery and survey.

Scientsts have also been woubled by several aspects of the age strucrured assessments. Furst,
esumates of fishing rates from VPA have been lower than those typically associated with steep
declines in other species. Second, the esumated Fr.y, reference point is very low. This stems
f;orn an unusually low 5-R slope which is inconsistent with the species life history. Thurdly, age
structure i the catch and estimated parnal recruitment are unusual. Despite falling biomass,
there is little age truncanon and 2 "saddle shaped” PR pattern is evident. Weaknesses in the
current assessment include a complete reliance on NC age-length keys to characterize the stock
and limited fishery independent abundance indices. Considering that bluefish have a world wide
distribution and occur along the US Adanuc coast from Maine to Florida, reliance on keys from
a limited geographic area may be problematc. Gibson and Lazar (1996) assessed bluefish with

a DeLun model cabbrated with tagging results and found that fishing mortalinv rates were
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generally higher than indicated by full age structured assessments. They also argued that bluefish
growth rates esumated from tag data were inconsistent with aging results suggestng the
possibility of aging error. The tag studies they examined however were controversial and the
approach did not receive peer review at the 23rd SARC. To address some of these luimutanons,
an assessment using a biomass dynamic model was investdgated. This approach does not rely

on age or tag data, and as such provides an alternate perspective on the status of bluefish.

Methods and Data Sources

Survey Abundance Indices- To index coastwide stock abundance of bluefish, the
NMFS/NEFSC fall inshore trawl survey conducted from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras was used.
Stranfied mean weight per tow was provided by NMFS/NEFSC from 1974 to 1996. Thus index
was used as the fisheny independent abundance input to the biomass dvnarmue model \n index
based on the NMFS NEFSC offshore survey was also considered. This survey represents strata
ourside of 30 fathom depths and was expressed in suanfied mean weight per tow (kgs row). A
senes of sensiuvity runs were made using the offshore survey merged with the inshore surver
with equal weighung, or exclusively. These addidonal runs were made at the request of the
ASMFC bluefish Technical Commuttee out of concern that the bluefish have dispersed outside
of the mnshore survey area. Indices from state surveys were not considered since thev are largely

conducted 1n inshore areas and catch only young of the vear bluefish.

Fishery Data- Fishery landings in weight through 1997 were obtained from NMFS/NEFSC
Woods Hole. Commercial data for 1974 to 1996 were complete. Landings for 1997 are
preliminary MRFSS esumates, and the allocated 1997 commeraial quota. Recreational landings
from 1981 to 1996 were taken from revised MRFSS staustcs. Estimates for vears 1979-1980
were taken from onginal MRFSS publicatons (USDOC 1984). An adjustment factor of 0.84 was
computed from "revised" and "old" MRFSS dau for years 1981-1986 and used to adjust 1979-
1980 esumates. Recreauonal landings for 1974 to 1978 were taken from the Boreman (1983)

report. As suggested. by Anderson (1980) they were reduced bv 50°%% to account for recall bias
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in the early recreational surveys. Recreational landings included 15% of the B2 type released

catch. Landings data is summarized in Table 1.

Bluefish recreatonal fishing effort from 1981-1997 was tken from revised MRFSS statistics and
defined as fishing tips from Maine to Florida where bluefish were indicated as the primary
species. Effort estimates for years 1979-1980 were taken from old MRFSS data and adjusted in
a similar manner as the catch data (scaler =0.75). Iishing effort was divided 1nto recreational
catch to produce a fishery dependent abundance index (Table 1). Catch and CPUE data were
the primary inputs to the biomass dynamic model . No data were available 1o esamate effort for

vears 1974-1978 and these were treated as missing values.

Assessment Model and Biglogical Reference Points- We used the ASPIC biomass dvnamuc

model of Prager (1994) 1o assess the status of the Adantic coast bluefish stock. Biomass
dynamic models were formerly known as surplus or stock production models and emploved
crude firnng methods based on equilibrium assumpuons. The obsolete methods exploited the
relavonship between catch and effort directy and assumed that stocks could adjust mstanty to
fishery removals. The methods were poorly recerved carly on but the problem has been
atutbured to poor dara and biased estimation methods rather than to flaws with the basic
approach (Hiborn 1979). Early attempts to apply the models sometimes vielded nonsensical
results or worse, plausible results from nonsense data. Modern methods of parameter estimanon
under dvnamic condinons are based on trends in biomass indices, hence the name biomass
dynamic models. With methodological advances, agreement between biomass dynamic and full
age-structured models has improved (Quinn et al. 1985, Punt 1988, NEFSC 1997b). Biomass
dynamic models are attracve because of their simplicity and relatvely Limited data needs. They
do not ualize age structure and provide an alternauve interpretaton to stock starus data.
Reauthonzaton of the Magnuson Fishery Conservauon Act by Congress ha;s> prvovided a
compelling reason to emphasize biomass dvnamic modeling in fish stock assessment. The Act

now requires explicit treatment of sustainable fishing rates for exploited stocks and rebulding
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plans for depleted stocks. Since biomass dynamic models provide estimates of fishing rates and
stock size for maximum sustainable yield (Finsy, Bme), they have again become attracuve tools

for assessment biologists.

The basis of ASPIC 1s the Graham-Schaefer production model. Russell (1931) algebraically
formulated the mass-balance concept for fish population dynamics whereby stock abundance
changes according to addmons from growth and recruitment and losses from natural and fBshing
mortality. In differenval equavon form, assuming logistic growth law, the Graham-Schaefer

mode] 1s:

dB/dt= 1B(1-B/k)-C (3)

Where: B= stock biomass
C= catch mate
I= intrinsic rate of 1ncrease
k= unfished stock size.

Catch rate i the fisherv 1s assumed to be proporuonal to stock size so that:

C=qEB (4)

where: = catch rate
E= fishuing effort
B= stock biomass
q= carchabiity coefficient.

Eq. 4 implies that catch per unt effort (CPUE) is proportional to stock abundance through a
catchability coefficient. This 1s often referred to as the "observaton model" and may be in the
form of fishery or survey CPUE. The model given by egs. 3-4 has well known properues, the
most important of which 1s that the surplus producton curve with respect to biomass 1s
symmetrical so that producuon is maximized at k/2. In eq. 3 it can be seen that the term (1-

B/k) is the density dependent feedback term that modulates stock growth. When B 1s low, the
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term approaches 1 and maximum growth is realized. When B is high, the term approaches zero
and and stock growth is zero. Catch rates in excess of biomass produced lead to stock declines.
Conversely, in order to rebuild depleted stocks, catch must be less than producton.

Management quanuties of interest are defined as follows:

Maximum sustainable yield MSY) tk/4
Biomass for MSY (Bumsy) k/2
Fishing rate at MSY (Fmyy) /2
Effort at Fmsy (fms) r/2q
Maximum F rate near collapse (Feon) t
Effort at maxamum F (feon) r/g

Prager (1994) suggests an alternative reference fishing rate 1o F.n., which is more conservatve.
He argues that 90%0 of the Fmy value 1s analogous to the F..; adjustment of Fona,. This allows for
the possibility of a dual reference system consisting of an overfishing definiuon (Fmy) and a

management target (0.97Fny).

Parameters to the model are esumated using the "tme series method” assumung measurement
crror in the observauon model (Pella and Tomlinson 1969). Hilborn and Walters (1992) give
a very understandable account of biomass dvnarmuc models and along with Polachek et al. (1993)
make 2 compelling case to avoid unreliable and nsky fitung methods. In 1ts simplest form, the
method involves esumanng a beginning abundance and with the model, predicung 2 ume sedes
of abundance indices (U). The parameters r.k,q, and Uy are adjusted undl the best fit berween
observed and esamated abundance 1s achieved. A nonlinear parameter esumaton method such
as the Marquadt algorithm can be used 10 select the parameter set (U, r, k, q) that mimimizes

the sum of squared devianons between observed indices and model predicted indices assuming

measurement error or:

minumnize Z (obs Us- pred U)°.
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Under the measurement error assumpuon, esumated abundance indices are a tme series
predicoon from the startting Uo using eq. 7 in a recursive fashion. This is quite different than

predicung each U from the observed U..s (process error assumpuon).

Polachek et al. (1993) have emphasized the need to account for measurement errors in
esumation, lest potentally serious biases occur. Prager's (1994) ASPIC model uses the
measurement error assumpuon. Process (eq.3) error undoubtedly exists and more complicated
estimaton methods can be used that require an a prion designaton of the fracton of error
vanance due to process (Conser and ldomne 1992, . The proportion specified controls the degree
of smoothing that the populatdon dynamics process applies to the observed abundance indices.

Collie and Sissenwine (1983) give a good account of the rmuxed error strucrure problem.

Once the parameters have been estimated, absolute biomass levels can be estimated from the
fitted indices and the catchability coefficient (eq. 4.. Esumates of fishing mortality rate can be
derived from the catch data and esumated biomass, by soluuon of the catch equation. Prager
(1994) suggests that thus should onlv be done if the precision on esurnated parameters.
parneularly g, 15 good and model diagnosucs adequare. Otherwise he suggests presenung relan ¢
F and relanve biomass wends which are vear specific esumates of F and B standardized by F..
and Bm. respecuvelv. In this way. managers can be appraised of relanve stock status but

imprecision associated with the carchabulity parameter is cancelled out.

Parameter esumaton in biomass dynamic models may be difficult if there is little contrast in the
abundance indices used. The models are most successfully applied 1o stocks which have
experienced several ups and downs in abundance with good contrast in fishing effort (Hilborn
and Walters 1992). When stock abundance indices change monotonically with respect to ame,
there will be no information about k and the fit will be imprecise. Furthermore, model fits based
on fishery CPUE alone may be biased by changing catchability. Precision on parameter

esumates and accuracy of esumated stock trends can be improved through the addition of
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auxiliary data to the analvsis. The objective function to be minimized from above can be

expanded to include addiuonal terms corresponding to observed and predicted auxiliary dara:
minimize Z (obs U pred U)2+ oI (obs Xi- pred X,)? .

The X, for example might be raw! survey abundance indices while the U, were fishery CPUE.
Each addinonal abundance index included requires the estimation of another catchabibiry scaler.
The a parameter represents the user specified weight that the auxiliary data receives relative to
the primary dara. Weights may be based on the analysts confidence in the various data sources
or mav be adjusted rteragively. In order for the solunon to be a maximum likelihood one, the
weights need to be inversely proportional to the vanance (Prager 1994). The ASPIC model
allows for incorporaton of auxiliary abundance indices A number of ASPIC runs were made
on bluefish data for vears 1974-1996. Both fishery CPUE and the NMFS/NEFSC traw] survey
index were ncluded 1n the runing process. The final model configuration gave equal weight to
the indices. The following specificanons were used: MSY esumates constramed berween 1,000
and 125,000 mt, the penalty for the ininal biomass not to exceed K was set to 0.23, the ntrinsic
rate of growth (1) was consuained berween 0.2 and 1.5, and both indices were assigned equal

weights  (Appendix A).

Although Prager (1994) suggests inverse variance weighung, the suggested weight for the CPUE
' index was much larger than for the NEFSC survey index. Given the possibility of changing
catchability in the fisheries CPUE index, we opted for umform weighung. Other mode]

specificauons are included in Appendix A.

Uncertainty in parameter esumates and derived management quantities was evaluated with
bootstrapping (Efron 1982). Bootstrapping involves resampling of model residuals which are
then randomly added to the input effort and abundance indices to create alternate realizations

of the input data. The model 1s successively refit to the replicate input data and the parameter
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esumates and derived management quanttes accumulated in frequency tables. Confidence
intervals can be calculated from the ourpurs using standard methods or empirically based on
cumulatve distnbutions. The ASPIC model computes 80% confidence bounds from the
bootstrap results and uses 2 non parametric analogue of the coefficient of variation know as the
rclanve inter quartle range (RIQ). For the bluefish assessment, 1000 bootstrap tdals were used.

All model parameters and management quantites were reported without bias correction.

Projections of Stock Recovery- The ASPIC model contains a projection module which allows
stock forecasts to be made from the model fit and a speaified set of tatget F rates 1n furure
vears. Given the populadon dvnamics model in eq 3., it 1s simple to project a populaton ahead
1 tme given esumates of the logisuc model parameters, a starung biomass level, and a stream
of desired F rates. Uncerainty in the forecasts is incorporated by ualizing the bootstrap results
1o give different startung biomass levels and logisuc parameters. For llustration purposeé only,
a 10 vear projection of bluefish stock size was performed for a hypothetcal schedule of F

reducnons.

A medium term projecuon of 10 vears (1998-2007) was run so that in the 10 vear the 80°,
lower bound of the biomass would reach the Biomass at MSY. A harvesting strategy was
- 1denufied to reach thus management goal by 1teraung a constant fishing mortality for 10 vears.
If this assessment and projecuon approach is adopted, alternauve recovery scenanos suggested
by managers and stakeholders can be evaluated. Naturally, the projectons assume that the
process in eq. 3 is without error with constant producton parameters. Natural forcing factors

which result in low stock producton or unusually large year classes cannot be anticipated and

could invalidate the projecton results.
Results

Total coastwide bluefish catch (commercial and recreatonal) averaged 31,000 mrt since 1974,

with recreatonal catch compnsing roughly 82°% of the total catch (Table 1). Total catch peaked
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n 1981 and 1986 to above 50,000 mt and sharply declined to the lowest level in 1995 by about
80%. This sharp decline was atuributed mainly to recreational landings that fell bv 85”4 since
1980, while commercial landing only declined by 40% during the same penod.

NEFSC fall survey index was developed for the inshore strata from 1974 to 1997 (Terceiro,
1995). Generally, this index suggests the presence of a strong vear class recruited in 1981, 1984,
and 1989 with poor recruitment occurring thereafter (Figure 1). General trends of the biomass
index increased in late 1970’s and declined from the early 1980s to low levels in 1993 and 1994,
then mcreased shghty in 1995 and 1997 (Figure 1). Trends of the fishenes CPUE peaked in
1982 and dechned to low levels in 1993 and 1994, with a2 moderate increase i 1995 and 1997
(Figure 2). Bluefish catches were much lower in the offshore survev which showed no
significant wrend and hugh vanance for the 1974-1997 period. Lowess smoothing (Cleveland,

1979) was applied to data which indicated a stable biomass with low levels i 1997 (Figure 13).

Results of the biomass dynamic model using two series of abundance (NEFSC fall inshore and
fishenes CPUE) are presented in Table 2. The two indices were suongly correlated with
R=0.72. The model fitted the fisheries CPUE data well with R?=0.80, but presented a moderate
fit for the NEFSC fall survey data with R?=0.43. The vanance in the survey index was largelv
due to several spikes which are likely relared to recrutment events. The standardized residuals
of the actual and model-predicted abundance senes show no obvious model mus-specificanons,

although the fit to the fisheries CPUE presented a stream of posiuve residuals from 1989 to
1995.

The model indicated that a maximum sustainable yield (MSY) of 42,730 mt can be produced
by the Atlantic bluefish stock when stock biomass is approximately at Bmy=107,500 mt and
fishing mortality on total biomass is Fmsy=0.40. The stock producton model Fo, 1s esumared
at F 01=0.36. Stock biomass approached Bmsy in 1980-1981 but remained below the sustainable

level for the enure period 1974-1997 (Figure 3). Biomass in 1997 was esumated to 24,940 mt.
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The resource 1s esumated to be smaller than the size at which MSY is achieved (B 1n 1997 is
only 23% of Bms). Estimates of fishing morrality on total biomass ranged from 0.34 to 0.73
from 1974 to 1985, then increased to high levels (F=0.8-0.95) in 1986-1993, then gradually
declined to levels approaching Fms, (Figure 4). Fishing mortality in 1997 was esumated to
F=0.51. Although catches have been smaller than MSY since 1987 , the model suggests that
fshing mormality has consistently exceed Frmsy since 1979. Catches exceeded surplus producton
during 1979-1993, and have been slightly less than surplus dunng 1994-1997. As a result, stock
biomass has declined since 1979 (Figure 5). This is also reflected in the estimates of fishing
mortality, which have been about double the Frmy value in the 1987-1993 period.

Bootstrap results indicate that all parameters of the model were moderately esdmated with RIQ
values ranging from 0.02 to 0.03 for MSY and B, and 0.32 o 0.40 for termunal vear esumates
such as Figo: and Biyyr (Table 2). Catchability parameters had an RIQ value of 0.14. The
cumulauve probabiliny curve shows that there is an 80% probabiliry that fishing mortality 1n
1997 1s between 0.38 and 0.60 with a RIQ=0.31 (Figure 7). Simiarly the 1997 biomass estmates
at BU%o confidence limuts ranged from 20,000 to 32,000 mrt with R1Q=0.40 (Figure 8). The
distbuuon of MSY derived from the bootstrap ranged from 41,000 mt to 44,500 mt at 80%%

(], and the Biomass at MSY ranged from 98,000 mt to 113,000 mt (Figure 9 and Figure 10).

Projecton results showed an increase in biomass at an average rate of approximately 15% per
;'ear along with a steady nise in landings from 8,600 mt in 1998 to about 38,800 mt in 2007
(Figure 11 and Figure 12). The Bmsy level was reached with 80% certainty for an F=0.28. The
results suggest that the stock will respond well to a reduction in F to about one half the 1997
level. Although the surplus production model assumes an average long-term populaton growth
rate, and i}nplicit]y includes a recruitment function, it has been demonstrated that the esomates
of expected biomass are robust to the specification of management surategies (Punt et al.,, 1995).

Details of these medium term projecnons are presented in Appendix B.
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Addinonal ASPIC runs were made with 2 combination of the NEFSC inshore and offshore
survey abundance indices and with the NEFSC offshore survey index only. Results of thesc
analyses show conflicting conclusions about the status of the stock, with different levels of
biomass and fishing mortality. The first run (Inshore+offshore with equal weights)indicated
that a2 maximum sustainable yield (MSY) of 62,000 mt can be produced by the stock when
stock biomass is approximately at Bmy=225,500 mt and fishing mortality on total biomass 1s
Frry=0.27. Esumates of Fu, was 0.25 and the carrying capacity of the stock was more than
450,000 mt with F 1n 1997 about 40% above Fryy  The second run (offshore only) indicated
that stock biomass was stable since 1974 and at much higher levels at about 7,000,000 mt.
Although very large, the stock could produce about 65,000 mt at very low sustainable levels
of exploitanon (Fmsy=0.018). 1t was clear that the influence of the offshore survey on the
analvsis 1s to mcrease stock sizé, reduce F, and reduce Fry to unrealisnc levels. Given the
low catch rates and hugh variance, mode] results based on the offshore were considered

unreliable.

Discussion

Assessment of Adanuc bluefish with the ASPIC model tuned to the mnshore survev data
wndicates that bluefish biomass has fallen to low levels in association with fishing rates well 1n
- excess of Fmy. Accepung Fmy=0.40 from the ASPIC model as an overfishing definon,
bluefish have been overfished since 1979. The stock is currendy well below levels needed to
deliver MSY. Recent esumates of F have moderated to near Fay (F92=0.51) and stock
abundance has stabilized at a low level in recent years coincident to the implementaton of
MAFMC plan in 1991, The biomass dynamic model results are at odds with the SARC 23 VPA
which shows rising fishing mortality in recent years. The producton parameter from ASPIC
(r=0.8) is more consistent with a highly fecund species that matures early in contrast with VPA
results which indicate a very low R/S rauo. Estumates of F from the ASPIC mode] are also

sirrular to tag results in Gibson and Lazar (1996) which are now independent of the assessment.
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They esumated an F=0.72 during the late 1960s which increased to F=0.93 during the late
1980s.

The projecton results are intended to be illustrative only. They were configured around the
10 year ime honzon required by national standards. F rates after 1997 in the projecton were
iterated unal the lower 80% confidence bound on stock biomass reached the By level. The
projectons suggest that the bluefish stock can recover to former levels of abundance given a
reducton in F to about 0.28. This is well below the 1997 estimate of F=0.51. Other scenarios
are easy to examune and should be considered for stock rebuilding. The draft MAMFC plan
amendment recogruzes Fio and Fzg as target and overfishing levels respecuvelv. These were
esumated in the SARC 23 assessment at 0.42 and 0.59. The ASPIC model counterparts of
F»1=0.37 and Fn.=0.40 are more conservanve. The SARC-23 advice included reducing F 1o
0.06 or less 10 stabilize S5B. The biomass dynamic model assessment sugyests a less severe F

reducuon could 1uate a stock rebuilding.

An important caveat to this assessment 1s that inshore survey 1s representauve of bluefish
relauve abundance. If the epicenter of the bluefish stock has shifted to offshore waters, the
inshore survev may exaggerated decline. The stock esumates in this case would be biased low
and fishing mortahry would be too high. A number of model refinements are possible. First, the

effort series mav be extended back to 1974 using results from tagging studies or the USFWS

National and Hunang surveys. These data may be used to gauge relative change in missing

fishing efforts . Secondly, it may be possible to develop another biomass index in absolute units
from the MARMAP surveys. Bluefish egg and larval abundance were esumated from 1978-1987
by NMFS ichthvoplankton surveys along the Adantc coast. It may be possible té expand egg
or larval densities over the survey area and; with esumates of mortalry rates, bluefish fecundity,
and mean weight; esdmate the spawning biomass of bluefish in the stock area. An absolute
biomass index would be useful in better esumating catchability coefficients of the biomass

dvnamic model and possibly unfished stock size (k). An absolute abundance index would be

12
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useful In resolving problems associated with the NEFSC offshore survey. More work needs to
be done on interpreting F esumates from the ASPIC model, in particular how a biomass based

F compares to fully recruited F from age strucrured assessments.
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Fable 1: Estimated bluefish caich: Commercial landings, recreational landings. and 15% of recreational discards (B2),
Commercial landings from Terceiro (1995): recreational 81-96 from MRFSS and 79-80 from MRFSS reports scaled for
revisions by 0.839: and 74-78 from Boreman {1983) adjusted by 0.5 as sugpested by Anderson ( 1980).

Estimated recreational effort from MRFSS for blucfish direeted trips. NEFSC fall and inshore traw] survey index. and
the NEFSC offshore rawl survey.

Recreaticnal Recreational NEFSC fall NEFSC tfall
Year Recrestional Commercial Total Effore CFUE Inshore Cffshore
Catch ime) cazch Imt) catgch (mg) IX1300 trips) imi/i000 trips: index thys/zow) index (kgs/tow)
19874 29,466 4,538 34,004 - - 1.484 1.500
1875 26,677 4,502 31,179 - - 5.587 0.%00
18786 25,837 4,547 30,384 - - 5.724 0.500
1977 25,983 4,802 30,785 - - 6.54¢6 0.800
1978 24,937 5,629 30,566 - - 5.875% 0.7C0
1278 40,783 4,983 45,776 8,503 4,797 7.443 1.103
1380 41,987 6,858 48,84% 8,811 4.765% 7.031 0.400
1981 43,935 7,466 51,401 5,882 7.332 13.183 0.600
1982 36,009 6,996 43,005 6,272 5.741 4.823 0.955
1283 41,217 7,166 48,383 10,012 4.117 3.958 0 670
1584 31,226 g,381 36,607 €,783 4.604 7.682 0.354
1985 24,320 6,124 30,444 7,324 3.323% 3.451 0.958
1586 43,4459 6,657 50,106 B,870 4.844 3.513 0.817
1987 34,961 €,579 41,540 7,738 4.518 2.703 1.075
1288 22,906 7,1€2 30,068 9,407 2.43% l.882 0.63%
1588 18,629 4,740 23,439 ~1,076 1l.68E §.132 0.377
19580 14,788 6,246 21,035 10,831 l1.381 =.513 0 704
1991 16,1580 6,160 22,350 12, 94¢ 1.281 2.063 0.298
1552 11,5973 5,214 17,187 10,522 1.138 1.363 0.784
1553 9,891 4,664 l4,655 10,385 0.961 0.736 0.77%
1594 7.868 4,284 12,153 9,528 0.826 1.673 1.247
1995 7,242 3,594 10,836 7,243 1.000 2.054 1.144
1596 7,404 3,544 11,348 5,796 1.277 2.264 0.185
1897 7,€06 4,000 11,606 6,203 1.226 1.367 0.483
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Table 2: Results of ASPIC output. a non equilibrium surplus production model with NEFSC inshore inde-
and recreational CPUE with trips targeting bluefish.

Author: Michaei E. Prager
Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service
Southwest Fisheries Science Center
3150 Paradise Drave
Tiruron, Cal:iforn:za 54520 USA

po-s

CONTRCL PARAMETERS USED (FROM INPUT FILE)

Number of years analyzed: 24 Number of bootstrap trials: 1c00
Numb&r of Cata Series: 2 Lower bound on MSY: 1.00CE~D2
Objeczive funciion computed: in EFFORT Upper bound on MSY: 1.200E~0E
Relac:ve conv. criteraon (samplex): 5.000E-09 lLovwer bound on r: 2.000E-0C2
Relative gonv. ¢riterion (restars): 3 .000E-~08 Upper bound on r: 1.500E-00
Relatave conv. criter:on (effert): 1.000E-0¢ Random number seed: 4482573
Max;murm F allowed an fittang: 2.000 Monte Carlo search trials: ipcoc
PROGRAM STATUS INFORMATION {(NON-BOOTSTRAPPED ANALYSIS) code O
Normal econvergence.
CORRELATION AMONG INPUT SERIES EXPRESSID AS CPUE (NUMEER OF PAIRWISE OBSERVATIONS BELCW)
!
- REIRZATIONAL CPUL i i.00C
] 19
!
2 NLFSC INSHORL aindex 1 c.722 1 000
| 9 24
1 P
GOOINZES-COF-FIT AND WEIGHTING FOR NON-BOCTSTRAPPES ANALYSIS
Weignied Weightero Current Suggestec R-sgquarec
SOSE COomMponent number angd taitle 85t N MSE welght weight an CPVE
»055(-2)- SSE in yie.d C.000E-DC
~ess( 0) Penalty for BiR » 2 2.9C0E-0C M N/A 2.500E-01 N/A
Zoss( 1) REZRIATIONAL CPUE B.195E-21 g 4 BR23E-C2 1.000E-00 1 81BE-DC T BIC
Lossl ) NEFSC INSHORE :ndex 5.475E-C 24 2 4BSE-CL 1.000E-CO 3.523z-00 C.42¢8
TCTAL CBJEITIVE FUNCTION: §.29507317E~0C
‘Nu.-r.be: of restar:is requarec for convergence: 2
Es: BE-ratio coverage andex (0 worsr, 2 best) 0 °77%
Est B-ratic nearness index (0 worst, . best) 0.5292
#MCDEL PARAMETER ESTIMATES (NON-BOOTSTRAPPED)
Farameter - Eszaimate Stariing guess Estimated User guess
BiR Starting biomass ratio, year 1974 5 BE1E-OL & ODOE-OZ . 1
mSY Max:mum sustainable yield 4.273E+04 & QQCOE-04 i 1
T Intrinsic rate of increase 7.946E-02 £.000E-CL i i .
. ... Catzhabality coeffscients by fishary:
g1 1) RECRIATIONAL CPUE 6.06RE-0L 7.000E-05 1 b
q¢ 2) NEFSC INSHORE andex - 7.916E-08 8.000E-05 1 1
MANAGEMENT PARAMETER ESTIMATES (NON-EOOTSTRAPPED)
Farameter Estimate Formula
MEY Maxamum sustainable ya'eld 4.273E+04 Kr/4
K Maximum Stock biomass 2.151E+05
Bmsy Stock biomass at MEY 1.075E+05 K/2
Fmsy Fishang mertalaty at MSY 3.873E-01 r/2
(.1} Managament benchmark 3.5765-01 0.9 Fmsy
Y. Ecualabraum yield at F{0.1} 4.230E+04 ©.99°MSY
B-rat:c  Ratic of B(1998) to Bmsy 2.322E-01
F-ratit  Ratio of F(18%7) to Fmsy 1.2BBE-0C
¥-raiio  Proportion of MSY avail an 1598 4.104E-01 2*Br-gr-2 Ye{I%5E) = . T5JE-D4
Fishing effor: at MSY in umits cf each fishery-
Smgyc T3 PECREATIONAL CPUE & EE1E.C3 r 290 ) f40 2) = § BGSECE

|65
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ESTIMATED POPULATICON TRAJECTORY

Cks

O @ -dovm W) e

Year

or 1D

1974
1975
1576
1977
1998
1575
1580
1981
1982
1983
1984
198BS
1586
1987
1588
1989
188¢C
1851
1962
1052
2994
1985
1996
1867
109E

Estimated E
total

F mort

RESULTS TCR DATA

Obs

-
QU@ SO s Wk -

Year

2974
1978
1976
l1e77
16586
187§
18EB0
ig8:
1982
19E3
1984
1985
15686
1887
1988
1985
1990
1891
1962
1983
1994
1995
1596
1987

~1 -3 n

W b S e e b D R AD o) b

NOOO0OGO0O0 VOO0 0V0O0CODD0OCO0O0O

¢ o 6 o

L8833

.406
.368
.324
.467
.526
6314
. 562
.703

.B45

462

582
467

RIIP L s 3 s R R WWL O NG JIDOYVO Jdh N

CPUE-cateh

Coservec

effore

343E-023
CASE~Q4

.C2CE-0Z

S504E-02

LST6E-C4
LBE6E-C3
L373E-Q3
.03SE+04
.A95E+03
.235E+04
- 3BFE~04
LE12E+04
.7B7E+04
.510E~04
.B525E+04
L471E-04
.0B4E-D4
.BESE-D3
L4E7E-03

11 October 1998

timated Estimated
Tarting average
biomass biomass
293E+04 6.378E+04
457E+04 6.745E+04
017E+04 7.451E+04
LBE3E+04 B.369E+04
.B44E+04 5.440E+04
.953E+04 9.812E+04
.65EE+04 9.2B4E~04
.962E+04 B.37SE+04
.B7EE+04 7.672E~04
.485E+40D4 €.887E+04
.364E+04 6.297E~04
.235E+04 €.525E-04
.BOOE=+D4 5.931E~04
C192E-+04 4.466E+04
.B4SE~04 3.4BlE«04
L1ESE-D4 2 00EE~0&
BESE~04 2 769E-04
.ET7BE~04 2. 389E+04
L3CE~-04 1. 879E-04
.§3BE~04 I TI7E-D4

42E+04 . 633E-04
§26E-04 3 708E-0¢
T93E~04 1. 9i8E«04
.046E+04 2 267E+04
4STE-04

: {NON-BOCTSTRAPPLD)

Data type (I

Estumated
effors:

.790E+02
CE03E-03
.6ETE~03
.065E-02

Z3EE-02

€93E+03

674E-03
.0I3E-04
.2EBE-03
.2E89E-D4
.603E~03
.657E+032
.394E+0¢
.E34E-04
.424E+04
.2B6E~04
.283E-+04
.542E+04
.432E+04
.351E+04
.226E-04
.045E+04
.753E+03
.440E+03

4 m

~Ftm oo

WD p Ve m

[ BT S R W W Y

[l Bl

4623
4056
3678
.3238
.4665
5261
6143
.56L6
.7C30
.5B24
4665
B4E3
9301
.B638
.7801
L7598
.9354
.B686
.B&36
.7438
.6340
5816
L8119

j=i=N=Rei=s oo NoNoNaleNoNolalle NelaleoleNeNeele)

(NCN-BOCTSTRAPPED)

Ot - D RN WAE L WD LA DS WL WW W

o

bserved
total
yield

.400E+04
.116E+04
.022E+04
.Q7BE+D4
.057E+04
.578E+04
.BB4E+Q4
L147E+04
.30BE+04
.B42E~+02
.668E+04
.046E+04
.013E+04
.154E+04
.QD7E+04
L 344E+04
.104E+04
.235E+04
.T719E+D4

466E+04

.215E+04
.0B4E~D4

I3%E+04

.161E-04

o e D 2 MRNWDS DWW A LA R A WL L

Jbserved
yield

400E+04
.31BE-0Q4
.022E+04
.07BE~02
L057E~04
.57BE~04
.BB4E~04
147E-04
-30BE+04
.B42E~04
.668E+04
.04 6E+04
.013E+D4
.154E+04
.007E+04
.344E-+04
.104E+04
.235E-04
.719E+04
.466E+04
.215E+04
.OB4E~+04
.135E+04
.161E+04

e e S RN WUAE MWW E DD S LWL W W W

Model
total
yield

.400E+04
.118E+04
.D22E+04
.07BE+04
.057E+04
.57BE+04
.BB4E+04
.147E+04
.30BE+04
.B42E+04
.66BE+04
.046E+04
.013E+04
.154E+04
.007E+04
.344E+04
.104E+D04
.235E+0D4
.719E+04
.466E+04
.215E+04
.0B4E+0D4
.135E+04
-161E+04

R 2 RO W A WL S AU S D W LWL

Model
yield

.400E+04
.11BE+04
-022E+0D4
.07BE~0D4
.057E+04
.57BE+04
.BB4E~D4
.147E-04
.30BE-04
-B&2E+04
.6EBE+04
.046E+04
.013E+04
.154K+04
.007E~04
.344E+D4
-104£+404
L235E+04
.719E+04
.466E+04
.215E~04
.OB4E+04
-135E404
.161E+04

Estimated
surplus
production

BERD R S S NN WUWWLWSE DD DM B LW WL

.565E+04
.67BE+D4
.B6BE+D4
.060E+04
.205E+04
.240E+04
.192E+04
.D61E~0Q4
L521E~04
27E+04
.E39E+04
.611E~04
.406E~04
.BD7E~04
.317E-04
L054E~04
.917E~04
.6B7E~04&
427E+04
.268E+04
.200E-04
.250E~04
38BE«04
6L

1E+04

B3 RF RY 14 32 K3 RS KT 0 B B S S B S (D D S b

Rat:e of

[

RECREATIONAL

Series we:ght

Resid :n
sog 2ffors

QOO0 O0ODO0OO0COO0

QOoOODODODO0O0CO0O

.doooc
.060000
.goooe

00000

-0000¢
.21566
L16700
.3664E
.21011
L0148
~0.
L 17833
.29758
.51151
L1426€3
.076€2
.18B34
.14706
.05318
.09208
.18219
.0355¢
.09308
.11477

18687

ODO0O000O0O0VOOOOO0O0DODON0OCOODOO0O

F mors
to Fmsy

.342E+0Q0
-163E+00
.021E+00
.25BE-01
.149E-01
L174E+00
.324T~00
.546E-+00
.413E-0Q0
7692400
.468E-00
L175L+00
.1282+0C
L341E-0C
L1T4EOC
.9638+00

S12E-00C

354E~00

1BEE~Q0
S322E-00
.BT22+00
.S56E-00

4ESE~OC

2EBE+0C

TPUE

.000E~00
Q0CE-00
000E~00
00CE«0C
O00E~0C
00CE-00

I s 3a it i = DR OB AP DD OD IO

Ratio of
biromass
to Bmsy

.BS1E-01
.OC4E-0Q1
.525E-01
.311E-01
L224E-01
L292E~02
.877E-01
.333E-01
.323E-01
.863E-01
.817E-C1
.79BE-01
.323E-C1
.B2BE-01
S75E-01
LH33E-01
.BE4E~Q1
.4580E-01
.980E-01
7I0E-Q3
.527E-01
.5IZE-01
667E-01
.9C3E-01
22E-01



(YY)

UNWEIGHTES LOG RESIC

PLCYT FCR DATK SERIES #

Lard +
-1 -0.7t ~C.5 -C.25 0 .28 c.£ o.7E :
[ i i ! { ' | ,
Year Res:dual  ~scscemocmc—comco—cnaa. s s———— i it et TR U e mm—————————
1574 0.0000 ]
1678 ©.0C00 I
i976 ¢.ooce |
1877 ¢.ocec {
31570 0.0000 t
1979 0.2157 (R T m———.
1980 0.1670 | moxz=zs
1581 -0.3665 - ————— |
1c82 -0.2302 - |
1583 0.0148 1=
1584 ~0.1B€9 e |
1885 0.1753 [
15P6 -0 2976 S —————— . |
1987 -0.5118 |
1968 -0.1426 =wmmrT |
19E9 0.076¢6 | o
1590 0.1B83 [EEL TS,
1551 0.1471 | mmwxmn
1582 0.0532 | ==
1983 0.0821 | ===
1994 0.1822 |
15985 0.0360 j=
1986 -0.0831 - |
1557 0.1148 | m——
RISULTS FOR DATA STRIES ¢ 2 (NON-BOOTSTRAPPED) NEFSC INSHCRE :nagex
Data type Il. Year-average biomass ingex Serres we.ght P telel
Chservecd Estimated Estam Observed Model Resicd :n Res:c :&rn
Chs Year effecre effors F index index leg index index
i 1974 2 . 000E-0QD 2.000E-00 0.0 1.4B4E+00 5. 045E~00 -1.22438 ~3 BEEE~DC
2 1878 3.300z-00 3.000E-00 0.0 5.587E+00 5.336E+00 0. Q452z Z.476L-C1
3 1576 3.2C00E~-0OC 1.000E-00 0.0 5.724E+00 % .899E+00 -0 £300s ~. 7486E-0:
4 1977 I .000E-00 > 000E-00 [e¢} €. 546E+00 €. 625E+0C -0.0118¢6 -" @87E-C2
5 16%@ 1. 000E40C . .000E-00 0.0 £.B875E+00 7. 473E-00 -0 2408¢ -1 L8BE-QC
[ 1879 2 000E~0OC L 0coE-0C 20 7. 443E+00 7 .76BE~0C -0.042¢8 - 24EE-Z3
7 1%BC 3 .000E+0C L 000z-00 S0 7. 031E+DO 7.348E-0C ~0.044Z2° ~Z LE3E-I:
8 1582 1 DODE-D0 L2 00CE~0O0 20 2. 318L-+01 6.633E-0C Q.6B68€ 6 ES0E-30
] i5B2 1 00GCE-OC - .000E+CO ol 4. B23E-00 €.073E-0CC -C.23043: -i JEQE-DC
0 1562 1 0D0CE-OC - DOQE-QO s} 3.95BE-00 5 452E+0C -0 22¢2z =1 464E-0C
12 1984 i 000E-~0C ..000E-00 .0 7. 682E~00 4 SBS5E-QC 0.42282 < 6STEsID
12 L9BE i 20DE~0O 1 0O0OE-00 0.0 3 451E-~00 5.365E-00 -0 40324 -1 TI4E-DD
25 1986 .. 000E-0C . 0eCE-OC 2C 3.933E+00 4 &£SEE-00 -0.lB21¢ -7 BlEE-C.
M 18€E7 i CCOE-COD 1.00CE-00 ¢ 2 703E-0C 3.536£+0C -0 26BLL -g 228E-C:
it 19EE 1 CO0CE-0OC + QCOE-00 ¢co 1.9B2E+CO 2 TEEE~OC -C.32¢%8: - TI6E-C:
i6 15E¢ .+ Q00E-00 L .000E~00 00 9.232E-00 2 378E+0C 1 54830 £ TEIE-0C
T 185¢C . 0J2E-+0C 2.000E~00 00 2_EL3E~Q0 2 LB82E~0C 0. 136B: Z 2L3E-C1
LB 1g9: . 02Q0E-2C . 000E-0C °cC 2 0€3E~+00 i B9l1E-CC C OBEES . TisE-0l
bl 1982 1. 0Q0CE~OC .. 00CE-CC [ - - 363E-00 I . 56EE-+0QC ~0.135C" -2 034E-0:
20 18832 2 000QE-CO 3. 000E-CO c.0 7.360E-01 . 375E-0C -C0.62523 -€ 3S2L-T5
22 1854 1 00QE-CC 1.00CE-DC c.0 1.673E+00 1.293E+0C 0.25728 3 79LZ-C2
22 s99¢ I 000E-CO 1. 000E-00 0.0 2.054E-+00 3 383E-00 0. 43783 T.Cllz-03
23 15956 > C00E-00 1 QODE-0O 0.c 2.264E+00 1.519E-00 0.395z289 7. 4EBE-
24 1887 L 000E-Q0 Z.000E~00 g.c 1.367E+00 1.795E«0C -G.27222 ~4.2%7E-
TNWEIGETED LOG RESIDUAL PLCT FOR DATA SIRIEE 4 2
-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5% 0 0.5 1 i.s 2
i 1 1 | | b i
Year Resicdual R et L T T e it e R e it ]
1874 =-1.2244
1978 0.04E3 [Ld
197¢ -0.0300 =
1877 =0.0120 t
1978 =0.2406 m—m |
1979 =D.0427 =
1980 -0.0443 =
1981 0.6669 | e~
1982 -0.2304 mmmm |
1963 =0.3202 S |
984 0.432°5 (mme—————
19EE =0.4032 mAETm |
i98€ -0.1822 m———
1887 -0.268% == |
1988 ~D.3295% b binid|
1989 1.3423 '
1%%0 0.1368 | mox
1582 0.0Bé9 |mn
a552 -0..392 ==z
1983 -0 &2817 EECELENESEEEE |
1954 0.2872 | meeen
3133 ¢ ¢i7c | swEmEcEs
2 9%¢ L.29523 (e e
2857 «C .27z Exum= |

11 October 1998



Bras-
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Figure 1: Observed and mode! fittsd NEFSC traw! survey incex (fall 1974-1887)
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Figure 2: Observed and mode! fittad fisheries CPUE (Recreations! onty)
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Figure 3: Bluefish stock biomass estimates from ASPIC model
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Figure 4. Fishing mortality from ASPIC mode! and total landings
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Figure 5: Bluefish stock production (1874-1887)
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Figure 6: Ratio estimates of relative fishing mortality and biomass (F/Fmsy and B/Bmsy)
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Figure 7: Precision estimates of Fishing mortality in 1997 (F97)
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Figure 8: Precision estimates of Biomass in 1987 (B97)
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Figure 9. Precision estimates of MSY for bluefish
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Figure 11 : Bluefish landings and a mid-tetm projection of langings (mt) for Atlantic bluefish
with 80% confidence intervais under a fixed fishing mortality F=0.28 from 1898 1o 2007
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Figure 12 ASPIC estimates of bluefish biomass (74-97) and a mid-term projection of total
bromass (mt) for Atiantic bluefish with 80% confidence intervals under a fixed fishing monality
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Mean catch per tow (Kgs/tow)

Figure 13: NEFSC offshore survey abundance index (kgs/tow)
with LOWESS smoothing 1974-1997
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Appendix A. ASPIC configuration and input data for bluefish.

'BCT* 14 Mode (FIT, IRF, BOT)
'ASPIC 3.6x BLUEFISH NEFSC INSHORE + REC. CPUE'
'EFF’ ¥¥ Error type ('EFF' = condition on yield)
2 4 Verbosaty (0 to 4)
1000 ¥# Number of bootstrap trials, <= 1000
1 10000 #% Monte Carle search enable (0,1,2), N trials
0.5E-8 ## Convergence crit. fer simplex
3.0E-8 4§ Convargence crit. for restarts
1.0d-4 44 Convergence crit. for estimating effort
2.0d0 #4 Maxamum F when estimating effort
Q,25E+0 #4 Statistical weight for Bl > K as residual
2 ## Number of data series (fisheriaes)
1.040 1.0d0 #4 Statistical weights for fisheries
0.6020 ¢4 Bl-ratioc (starting guess)
4.00d4 #4 MSY (starting guess)
0.5d0 #4 r (starting guess)
7.00a-05 B6.00d-05 ¥ g (starting guess)
11111 44 Flags to estimate parameters
1.0d1 1.2d5% ¥4 Min and max allowable MSY
0.2d40 1.5d0 44 Man and max allowable r
4455873 #4 Random number seed
24 #4 Number of years of data.
'Recreat:onal CPRUE" #0 Title for farst series
el ## Type of series ('CC' = CPUE, catch)

1974 -1.0d0 34004

1975 -1.0d0 31179

1976 -1.040 30224

1877 -1.0d0 30785

1878 -1.04d0 30566

1879 4.797 45776

1980 4.765 48845

1981 7.332 5314%2

1982 £.741 43082

1983 4,117 48416

1984 4.604 36675

198BS 3.321 30462

1986 4.844 50134

1987 4.518 41542

1988 2.43% 30068

1989 1.688 23438

1950 1.381 21035

1991 1.2581 22350

1962 1.238 17187

1983 0.961 14655

1994 0.826 12153

1888 1.000 10836

1996 1.27% 11348

18987 1.228 1160¢
'NEFSC INSHORE index' ## T:tle for fairst series
°I1! "4 Type of series ('l1l’ = Survey index)

1974 1.484d0
1975 5.58740
1976 5.724d0
1977 6.546d0
1978 5.875d0
1979 7.443d0
1980 7.03140
1§81 13.18340
1982 4.823dD
1583 3.958d0
1984 7.6B2420
1985 3.451d0
1966 23.913d0
1987 2.70340
1988 1.982d0
1585 9.132d0
1990 2.513d0
1991 2.063d0
1992 1.363d0
1993 0.73620
1994 1.673d0
1995 2.084d0
1996 2.264d0
1987 1.367d0
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Appendix B. ASPIC projection results for Atlantic bluefish

A mid-term projection scenario was run so that in vear 2007. The $0% lower bound of biomass

TRAJECTORY OF RELATIVE BICMASS (BOOTSTRAPPED)

Baas-

corrected Ordanary Relatave Approx 803 Approx B0 Approx 50%
Year estimate esSTimAte baan lower CL upper CL lower CL
isva 5 . BE3E-0L 5 BS1E-01 -0.20% 5. 306E-01 8. 779E-01 £.6082-01
157% 6.01BE-02 6.004E-01 -0.22% 5. 204E-02 9. 087E-01 5.%30E-02
1376 6 540E-01 6 525E~D1 «0.23% 5.785E-01 9. 639E-01 6.200E-01
16°7 7.325E-02 T.31E-02 -0.1en 6.451E~01 1.025E+00 6. 933E-01
1978 8.23lE-D2 8.224E-01 -0 .1i% 7.256E-~01 1.100E+00 7.783E-01
15879 $.302E-01 9. 292E-01 ~0.11% 6.316E-01 1.173E-00 8. B6BE-D1
1980 B. SE4E-Q1 B.977E-01 -0.oes B.0S5E-01 3.095E+00 8.583E-01
1981 8.33BE-01 €.333E-01 ~0.085% 7.584E-0) 9.916K-01 8 Q04E-Q1
1982 7.330k-01 9.323E-01 -0.09% 6.7141-01 8.607E-01 7.067E-01
1963 6.967E-03 €.963L-01 -0.05% 6.407E-02 6.072E-01 €. 724E-01
1984 5.923e-01 5 917E-01 -0.10n 5. 474E-01 €.B49E-01 5.724E-01
1985 5.802E-03 §.798E-01 -0.08n 5.369E-01 €.644E-01 &.61iE-02
1986 6.326E-01 €.323E-01 «0.058 5.B31E-01 7.103E-01 6.1.6E-01
1987 4.828E-01 4.828E-01 =0.01% 4.4B0E-01 5.383E-01 4. 67BE-01
19EB 3.3576E-01 3.575E-01 =0.04n 3.34€6E-01 J.589E-01 3. 478E-01
198¢% 2.934E-01 2.933E~01 -D.02% 2.75€E~01 3.273e-01 2.861E-01
1590 2 664E-01 2. 664E-01 -0.01% 2.5C3E-0) 2.965E-01 2.5BSE-01
1982 2.490E-01 2.450E-01 0_00n 2.3425-01 2.766L-01 2.421E-01
18982 1.980E-01 1.980E~01 0.03% 1.665£-01 2.201E-01 1.925E-01
L9892 1.707E-03 1 710E-01 0.15% 1.627E-01 1.921g-01 1.662E-01
1954 1.521E-01 2.529E-01 O 406 1.429E-02 1.705E-01 1 473E-01
1995 1 4$BE-01 1.5i2E-01 0.58% 1 368E-01 1.71%e-02 1.421E-01
1996 1. 639E-01 1.66%E~01 1.70% 1.382E-01 1,.965E-01 1.521E-01
19%7 1.852E-01 1.903E-01 2.71y 1.431E-01 2 434E-01 1. 629E-01
1998 2.240E-02 2 322E-~01 3 65% 1.434E-01 3. 247E-01 1.822E-01
be 113 3.3%1E-02 3.47BE-02 2.85 2.026E-01 4. 957E-01 2.675E-C1
200C ¢ B50E-Q2 4. 544E-01 1. 541 2.694E-01 7.1B6E-01 3. 72BE-01
000 €. .520E-01 & 6C2E-D1 1. 260 3.531E-02 9.435E-01 4. 9B4E-01
002 8 1S9E-01 € 24S9E-01 0.685% 4. 431E-01 1.125E+00 6. 3.19E-01
2063 § 626E-01 S 6BSE-01 0.66% 5.330E-03 3.263E+00 T 623E-02
200¢ 1 07TE.OC I 0BlEs0OC 0.39% 6.256E-01 1.351E=00 8 TE€SE-Q1
2008 3 LETE-QC 2.162E-00 0 40WN 9.182E-01 1.406E+00 9. 682L-0.
2008 1 2I7E-QC 1 21500 0.2%% 7 .B76E-01 1.439E+00 3 034E-CC
ace” I 24TE-COC 1 250E-00 0.27% B8.414E-01 1. 45&E-CC . OBLE-OC
200B I D2€TE-Q0 i 271E-+00 0.30% 8 B24E-01 1. 467E-00 1 10%E-CC
NCTE Printec BT conficdence intervals are alvways approximate
Az least 100 iri:als are recormmenced when eILIMBLING Confidence intervals
TRASIITORY CF RELATIVE FISEING MORTALITY RATE (BOCTSTRAFPED)

Bias-~

corrected Srdinary Relatave Approx B0% Apprex 80% Appreox 50w
Year estimate gstimate bias lower CL uppar CL sower CL
154 i 34CE-0C 1 342g-00 0 1éx 1.034E-0C 1 425E-00 T Q3EE-DC
b I L€2E-0C 2 163E~0D0 C.15% €.BC2E-0L 1.242E+00 5 DEQE-CO
1574 i QiSE-OC < 021E-0C 0 15y 7.9€1E-01 1 100E-00 $ 364E-03
LT 9 Z3BE-0: 9 2SBE~01 0 21s 7.500E-01 § S62E-01 8 57lE-01
2578 g .39E-01 8 14SE-0: 0.13x% 6. 935E-01 8.7¢3E-01 7 68€L-01
b -l 3 S ITIE-0OD 1.174E400 0.36% 1.03BE~0O 1.247E+00 i 12BE-CO
1980 1 323E-00 2. 324E-00 0.10% 1.200E+00 1.391E+00 1.27$E-00
%82 1 S4dE-0D 3 546E-DC ¢ 10% 1.425E-00 1.631E+00 1 S50iE~0D
L9682 i 4iZE-0Q0 3. 413E-0D 0.1 1.324E-00 1 &70E-00 1 3BZE-00
19835 . 2 T6BE-OC 1 769E~00 0 104 1 €722E-00 1.832E+00 1 73800
2564 1 4ESE-QC 1 . 466E-D0 D.05% 1.382E+00 1.515E+00 1. 440E-00
I9ES i LTSE-DO 1. 175E+00 0 O3x 1 123E-00 1.220E~00 i 15BE-CO
1966 2 12BE-00 2..28E+00 -C.02% 2.059E+00 2.239E-00 2.3C5E-D0
1987 2 34lE-0Q0 2 341E-00 =0.02% 2.279E-00 2.433E+00 2. 3Z1E-00
L1988 % 74E-QC 2.174E-+00 0.00N 2 .130E+00 2.231E+00 2. 159E+00
1885 1 .864E~00 1.9€3E+00 -0.01% 1.926E-00 2.00BE«00 1 .951E~00
1850 1. §i3E-00 1.912E-00 «0. 04N 1.BE1E« 0D 1.967E-00 1. 901E-00
1851 2.356E+00 2. 354E-00 -0.05% 2 .316E~00 2 413E-00 2.33SE+00
1852 2 189E+00 2.186E-00 ~0.15% 2.134E400 2. 235E+00 2.163E+C00
1993 2. 331E+00 2 123E-00 =0.35% 2.041E+00 2.210E+00 2.0859E+00
1994 1 BBOE~00 1. B72E-00 -0 43% 1.740E+00 2.004E+00 1.B10E-00
1995 1.60SE+00 3. 896E-00 -0.82% 1.424E+00 1.B24E+00 1.516E+00
19%6 1.506E-00 1.489E+00 -1.13% 1.242E-00 1.B92E+00 1.3%3E-00
1997 1.304E-00 1.2BBE~00 ~1.20% 9.0805E-01 1 .B34E<00 1 11BE~OO
1998 S .042E-03 6.95BE-01 -1.20% 5.295E-01 9. 901E~01 € 03IEE-01
199¢% 7 Q42E-01 €.95BE-01 -1.20% $.295E-01 §.901E-02 €.036r-01
200¢ 7 Q42E-01 6.95BE~01 =-1.20% $.295E-01 9.901E-01 6 036E-01
2002 7 0&2E-03 6.956E-01 ~1.20% 5.295E-01 9 S01E-0) 6. 036E-01
2002 7 D42E-01 6 95BE-D1 =1 20% 5.295E-01 9 SOIE-01 6 036E-0)
2003 7 042E-01 € 95BE-01 =-1.20% 5.295E-01 9 901¢-01 6 026E-01
2004 7 042E-0} 6 SSBE-~01 -1.20a 5.285E-D1 $.901E-0} 6 O26E-C:
200% ? 042E-~02 6 9SBE-C: -1 20» 5.295E~02 5 901E-01 6 026E-02
2006 7 042E-0] 6 9SBE-0O: -1.20» 5 255E-0) 5 SCIE-D1 6 036E-0C:
) T 042E-CC ¢ 95BE-01 -: 20t £ 29SE-0I 9 SOIE-CL 6 CIeE-0T
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TABLE CF PROJECTED

TRAJECTORY OF ABSOLUTE BIOMASS

Year
1974
1975
1576
1877
1578
1979
1980
1961
1982
1583
1984
1988
1586
1987
1588
1985
195¢
1991
1992
3993
+954
195t
1996
1997
1998
1955
2000
2003

20C2
2003
2004
2008
2006
200"
2526

W L LA R RS S s g

576E-03
283E+04
TIIE+04
.242E+04
T45E~04
_263E-04
471E+04
€65E+C4
B0SE~04
BB3E~D4

Baas-~

corrected

-

n-pn-mmu-uuuu--a-nuuwuu'mmmJdowl—'mddom

estimkte
L323E~04
.450E~+04
.C54E-04
.903E+0¢
-BR4E~04
.002E+05
-651E+04
.002E~04
.S0SE+04
.520E+04
LA93E+404
.263E+04
.B2SE+04
LZI3E~D4
BElE~-D4
.L6BE~04
BT7E-04
6E9E- 04
139E-04
B46E~04
€47E+04
€30E~04
TBIE+04
CISE~D4
CIRE+04
5.0E-04
L46E-04
S36E-04¢
747E+04
035E~05
iE65E+05
ZEEE~DS
519E-D5
ILSE~0S
3T 3E-05
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A Mid-term (9 years) and a short-term (5 years) Projection of stock
biomass and landings for the Atlantic Coast Bluefish Using a Biomass
Dynamic Model.
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Fhe ASPIC mode] contams a projecuon module which allows stock foreeasts to be made from
the model fir and a speaified ser of targer I° rates in future vears. Gven the populanon dvnamics
model s simple to projeet a populagon ahead monme wiven esimares of the Togine maode
parameters, a starting biomass level, and a stream of desired B oraes Uneertanee my the forecases
t~ meorporated by athizmg the boorerap resules o give dirterens starnng biomass fevels and

ondisgEe P.ll'.ll‘.h e

v medium werm projecuon of 9 vears (1998-2007) and bt rerm progecrion or 3 vears 199K
2o s ren o that mothe termunal vear the mean bionuiss woukd reach the Bromass a MyY
cxnnrad ar 107300 mpe - For cach projecuon, two harvesing sorategies were denutied 1o
reach thus munagement goal by iteratung a constant fishing morrabiey and 3 <tep reducuon of
fishing mortalie, Nawurallv, the projecuons assume that the populinon dvnanue process is
without error with constant producgon parameters . Ko and ¢, Favironmental factors whach
tesalt i low stock producuon or unusaally large vear classes canieot be annapated and could

v aidaie the projeenon resulrs.

Scenario 1A; constant F=0.36 for 9 years (31% reduction from Fo-).

Tlus harvesting strategv was configured so that the total biomass of bluefish would reach Bms,

in 9 vears by applving a constant fishing mortality. This projecuon suggest that the bluefish

stock can recover to former levels of abundance given a 31% reducton in F from the 1997 : )
level (F=0.36) (Figure 1). Under this scenario, landings could gradually increase from 14,040 mt

to levels close to MSY=42,700 mt in 2007 (Figure 2).
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Scenario 2A; Step reduction for 9 years
1) F=0.31 for 1> 2 years (1999-2000)
2) F=0.41for 20 3 vears (2001-2003)
3) F=0.31for remaining 4 vears (2004-2007)

Phis harvesnng strategy was configured o thar the ronad bromiss of blucnsh would reach 14
m Y vears by appliving a step reduction m ashing morsdin Phis prosecnion suggest that bluens
stock can recover to sustanable biomass by manrani: g dshing mormain ar the 1997 for 2 vears,
dollowed beoa 21 s reducnon to FEod] for 3 ear- v il seducnon v =0 3 for b
Froure 30U nder this scenano lindings woutd st anall increase dunng the fse 2 car
froam about 16710 me to 19,540 mu followed by i merease wn rhe seeond block of 3 e
reachung abouwt 27090 mrin 2003, The reducnon of iy mortalinv in vear 2004 would rexuli
merease to about 36800 mr i 2007

m asmall reduecnon m o vield but should then consrans

Frgure 4

Scenarjo 1B: constant F=0.23 for 5 years (33 reducuon from For).

Thus hanvesung strategy was configured so that the romal bromass of bluefish would reach Be.
in 5 vears setting a constant fishing mortality. This projecnon suggest that bluefish stock can -
recover to former levels of abundance given a 550 reducnon in F from the 1997 level (F=0.23}

(Figure 5). Under this scenario landings would increase from 14,040 mt to 27,500 mt 1n 2003
(Figure 6).
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Scenario 2B Step reduction in 3 vears

1) F=0.51for (1998) status-quo
2) F=0.40 for 1999
3) F=0.25 for 2000
4) F=0.18 for 2001
5) F=0.13 for 2002
6) F=0.13 for 2003

Phis harvestmg <iraregy was configured <o thar the tond biomuass of bluefish woudd reach B

m A vears with ostep reduenon m fishmg mortadine Phis projecnon suggest thar blucfish <rock

can recover toosustanable bromass levels by reducing ashimg movialie he 23000 11999,

tollowed by a 370 reducuon to F=0.235 1 20000 then a finad reduction to =0 0SSy ears 2o

and =003 2002 and 2003 Figure 71 Under this scenano lindings would declie <hghids
el

o T 00 mem 199% 1o abour TGO memn 2000 dhen norease o abour 12020 s 2D

vd T4 mon 2003 Figure R)

scenano 1C: Constant catch for 3 vears

Under this seenano, biomass would probablv incrcase trom 24200 muin i998 1o 94 280 myn
2005 Fishang mortihiey would bkelv o decrease Below | w200 weth further decline

;L'\'L‘;~ Clowe T i S
Scenario 2C: Constant catch for 9 years

Sumudatlv. a constant catch projected for 9 vears resulted in a constant decline i fistung mortahin

to levels below 0.10 1n 2007, and biomass increase reaching over 194,000 mrin 2007.
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Figure 1. ASPIC estimates of bicmass and mid-term orgjection of *ota:
ciomass ‘mit) for Atlantic biuefish with 80% confidence intervais
Scienario 1A: Keep F=0 36 for 9 years to rebund 10 Bmsy
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Figure 2. ASPIC estimates of projected lancings «mt; for Atiantc bluefish with
80% confidence intervais
Scienario 1A: Keep F=0 36 for 9 years 0 rebuila to Bmsy
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Figure 3. ASPIC estimates of biomass and mig-term projection of otai
biomass (mt) for Atlantic biuefish with 80% confidence mntervals

Scenario 2A: A 3 year step reduction Keep F=0 51 {97 level) for 3 years,

- then reduce to F=0 41 for 3 years then reduce F=0 31 for 4 years
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Figure 4: ASPIC estimates of projected lancings (mt) for Atiantic bluefish with
80% confidence intervals

Scenario 2A: A 3 year step reduction Keep F=0 51 (97 level) for 3 years

then reduce tc F=0 41 for 3 years then reduce F=0 31 for 4 years
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Figure 5: ASPIC estimates of biomass and shori-term projection of total
pormass (Mt) for Atlantic bluefish with 80% confidence intervals

Scenario 1B: Reduce F to F=0.25 (55% of 97 level) for 5 years to rebuild to Bmsy
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Figure 6: ASPIC estimates of projected Jandings imt) for Atlanuc pivefisn with
80% confivence intervals
Scenario 1B: Reduce F to F=0.22 {55% of 97 level) for 5 years to rebuild to Bmsy
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Figure 7: ASPIC estimates of biomass and shon-term projection of total
biomass (mt) for Atiantic bluefish with 80% conficence intervals

Scenario 2B: A step reguction Reduce F 1o F=0 40 m 1959 and reduce agamn 1o
F=025:n 2000 and then reduce to F=0 18 for 2001 and F=0.13in 2002 « 2003
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Figure B: ASPIC estmaztes of projected lancings (mt) for Atlantic bluefish with 80%
confidence intervais )
Scenario 2B: A step resuction Reduce F to F=0 40 1n 1999, and reduce again 1o
F=0.25:n 2000. ther reduce to F=0 18.in 2001 and F=0.13n 2002 + 2003
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Scenario TA. Constant =036 for 9 vears from 1999 (o 2107
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APPENDIX 2. BLUEFISH AMENDMENT 1 PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARIES
MANHATTAN BEACH, NY - AUGUST 24, 1998

Hearing officer Tony Dilernia opened the hearing at 1940 hours. Twenty nine individuals from the
public were present. John Mason attended. Tom Hoff of MAFMC statff attended.

Professor DiLernia solicited questions before he took comments. There were iots of questions on
the biological targets for bluefish. Many individuals stated that bluefish were cyclical and that more
enforcement of the existing rules was needed before more rules were imposed. It was questioned
that when we reach the rebuilt level how quickly will the restrictions be reduced? Numerous
individuals stated that the data were fiawed and that bluefish should not be considered overfished.
Several people questioned the accuracy of the MRFSS data.

Professor DiLernia then accepted individuals comments.

Walter Wiegand, NY & Western Long Island Party & Charter Boats, had a written statement that he
said he would mail in. He stated that we should not pass regulations that decrease the effort in
fisheries. Biluefish are not overfished. Landings have decreased because of effort shifting to other
species. Statistics are off because effort has changed. He recommends a 9 year rebuilding plan
and fishing should be at the current levels. No change in the bag limit. No support for operator
permits if fares can cause the boats to be penalized. We should not subject the crews or the boats
to enforcement regulations. Vessels need to be able to sell to individuals. He wants both
recreational and commercial fishermen on the Monitoring Committee. Management measures
should be adjusted only annually not on 8 frameworked basis within the year. He supports the 12
inch minimum size for commercial fishermen. No support for a 12 inch size for recreational
tishermen.

Robert Jones, CCA - NYC, stated that there is no enforcement now so we should leave everything
as the status quo.

Al Lama spoke about the commercial EEZ hook and line fishery and wanted to know what permits
are needed for it.

Peter Guoba, Lady Sheryll and the Freeport Boatmens Assoc, stated that he has never seen a
MRFSS sampler. He does not believe the numbers in the assessment. He is totally opposed to any
in season changes that would come from frameworking. He believes that catch and release
programs are working. He is concerned that there is enforcement only on party and charter boats
and not with the average angler.

Dolores D’ Ambrosio, Smittys Fishing Station, stated that the DEC boards their boats every week-
end. Snappers introduce kids to fishing. Recreational size limits are a turn-off for kids.

Captain Dennis Kannoc does not want to increase the commercial take if the recreational fishery
decreases. There should be 8 harvest limit for both sectors that is independent, There is no
support for in-season closures or adjustments. Under the current regulations, the stocks are

rebuilding so do not need to do anything.
Richard Johnson, The Fishing Line, stated that there is no support for the 12 inch size limit. The

stock is rebuilding and therefore keep the status quo. There were more bluefish in 1998 than at
any time during the previous 5 years. The two year lag for data in the stock assessments is too
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long. He does not want to give any recreational fish to the commercial fishermen.

Walter Wiegand stated that he fills out trip reports every day and gets "writers cramp™ from
providing so much information that is not used in the assessments.

Walter Specht questioned where the survey samples boats. He never is sampled. He does not
want an in-season closure or any other in-season adjustments.

Kevin Bradshaw has never been surveyed. He has never seen any MRFSS or other
sampler. He stated the random survey is flawed. Surveys are not appropriate.

Numerous people stated they want the Regional Administrator to come to Fréeport to explain
sampling.

Jack Ferra stated that he wanted the States to be able to adopt various conservation equivalencies.
He also does not want any in-season adjustments.

Dennis Kanyach stated that roller rigs destroy habitat and that for EFH, one needs to stop
commercial fishing.

Jetf Dunson, recreational fishermen, stated that more information is needed at the docks.
Education is the key.

Captain Frank Morelli stated that bluefish are cyclical in nature. Otter trawls are not the most
efficient gear to catch bluefish. Current regulations are working.

Professor DiLernia closed the hearing at 2125.
TOMS RIVER, NJ - AUGUST 24, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer Bruce Freeman at 7:00 PM. Staff in attendance
included Rich Seagraves. Other MAFMC members in attendance included Gary Caputi and Dusty
‘Rhodes.

Mr. Seagraves presented the Amendment and Mr. Freeman opened the hearing to public comment.

Ray Bogan, representing United Boatman, stated that the major goal of the plan is to conserve the
bluefish resource and to increase the understanding of the stock. United Boatmen have worker
hard to get anecdotal, "on the water” information used in the management process. ASMFC went
out of their way to consider this type of information. The second objective involves preserving the
traditional uses of the resource and should be sustainable use. The third objective involves
cooperation and this has occurred through ASMFC, the Councils and the states. The fourth
objective is to prevent recruitment overfishing. The fear of recruitment overfishing has not
materialized, this has not been observed. The last objective is to reduce waste in the fisheries. Up
to 55% of the bluefish caught are released, & high percentage of which are released alive. Also the
decrease in fishing effort has reduced waste. On page 92 and 93 of the document, within that
context, the research recommendations should include research to examine angler preference.
There has been a shift in effort from bluefish to striped bass. The managers need to consider the
cumulative effort. This is part economic and part social. With regard to the overfishing definition,
it is consistent with the SFA, However, he cautioned that the definition should be based on
abundance over a 50 year time frame. We are currently basing the definition at bluefish at their
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maximum. He feels that the 118 million Ib biomass is unrealistic to attain and will we will be able
to maintain the bluefish stock at that level even if we can rebuild to that level at all. In terms of
research needs, we need to carefully examine if the current estimate of Bmsy is appropriate. He
agrees with the management strategy of rebuilding the stock in nine years. It is consistent with the
SFA and five year rebuilding strategy would be destructive and may not be attainable. In regards
to permits and fees, a party/charter boat permit already exists for a variety of other species. The
Council and Commission should take a closer look at what sanctions go with this. The captain or
operator should not be sanctioned or held responsible for violations committed by customer on the
boat or a crew member, This must be specified in the plan, don’t leave this to law enforcement.

He could not support the party/charter vessel permit without the specification that the vessel owner
or operator is not responsible for violations by customers or crew. He agrees with the commercial
dealer permit, they aiready exist. The issue of licensing the commercial vessel instead of the
individual goes to the issue of the party/charter industry being allowed to continue with the
traditional use of the resource, including the sale of fish. He maintains that the sale of bluefish by
the captain and crew of party/charter vessels is a traditional activity and should be preserved as per
the second objective of the FMP. The document states that up to 35% of the party/charter vessels
sell their catch. He feels there is no justification to disallow the sale of bluefish by the party/charter
boat industry, and this is inconsistent with the second plan objective which is to maintain the
traditional fisheries. Also, the party/charter sector has been filling out logbooks but only the MRFSS
data has been used for management, why isn’t the logbook data being used? He feels that the
permit to permit catches in excess of the 10 fish limit should continue. NMFS should look at this,
‘there is no biologica! impact from this activity. The individual permit to sell bluefish should
continue to exist so party charter captains and crew can sell their fish. He agrees with the Bluefish
Monitoring Committee and feels that the framework adjustment process is very important to
maintain flexibility in the management process. He agrees with the 83:17 split, and the proposal to
allow a transfer of quota should be considered if it means maintaining traditional fisheries and so
long as it does not become a permanent transfer of quota. It should not allow for the expansion of
non-traditional fisheries. He is strictly opposed to the 12 inch minimum size limit. He feels that it
is not justified and will have a negative economic impact on the bait and tackle industry. He is
totally opposed to the minimum size limit and feels that the snapper fishery has no biological
impact. This should only be considered as a framework measure. The size limit will impact the
inland fisheries the most and they have already been hit hard by other reguiations. It may be OK to
restrict the party/charter boat fleet, but not the shore based anglers. The bag limit should be raised
above ten fish. With the B3:17 split we will see a recreational quota which is unattainable. There
has been an increase in recreational effort overall, but effort directed at bluefish has declined.
Therefore, recreational bluefish anglers should be rewarded with an increase in the bag limit. He is
concerned about unreported commercial landings. We should consider increasing the bag limit,
without the increase the recreational sector will not reach their quota. Seasonal closures should be
included 8s a framework measure, but there should be allowance for seasonal closures in more than
one wave. When the seasons are closed for one full wave then different areas are
disproportionately impacted. He is opposed to using alternate base years to determine the
allocation between commercial and recreational fisheries. He supports increasing the bag limit to
12 fish. The crew and customers should be held liable for their own violations, not the captain or
licensed operator. This needs to be carefully worded.

Frances Bogan, representing Bogan Party Boats, feels that if the stocks continue to improve then
the bag limit should be increased to 12 fish. He favors the licensing of the individual to sell bluefish
(party/charter mates and crew should be allowed to sel their catch). This will preserve the
traditional use of the resource. He is opposed to the minimum size limit, although we could
consider a party/charter size fimit. On page 118, the wording about the operator being held
accountable for violations by passengers or crew should be removed. The crew and customers
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should be held liable for their own violations, not the captain or licensed operator.

Jim Donofrio was strongly opposed to the minimum size limit. He supports limited entry for the
traditional or historical participants in the commercial fishery, He is concerned that there will be a
shift in effort from the spiny dogfish fishery into the biuefish fishery and the Amendment has no
provisions to deals with this displaced effort. If new markets are created with this increased effort
we could see big vessels enter this fishery. The Council should consider limited entry. Dogfish
fishermen have been irresponsible in their by bycatch of striped bass and this problem could be
transferred to bluefish,

John Koegler, representing the 1000 Fathom Club, was concerned that the amendment was
affecting a lot of the traditional components of the bluefish fishery. The 12" minimum size limit

will eliminate the bay snapper fisheries. Also, the sale of bluefish by party/charter crews is a
traditional use of the bluefish resource that would be eliminated. Dollar wise, the value of the fish
sold by this sector does not amount to much, it's just supplemental income so why take it away?
He is very concerned that the rebuilding schedule on page 279 is unrealistic. How was this
calculated and how can this really happen? He feels that the target biomass of 241 m Ib is totally
unrealistic. He questioned how the stock could rebuild that fast. The fluke stock could not be
rebuilt that fast. He is concerned that recreational fishermen will be hit hard nine years down the
road when the stock fails to rebuild to this level. He is concerned about the provision for the
transfer of quota from the recreational sector to the commercial sector. Gill nets are intruding into
traditional recreational fishing grounds. This area conflict is a real problem. He totally objects to the
transfer of quota from the recreational to the commercial sector. He supports the 83:17 split. Any
deviation of this allocation could be very harmful to the rebuilding process. He opposes the quota
transfer provision unless the Council wants to consider transferring some of the fluke quota from
the commercial sector to the recreational sector. Finally, he is opposed to the 12" minimum size
limit since it will only affect kids having fun in @ catch and release fishery. The minimum size limit
has the effect of taking more fish from the recreational sector. Amendment 1 does not address the
traditional uses of the bluefish fishery and the Council is exercising an error in judgement if it allows
a 4.5 million pound quota transfer to the commercial sector.

John Connell, ASMFC Commissioner, asked where the concept of di minimus originated? He is
opposed to the 12" minimum size limit since it would eliminate the traditional snapper fishery. He
favors an increase in the bag limit. This would put them out of the situation of considering a quota
transfer. He supports regional closures. The traditional sale of bluefish by individual permit holders
needs to be preserved. The purpose of the amendment is manage the resource, this only affects
who makes money from the sale of bluefish. He is concerned about the concept of di minimus, he
wants the 83:17 split to apply to di minimus states.

Tom Fote stated that the Bluefish Plan is the worst FMP he ever saw. The 10 fish bag limit is a
feel good measure that did nothing. While the 10 fish limit was in place the stock and catch
dropped. He wants the Council and Commission to show the 50 year average catch for bluefish.
You are disguising the rebuilding schedule by basing the recovery on periods of high abundance.
There is a need to look at a broader number of years. The target biomass proposed is unattainable.
The plan will not work. Even if you shut the fishery down you probably could not rebuild to the
target propose. This stock can not collapse completely. He is strongly opposed to the 12°
minimum size limit. If we stay within the quota, we don’t need the size limit.

Gary Caputi, representing himself, stated that there is a need for more accurate scientific data on

bluefish. The current fishery independent indices used to monitor the bluefish stock are woefully
inadequate. They are inaccurate because the gear used and are covered by the surveys are
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inappropriate. Bluefish have a much wider range than was previously though in terms of water
temperature, salinity and prey migrations. Anecdota!l information indicate that bluefish are found
offshore and also move north of Maine. The areas covered by the NMFS traw! surveys are too
limited. There is a need for a wider area to be assessed and as a result NMFS can’t accurately
estimate stock biomass for bluefish. The 12" minimum size limit is applicable if an appropriate
mesh is specified. The size limit has a place in the list of framework measures but he is opposed to
the 12" size limit as currently proposed. The most recent stock assessment information indicates
that a 12" size limit is not necessary. It would be difficult for him to support having kids arrested
for taking a few snappers.

Kevin Wark, commercial fishermen, commented that he has been a bluefish advisor. He feels
strongly that a limited entry system for bluefish is needed. He is concerned about effort being
redirected from other fisheries into the bluefish fishery. The quota will not prevent a derby fishery
from occurring. He supports trip limits ans limited entry on the commercial side. He asked how we
came to a 83:17 allocation? The commercial fishermen should get a higher percentage of the
allocation.

Al Ristori, representing himself, stated that this all started when he was on the Council. There was
public support for a plan for bluefish because of the possibility of foreign markets opening up and
the purse seiners and pair trawiers targeting bluefish. Prior to that time bluefish took care of
themselves. The stock was not overfished because they have a high reproductive potential and
they do not freeze well. As a result, when a lot are caught the price drops. The plan was originally
~designed to stop expansion of non-traditional fisheries and preserve the 90:10 split. Somehow we
have slipped to 83:17. The proposal to allow a transfer of quota would further increase the
commercial share which he opposes. Recreational fishermen should not have to give up any more
quota. He strongly opposes the quota transfer provision. He has questions about the rebuilding
program. Do we really want 240 m Ibs of bluefish in the ocean? We always manage each fishery
independently as if they exist alone in the ocean. Given the voracious nature of bluefish this level
of biomass will require a huge forage base. How will striped bass, bluefish, and weakfish all exist
at high biomass levels at the same time. The scientists have a narrow view in this regard. The 12"
minimum size limit has no biological basis. He fished for snappers with a cane pole in the 40's and
there were no big biues. By the iate 1950's the big ones started to show up. How can we explain
this. His impression is that there currently area iarge number of bluetish available of all sizes. We
are probably fishing at the proper rate at the current time. The recreational fishermen are satisfied
with what they are catching. There is no justification to reduce the recreational catch any more,
especially by imposing a 12" minimum size limit.

The hearing closed at B:30 PM.
OCEAN CITY, MD - AUGUST 24, 1998

Hearing Officer Bill Qutten called the hearing to order at 7:05 p.m. Others present were Bob Bea!
of ASMFC, José Montafiez of the MAFMC statf and Kathy Collins who prepared the summary
minutes. There were ten members of the public present.

Mr. Qutten presented the opening remarks. Mr, Montafiez then presented an overview of the
Bluefish Amendment 1 FMP. After the FMP presentation, Mr. Outten opened the hearing for
questions and comments.

Mr. Joe O'Hara (MD Saltwater Sportfishing Assoc.) gave comments regarding different sections of
the Pian which could be improved. Under section 2.2.5.10 (letter E) on page B2 referencing
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essential habitat which says you shouldn’t do nourishment or sandmining in bluefish habitat, that is
a little tricky in Ocean City because the beach nourishment has to be done when there is not a lot
of wave action, and bluefish will be out there. Table 62 on page 295, the table indicates that the
recreational size limit should be a 14" fish. The only reason given for a 12" fish was so it would
cover young of the year. By increasing the size limit to 14" it would reduce mortality 10.8% and
this would be more appropriate. On table 43, page 277, he did not agree that ‘fish to eat’ should
be listed as not very important when compared to other reasons. On page 120, item 10, it should
read ‘Any Other Management Measures in the FMP and Amendments’ rather than referring to the
current document, which could be the document less amendments. Under section 3.1.1.9 on page
124 it should read ‘Recreational Management Measures’ because you are referring in the
framework measures that you should be able to change management measures. Section 3.1.1.10
on page 125 should read ‘Other Management Measures.’ Section 3.1.1.11 on page 125 should
read ‘Data Management Measures’ so this would allow you to change those things in the future.
Page 128 regarding defining the Sustainable Fisheries Act it says it requires the resource be rebuilt
to biomass that produces maximum sustainable yield in as short a period as possible. He questions
a nine year recovery period and suggested they should have options for every year. Page 261,
table 23, shows a summary of landings, average landings for 1992-1986 was 27,441 million
pounds and in 1996 it was 24,023 million pounds. On page 279, the preferred alternative
proposes a nine year reduction in mortality and the projected yield for 1989 is 36.84 million
pounds, that is 50% above the 1996 level. If the fish are at the lowest point ever, you shouldn‘t
start out with a 51% mortality rate, you should start out with a number close to the current yield.
He thinks they should start out near 25 million and increase that 10% per annum until they get to
the sustainable yield. That way you have a stronger chance of recovering. As of August 1996, no
states had 12" commercial limits, To reduce dead discards there should be & change in gear
requirements, so if you have to put in a 12" requirement for commercial fishing but you didn't
change any of the gear, this would not make sense. Table 58 on page 292, 18.6% of the
commercial fishery from 1987-1996 of the NC samples were less than 12", so that means you are
throwing away 18.6% dead discards with the 12" size limit unless you change gear. In table 60 on
page 293, of the total bluefish harvested by pound net gear in NC, 64.2% were less than 12" TL.
Pound nets are 7% of your total gear overall, so0 how can you change a size limit without changing
gear if you want to reduce discards?

Mr. Henry Koellein (President of Atlantic Coast Chapter of the MD Saltwater Sportfisherman's
Association} thinks that the minimum size should be at least 14" for all parties. This would
probably be in an area of two years of age so this would allow them to have a chance to spawn.

Mr. Sherman Baynard requested that every effort be given to try and release the docurnents
concerning fisheries ASAP prior to meetings. He asked a question regarding the commercial quota
in which it states that if the quota was less than 10.5 million pounds, the gquota could be incteased
up to 10.5 million pounds if the recreational fishery was not anticipated to land their entire
allocation for the upcoming year. He asked, in the Plan, what is the provision if the recreational
fishery were to harvest larger than their quota? Mr. Montafiez stated that there were no provisions
in the current Plan. Mr. Bob Beal of ASMFC stated that right now there are no provisions. He
added, for example, what they would do for 1998 if the recreational fishery exceeded the quota by
an enormous amount, it would have to go through the framework process and through the
Technical Monitoring Committee that this Plan proposes to set up, and they could change the
regulations for next year adding a creel limit or the size limit to adjust to get closer to the target for
1989. Mr. Baynard added that he is opposed to having commercial being given the opportunity to
pull from the recreational quota to fill their 10.5 million pounds. If the recreational fishery cannot
harvest their quota, the same provision should be aliowed for adjustments to try and increase their
harvest to get closer to their quota instead of reapplying to the commercial sector.
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Mr. Bernie Hawkins stated that the paperwork for reporting requirements has becorme burdensome.
He asked if there was any way to have new reporting requirements to issue one party/charter
permit? This would allow less paperwork. He agrees with the 14" size limit proposed by previous
speakers. Why increase the commercial quota if sports don't meet their quota? That would
indicate that the fishing is off, so why take more. Regarding seasonal closures, which is listed as a
tool, he doesn't think they work for sports because the word does not get out in time about the
closures. Regarding the harvest limit, trying to keep track of the recreational catch and putting a
closure on it after the harvest limit is reached would be & nightmare (for example bluefin tuna). Put
a reasonable creel limit and size limit on anglers. He added that during the first week of August,
during the black sea bass closure, has been the hardest week he has ever known. When you take
people out to fish and they can't keep anything, it creates a bad scene. He stated that they carried
people during the seasonal closure but it will have to show up on the books next year as a lack of
sponsors. He stressed that there is a need to create some enforcement, to make regulations work.
He stated that they have had only one sea bass check on one person this year and that is because
he called them and asked them to. The boats are not being inspected or checked to see if the laws
are being obeyed. He feels that the MSY is insufficient as a management tool. He feels the
Council should redirect their efforts on rebuilding. He asked what can be done to increase essential
fish habitat? Can the spawning ground be protected for bluefish? They have been so far down in
the Ocean City area, up until this year, very few boats were targeting them. He would like to see
the stock rebuilt.

Mr. Mike D'Amico (Director of Special Projects-Sierra Club) stated that he will submit written
comments from the Sierra Club at a later date. He would call on Council to begin to establish a
monitoring and sampling program for all beach renourishment projects throughout the Council’s
jurisdiction and also extend that into the full range of species that is in question. They feel it is
important to assess the direct secondary and cumulative impacts of these actions. We have
projects going on from Montauk Point, Long Island all the way down to Virginia Beach right now
with renourishment. At the same time, NC is in the process of starting beach replenishment. They
would like to see time of year restrictions. Would like to see more research in significance in the
Relic Shoals that is being used as sources of sand for beach replenishment, He stated that there is
a need for more research, sampling programs and the need to look for alternative sites.

The hearing was closed at 7:40 p.m.
1998 RONKONKOMA, NY - AUGUST 25, 1998

Hearing officer John Mason opened the hearing at 1940 hours. Forty individuals from the public were
present. Tom Hoff of MAFMC staff attended.

Mr. Mason solicited questions before he took comments. Numerous individuals stated that the data were
flawed and that bluefish should not be considered overfished. Several people questioned the accuracy of
the MRFSS data. An explanation was needed on what conservation equivalency meant. Were the
Bluefish Advisors plugged into the overall process? Numerous questions were raised on the economic
parts of the surveys. Questions on the stock assessment were generally followed with statements that the
data stink. Why consider regulatory actions without the weather data being included in the stock
assessment?

Mr. Mason then opened the hearing for comments.

Dave Levin stated he supported a 5 year rebuilding schedule.
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John Digiacomo, J&R Fishing Tackle and FTTA, stated that bluefish are prey for striped bass. Weather is
important in bluefish distribution and since not included in stock assessment, the stock assessments are
not valid. There is a definite correlation between the increase in regulations and his income going down.
He is tired of the Magnuson Act being thrown in his face. The snapper fishery is for kids and old people.
The stock assessments ignore relevant (weather) data. Striped bass have out stripped their food supply.
Recreational anglers fish for what is available. Government is deing “overlordship” not stewardship. He
pays taxes and is ignored by NMFS. Council member Tony DiLemia lies and where is he now? He
supports the “Take No Action” alternative. He wants to be able to keep 6 inch bluefish.

Chet Wilcox, B&B Tackle and NYFTTA, has never been asked during any survey and thus the data are no
good. The fishing tackle industry will send in comments. He opposes minimum sizes. There is non-
existant economic data for any decisions.

Bill Perkins spoke in favor of a slot size and the conservation equivalency.

Carl Froelich, commercial fisherman, stated that recreational fishermen can go snapper fishing. He
supports a 16 inch commercial size limit if it would allow the commercial quota to increase. He fishes with
gilinets with 3.75 inch mesh between the knots and that is the appropriate mesh size for 16 inch bluefish.

Tim Froelich, commercial fisherman, stated that there should be no maximum size limit. Striped bass are
too plentiful. Maintain the status quo. He supports an increase in the size timit if it allows the commercial
fisherman to have more pounds of bluefish. Commercial fisherman should not be penalized by
recreational release policies.

John Mantione, NYFTTA, provided a written statement (see Attachment 1). Government should consider
predator prey interactions. He does not like a recreational size limit. The Bluefish FMP does not mention
bait and tackle shops. There are 300 businesses represented by NYFTTA. He provided petitions with
3000 signatures that support the status quo. Conservation should be achieved through the promotion of
release.

Fred Schwab, Coastal Conservation Association, provided a written statement (see Attachment 2),
Opposed to the commercial quota transfer. He opposes size limits. The FMP makes no mention of the
impacts to bait and tackle shops. He is in favor of conservation equivalency.

Charles Witek, CCA NY, provided written comments (see Attachment 3). The stock should be rebuilt in
five years. He favors the five years with the 75% reduction. NMF$ should not allow rebuilding to take
nine full years. He opposes the commercial quota transfer. Replace the size limit to reduce the bag limit.
Cap the commercial quota at 17% of TAL, and make no upward adjustments to such cap based on
anticipated recreational harvest. Replace the 12 inch size limit with an 8 fish bag limit. Implement all
other preferred management measures set forth in the Amendment.

Joe Feliccia, Long Istand Beach Buggy Assoclation, which represents 2000 members presented written
comments (see Attachment 4), Snapper fishery is threatened by these measures. He questions the data
especially since there is no complete economic or social impacts in the FMP at all. They are against the

Amendment.

John Dinkelmeyer opposes the framework management measures since they allow in-season
adjustments. He can not keep up with the regulations now even though they only change yearly. He
questioned how can anyone want to keep a 6 inch snapper and argue that they are conservation focused.

James Schneider, Capt. James, does not believe bluefish are over exploited. There are lots of boats that
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no longer fish for biuefish in the past couple of years. There are only six charters currently fishing blues.
The government should increase the striped bass bag limit and fishermen would not fish for blues. Striped
bass are overpopulated. Kids do not need six inch fish, they are happy to release snappers. The
proposed 16 inch commercial size limit is a joke. He does not want a bag limit of iess than 10 fish. He
supports the conservation equivalency. He believes the commercial quota should be constant and not
have any transfers.

Pat Augustine, NY Sportfishing Federation, is in favor of Amendment 1 to conserve the resource. He
supports the 83% recreational, 17% commercial quota with no transfers. He understands and agrees with
the framework measures. Coast wide commercial quota with trip limits is favored. Nine year rebuilding
plan is ok. The economic analyses is very poor. Need more thorough economic analyses. A recreational
demand curve must be developed. EFH is a great first step in the right direction. They support the
conservation equivalency.

John Digiacomo wanted to know whether enforcement cops wouid lock up little kids or senior citizens if
they kept fish smaller than 12 inches,

Pete Pearson stated that no one has ever surveyed him.
Deidre Williamson submitted a written statement, (see Attachment 5)
A petition with 2,221 signatures was submitted. (see Attachment 6)

Mr. Mason closed the hearing at 2215.

CAPE MAY, NJ - AUGUST 25, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer Dusty Rhodes at 7:30 PM. Staff in attendance was Rich
Seagraves. Council members in attendance included Charles Bergmann. There were three
members of the public in attendance.

Mr. Seagraves presented the Amendment and Mr. Rhodes opened the hearing to public comment.
Mr. Bergmann read and then submitted written testimony (see Attachment 7).

Alex Ogden, representing the Delaware Waterman’s Association asked, if there is a shortage of
bluefish, why is the Council allocating more fish to the recreational sector based on the 83:17
allocation ration? The recreational sector catches most of the bluefish. He feels that additional
rules on the commercial sector will only result in the increase in discard of dead fish. He catches
bluefish as a bycatch species. He feels the traditional allocation of B0:20 should be maintained.
There should be some allowance made for the bycatch of bluefish in other directed fisheries. He
doesn’t want a boat quota. He feels that because of all the regulations, commercial fishermen are
throwing away more of their catch than they keep.

The hearing was closed at 8:00 PM,
PROVIDENCE, Rl - AUGUST 25, 1998
The hearing was opened by hearing officer Mark Gibson of the Rhode Island Department of

Environmental Management, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. Also
present was Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Staff. There were no
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members of the public in attendance.
SANDWICH, MA - AUGUST 26, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer David Pierce of the Massachusetts Division of Marine
Fisheries, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. The meeting was called to
order at approximately 7:15 p.m. Also present was Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission Staff. There were 3 members of the public in attendance.

Dr. Pierce made opening comments regarding the Amendment One.

Mr. Beal read the summary of the plan, detailing the management measures that the Council and
ASMFC adopted for the purposes of public hearings, as well as the rebuilding schedules included in
the plan. Mr. Beal also reviewed the alternatives to the proposed plan.

Donald Manchester, Jr., East Sandwich, MA, felt that the 10 fish limit was too high for recreational
fisherman. If a recreational fisherman is catching large biuefish, one bluefish is probably sufficient.
However, in any case five bluefish is more than fair. The 12" limit is fair and it will provide an
opportunity for people to participate in the upper size limits of the snapper fishery.

Edward S. Syrjala, Centerville, MA, expressed concern that discards in the recreational bluefish
tishery may be high which may be killing a iarge number of fish. '

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:10 p.m.
BRANFORD, CT - AUGUST 27, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer Dave Simpson of the Connecticut DEP Marine Fisheries
Office, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. The meeting was called to
order at approximately 7:05 p.m. Also present was Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission Staff.

Mr. Simpson made opening comments regarding the Amendment One.

Mr. Beal read the summary of the plan, detailing the management measures that the Council and
ASMFC adopted for the purposes of public hearings, as well as the rebuilding schedules included in
the plan. Mr, Beal also reviewed the alternatives to the proposed plan.

Mike Corcoran, Clinton, CT commented that the reductions in fishing mortality should be more
aggressive at the beginning of the nine year rebuilding schedule and relaxed as the stock rebuilds.
The stepwise approach to rebuilding should be reverse relative to what is being proposed. Year one
should have a fishing mortality rate of F=0.31. The minimum size limit of 12" is too small and the
minimum size limit should be increased to a size associated with a two year old fish, even at the

expense of the snapper fishery.

Due to the small percentage of the commercial catch that is taken in Connecticut a lot of fish will
be able migrate to the south were they can be caught by the states with larger percentages of the
commercial catch. More restrictions in the southern states should be implemented to ensure that

this does not happen.

Ralph Biase, Branford, CT commented that the total recreational catch is decreasing over the last
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tew years, which would allow that commercial fishermen to catch the 10.5 million pound adjusted
quota. He did not feel that the left-overs from the recreational fishery should go to the commercial
fishery.

Mr. Biase agreed with the gentlemen before him that the fishing mortality reduction schedule
associated with the nine year rebuilding schedule should be reversed, with more aggressive
reductions in the first years and relaxing the restrictions in the later years. He would also like to
see larger minimum size and @ maximum size put on commercial catches. He also commented that
the plan should detail the type of nets that can be used as well as minimum mesh size
requirements.

The snapper bluefish fishery is important to getting kids involved with fishing, a system should be
developed where kids 15 or 16 years old and younger should be allowed to catch 10 shapper
bluefish of any size. The 10 fish limit would begin to teach the kids about conservation.

Douglas Brander, Stratford, CT commented that the 12" size limit would limit the kids ability to
participate in the snapper bluefish fishery. During the summer when the kids are not in school
there are not too many 12" fish available, the 12" fish don’t show up until after school begins. The
amount of fish the kids would take is insignificant anyway.

It is also important to include many of the bait species, such as menhaden, in the mode! as well as
the management plan. The baitfish haven’t been around and therefore the large bluefish haven't
“shown up this year.

We should also maintain the moratorium on large vessels catching bunker in Lbng Isiand Sound.
The tidal estuaries also need to be protected to ensure habitat for bluefish and bait.

Peter Digregorio, recreational fishermen and tackle shop owner commented that everyone wants
the bluefish stocks to prosper, but to do away with the snapper fishery would be a travesty. The
snapper fishery has not hurt the population excessively. Senior Citizens also count on the shapper
fishery. A much smaller bag limit should be put on the larger fish, there is no need to keep 4 or 5
large bluefish. A 12" size limit would end the snapper fishery in the state of Connecticut.

The baitfish is a big issue, we need to protect the food source for the bluefish. We need to take
more drastic measures to protect menhaden,

Randy Dean, Fairfield Boat Owners Association, the Association believes that a cree! limit is an
appropriate way to help the bluefish stocks however, the 10 fish limit may be too high. No one
needs to keep 10 large bluefish. The Association would support a five adult fish limit per person.
The snapper fishery is difficult to deal with, but to cut it out completely is a stiff measure, we
should possibly implement a regulation for kids under 15 years old and retired people to participate
in the fishery. The slow down in the bluefish fishery is putting more pressure on the striped bass
and summer flounder populations.

Arthur Brown, Branford, CT commented that the snapper fishery should be left as it is with a 10
fish limit. The take of the larger fish should be reduced since the larger fish supply more eggs per
fish.

Randy Dean, Fairfield Boat Owners Association, the rebuilding schedule is backwards as proposed,
it should be more aggressive in the early years and relaxed &s the stock rebuilds.
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Ron Domurat, Newington, CT, the Council and Commission have not done enough for rebuilding, a
15" size limit would be more appropriate, to allow the stock to spawn at least once before being
caught. The bag limit could also be more aggressive, a five fish bag limit would be more
appropriate. The kids just want to participate in the snapper fishery even if they can not keep the
fish, this will also teach the kids the catch and release ethic. Over the years a lot of small bluefish
have been removed which has contributed to the decrease in stocks of bluefish.

William Clayton, Deep River, CT, commented that the snapper fishery should be maintained. A five
tish bag limit of any size may be more appropriate to reduce to recreational catch, and this will
sllow the kids and the senior citizens to fish. The rebuilding schedule should be reversed with
F=0.31 during the first two years and the fishing mortality rate could be stepped up as stocks
rebuild.

Richard Bloom, Guilford ,CT, commented that the commercial quota should not be adjusted upward
because of conservation practices in the recreational sector. This would skew the 17% allocation
to the commercial fishery.

Douglas Brander, Statford, CT, felt that it would be appropriate for children and senior citizens to
keep 10 fish of any size to keep the snapper fishery open. Also a 14" or 15" size limit on adult
bluefish for commercial and recreational fisheries. He felt that a mesh size requirement may be
needed to allow smaller fish to escape the nets.

Frank McKane, Bridgeport, CT, the USFWS just conducted a program to get more people into
fishing, if the snapper fishery is ended by the 12" limit his would discourage kids from getting into
fishing. Possibly should develop & 10 fish limit under 14" to maintain the snapper fishery and a 5
fish limit over 14". Also, set the commercial fishery at a 14" rminimum. '

Mike Corcoran, Clinton, CT, five fish bag limit is more than adequate at 12". He fished for
snappers as a kid but that does not mean it was the right thing to do. This plan does not stop
peopie from catching fish and releasing them.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15 p.m.
DOVER, DE - AUGUST 31, 1998

Hearing officer Rick Cole opened the hearing at 1940 hours. Eleven individuals from the public were
present. Tom Hoff of MAFMC staff attended.

John Marshall, recreational fisherman, questioned the percentage for the commercial fishery. He stated
that striped bass do not eat bluefish.

Joe Bailey, recreational fisherman, questioned why the Council was not going to rebuild the resource for
nine years. He also wanted to know if the Amendment had any provisions for recreational licences.”
Fishing mortality should be reduced immediately and not wait until 2001 to begin. He supports 2 minimum

size of 14 inches.

Tim O'Connor, Sierra Club, questioned the relationship between bluefish and striped bass. He stated that
Delaware recreational gilinet fishermen should all comply with the commercial rules.

Charlie Lesser, DE Division Fish & Wildlife, said that the ptan should license individual fishermen and not
vessels. Licenses should stay with the individuals. He questioned how EFH will impact State activities.
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Sonja Fordham, CMC and speaking for EDF, supports the swift and full recovery of the bluefish resource.
~ They support the five year rebuilding plan. They support the minimum size with 12 inches at a minimum,
but really would like to have the minimum size as the size at maturity. Supports less than a 10 fish bag
limit. They support the Council's preferred alternative for identification of EFH at 90% for this overfished
resource. They support the Monitoring Committee.

Mr, Cole closed the hearing at 2015.
STUART, FL - AUGUST 31, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer Roy Williams of the Florida Marine Fisheries
Commission, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. Also present was
Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Staff. There were no members of
‘the public were in attendance.

NEWPORT NEWS, VA - SEPTEMBER 1, 1998

The hearing was opened at 7:05 p.m. by hearing officer Jack Travelstead of the Virginia Marine
Resource Commission, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission and the Mid-
Atlantic Fisheries Management Council. Also present was Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission Staff. There were 9 members of the public in attendance.

"Mr. Travelstead made opening comments regarding the Amendment One.

Mr. Beal read the summary of the plan, detailing the management measures that the Council and
ASMFC adopted for the purposes of public hearings, as well as the rebuilding schedules included in
the plan. Mr. Beal also reviewed the alternatives to the proposed plan.

Larry Snider, Coastal Conservation Association (CCA} of Virginia, The CCA does agree with many
of the provisions in the plan, however the 5 year rebuilding schedule is favored because it cuts the
mortality rate and gets to the target biomass more quickly. The CCA realizes that this would result
in more restrictive management measures. The 12 " size limit does not seem to coincide with the
size at maturity. The CCA supports increasing the minimum size to ensure that each fish spawns at
least once before it is caught.

Squid and menhaden stocks need to be protected to ensure forage food for the rebuilding biuefish
stock. The bluefish stocks have not been coming inshore as in the past which means the
recreational fishery may not catch the target. Therefore, the commercial quota wil likely be
increased to the 10.5 million pounds which may set a precedence for a higher allocation for the
commercial tishery. This is a low value commercial fish and a high value recreational fish.

The CCA is concerned that there is no moratorium on new participants entering the commercial
fishery. In the early 1980's many fishermen from other states came into Virginia and caught a

large volume of bluefish.

Mr. Travelstead asked if the low commercial quota would act as a deterrent to get into the
commercial fishery. :

Mr. Snider responded that initially that may limit entry but as the abundance of bluefish increases
the quota may increase which may draw in additional participants.
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Harold Diebler, Jr., Virginia Charter boat Association, The Association would like to see no further
regulations on the bluefish fishery at this time. The Association has worked with the VMRC on
many other species and opportunities to catch and keep fish are very limited. For example the 15"
size limit on summer flounder was implemented to keep the season open but the boats up in the
middle bay are now out of the flounder business since there aren’t any 15" flounder up there. The
same situation occurred in the tautog fishery, there are very few tautog over the size limit where
our charter boats are fishing. Bluefish is one of the few opportunities still left for the charter boats
to catch and bring in customers. There are plenty of bluefish in the Bay and catches have been
good.

Claude Jones, President of CCA Chapter and former commercial fishermen, commented that when
bluefish come in contact with any net they will get their gills caught in the net. The size limit on
the commercial fishery will result in a high number of dead discards due to small fish being caught
in the net. If you put a gill net or a pound net out there you will catch small bluefish. The larger
size limit to allow the fish to spawn one time may be appropriate. If the bluefish stock needs to be
rebuilt, the 5 year rebuilding plan seems to be the most appropriate, but this will lead to either
commercial, recreational, and/or charter boats enduring stiff restrictions. The bluefish stocks do
seem to be decreasing. The commercial fishermen in North Carolina try to catch 100 boxes of
bluefish to be allowed to keep one bluefin tuna, this may need to be changed.

Eric Burnley, manager of Taylor's Landing Tackle Shop, owner/operator of Ebbtide Guide Service,
and a member of the advisory panel for the origina!l bluefish plan, commented that he sees no
benefit to a size limit on bluefish, let people keep the first ten they catch. People catching and
releasing small fish adds to the mortality of bluefish. Only one of his clients in seven years has ever
kept a limit of bluefish. Keep the limit at ten fish and let people keep the first ten of any size.

it is a big mistake to change the commercial quota limit on projections of the recreational catch.
The projections are very difficult to make with any accuracy. B3% of the TAC for recreational and
17% of the TAC for commercial and that’s it, don’t change the distributions. We don’t need to
catch every fish that is in the total allowable catch, let the remainder go towards conservation.

Jack Travelstead read a public comment that was supplied in writing by Bob Pride (see Attachment
8.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:45 p.m.
MANTEO, NC - SEPTEMBER 2, 1998

The hearing was opened by hearing officer Fentress "Red" Munden of North Carolina Division of
Marine Fisheries, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission and the Mid-
Atlantic Fisheries Management Council. Also present was Robert Beal of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission staff, Damon Tatem the ASMFC Governor’s appointee for the State of North
Carolina, and Bill Foster a member of the Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council and member
of the Bluefish Advisory Penel. Fourteen members of the public were present.

Mr. Munden made opening comments regarding the Amendment One.
Mr. Beal read the summary of the plan, detailing the management measures that the Council and

ASMFC adopted for the purposes of public hearings, as well as the rebuilding schedules included in
the plan. Mr. Bea! also reviewed the alternatives to the proposed plan.
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Duke Spencer, charter boat operator and spokes person for the Oregon Inlet Guides Association,
During the 1840's and 1950's there were many large bluefish in the area. In North Carolina there
are two categories of bluefish taylor blues (many less than 12") and chopper blues. In the summer
the taylor biues are along the shore. North Carolina does not have 2-4 pound bluefish. For the
small bluefish 10 per person is appropriate, however for the large bluefish 10 fish is way too many.
Five big bluefish would be sufficient,

James Fletcher, United National Fishermen, presented a written statement (see Attachment 9). If
the species will be managed through a fish limit on fishing mortalities, then we need to determine
what F was during the periods of historic fluctuations.

Bill Foster, Hatteras, NC, presented an alternative proposal (see Attachment 10). The stock
assessments prior to this last one relied on the assumption that the fishing mortality controlled the
size of the population and natural mortality is constant. The Council and Commission did not
accept this assessment. A new assessment was developed based on recreational catch rates are
dependant on the populations. The SAW said the population was declining and the F rate was
increasing and the new assessment indicated that F rate was going down and the population was
going up. Crecco put together another mode! that did not identify a trend in F.

C. Wayne Lee, recreational fishermen from Kill Devil Hills, ASMFC advisor on striped bass and
weakfish, The goals on page 132 of the plan with a target biomass of 237 million pounds of
bluetish, when these reference points are compared to the tables in the plan, it appears that 237
million pounds is an unrealistic goal. Table 1 indicates that the average biomass over 14 years is
only 116 million pounds. Table 23 shows that the average biomass for the years when the highest
landings occurred is only 144 million pounds. These goals will put undue hardships on the
recreational and commercial fishermen. My recommendation is to use the 144 million pounds as
the target which is more reasonable. Therefore, we may have a realistic chance of reaching our
goals. We should re-evaluate the F-rate after the first two years to determine is a more aggressive
approach is needed.

Mr. Lee did not support the 12" minimum size limit for the recreational fishery, the plan allocates
29 million pounds to the recreational fishery and only about 14 million pounds has been landed
during the last few years. The size limit is not needed if the recreational fishery is not catching the
allocation anyway. There is no biological benefit to the size limit. He does support the 10 fish bag
limit. He also supported a 2 - 6 fish bag limit on bluefish over 5 pounds.

Bluefish compete with striped bass and weakfish therefore there is a lot of competition for food.
Many of the bluefish may have moved offshore to find food. The amount of forage fish is
decreasing in many areas. The Council and Commission need to develop a forage plan for coastal
species. Food supply, not overfishing, could be the cause for bluefish declines.

Frank Fegel, Gerry F Fishing Charters, the operator permits being recommended are redundant to
the Coast Guard licenses that are currently required. Vessel permits need to be streamlined to have
one permit for all species that a charter boat may catch. Vessels with a summer flounder permits
already have to file a report form every trip. These report forms need to be developed with input
from the individuals that will have to fill them out every day. The party and charter boat industry
needs to be represented on the Biuefish Monitoring Committee.

Billy Tillet, Wanchese, NC, opposes the 12" minimum size limit more for the recreational fishery

than commercial. The commercial industry does not catch many bluefish under 12". The12" limit
in the recreational fishery will lead to discards and waste. Expressed concern about a hard quota in
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the commercial fishery while only having a harvest limit in the recreational fishery.

Brian Davenport, charter boat operator, concerned that the 12" bag limit would limit his catches
excessively. If you release a 10" bluefish this year it will not come back next year as a larger fish.
The charter boats are fishing in a nursery area and the fish will not return. There are not many
bluefish over 12" around during many times of the years. A 12" limit will be devastating to his
business.

Bill Foster, Hatteras, NC, the 12" size limit in the commercial fishery does not need to be
implemented, there is no market for bluefish under 12". Any bluefish that are caught under 12" are
incidental catch and would be turned into unnecessary discards and waste. The amendment
missed the point when it says that a goal is to maximize catch and release is wrong, it should try to
minimize catch and release, The amendment mentions that bag limits have been a successful way
"to control harvest in the recreational fishery, and they have not worked that well, due to increasing
effort.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15 p.m.
MOREHEAD, NC - SEPTEMBER 3, 1998

The hearing was called to order at 7:25 p.m. by hearing officer Fentress "Red"” Munden of the
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission and the Mid-Atlantic Council. Also present were Robert Beal of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission Staff, John Carmichael of North Carolina Department of Marine
Fisheries, and Willard Cole of the USFWS., Two members of the public were present.

Mr. Munden made opening comments regarding the Amendment One.

Mr. Beal read the summary of the plan, detailing the management measures that the Council and
ASMFC adopted for the purposes of public hearings, as well as the rebuilding schedules included in
the plan. Mr. Beal also reviewed the alternatives to the proposed plan.

Michelle Duval, representing the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) and the Center for Marine
Conservation (CMC), presented the following statement:

EFH: EDF and CMC support the risk-averse decision to designate 100% of the area south of Cape
Hatteras and 90% of the area north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish are caught as EFH for this
spp. EDF and CMC urge the Council and Cormmission to continue to fill in gaps in the EFH data,
particularly in those areas which should be included as EFH for ecological purposes, but currently
are not due to lack of sampling. EDF and CMC will continue to work with the Habitat Advisory
Panel to identify new sources of data to be used in the EFH process. EDF and CMC also encourage
the Council to use its commentary authority to oppose any federal or state activities within its
jurisdiction which may adversely affect EFH for bluefish and any other council-managed species.

EDF and CMC fully support any measures necessary in order to rebuild the stock for this species on
a five-year plan as opposed to the 9 year plan proposed by the Council. This includes a reduction

in the recreational bag limit if necessary. EDF and CMC support the 12" size limit as 8 minimum for
both recreational and commercial sectors, but would prefer a size limit that is more in line with size

at maturity.

The hearing was adjourned at 7:40 p.m.
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ATTACHMENT 1

= NYFTTA

NEW YORK FISHING TACKLE TRADE ASSOCIATION INC.
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Comments On_July 1998 Draft Of Amendment 0 The Bluefish Fisherv Manacsement Plan

1 would like to comment on the July 1998 Draft of Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Pian.
While the members of the NYFTTA recognize the need for conservation. we are concerned that other impor-
tant factors such as environmental effects. interaction with competitors and interaction with prey were barely
mentioned in the amendment.

The NYFTTA urges vou 1o weigh the factors presented in our position versus the economic hardship associat-
ed with the recommended effons 1o reduce fishing morality. as proposed in the amendment. The NYFTTA
Teels the amendment does not properly address the potential economic and social impacts that would occur
operating under a bluefish size limit. Since only 2 ports were surveved. we feel the decision 1o introduce 2
bluefish size limit was made from a shallow base of information and therefore the economic and social
impacts would be greater than indicated in the amendment.

Absolutely ne mention is made of the bait & tackle industry in either the Economic Impacts or Socia' Immacte
discussions. We argue that such an oversight represents a major weakness in the amendment. considering the
fact that the NYFTTA alone represenis over 200 businesses in the N.Y. Marine District. including bait & 1ackle
shops. manufacturers. manufacturers rep groups. hait wholesalers and marine and boat associations (ha1 con-
tribute over ope billion doliars 10 the economy of New York State.

On page 159, it is perurbing 1o read. "Party ‘Charter Boats ma) experience a change in annual revenues from
the implementation of a size limit.” when in fact. these businesses are unlikely to experience any reduction in
revenue as a resull of & 127 size limit. since no one aboard these boats targets fish of that size. Almosi absurd-
Iv. the amendment cites this meaningless example. while the recreational fishing industry. which would be
greatly impacted by a size limil. does not even rate a mention. In a sense validating our position. the authors
correctly state that the snapper fishery is predominantly a shore-based fishery. However. no connection ic
drawn between the anglers and the retailers who profit from their activity: no mention of the impact of the

loss.of the snapper fishery 1o the bait & tackle industry is acknowledged in either the Economic monacts or
Social Impacts text.

The NYFTTA feels these deficiencies must be addressed prior to the adoption of this amendment by the
Secretary of Commerce.

Respectfully submited.
John Mantione

President.
New York Fishing Tackle Trade Association



= NYFTTA

NEW YORK FISHING TACKLE TRADL ASSOCIATION INC.

263N A Soe Pacheguc, NY 31772 SIGCA-ZRTT e Fay 3G I8 2300 ¢ Fru! T605] 14335 Compuseric com  wuw my i, e

NYFTTA Bluefish Position

The position of the NYFTTA regarding bluefish population is that the bluefish fishery is on 2 natural down
cyvcie. 2 belief which is clearly corroborated by many sporisman’s articles written since the 1920°s. besides
being included in the research by Bigelow and Schroeder.

The NYFTTA stands by its mission statement: to promote recreational fishing. especially to our vouth.
NYFTTA believes fishing is an entenaining sport. in which panicipation brings about a heightened awareness
of one’s environment. Fishing is 2 family experience that can be enjoved by all.

The 1argenng of snappers is a way to introduce kids to fishing. Most of our vouth are first introduced to fish-
g by way of the snapper blue fishery. Children (our future customersi enjoy this type of fishing immensels.
Many youngsiers do not panicipate or excel in team sports: fishing can instill a sense of self-esteem for those
that may not have the opportunity to build self-confidence through other activities. :

NYFTTA member businesses estimate a 13-20% overall yearly income linked to the juvenile bluefish fishery.”
As z whole. the bluefish fishery on a consistent basis brings in 10 member businesses an average of $10-13 per
pound of bluefish caught. With this in mind. our businesses must coexist with the resource.

We promote conservation through education and this process is clearly working. According to the graph titled
Eus: Coast Biuchsl: Recrearional Carch, from 1able C12, 23r S1ock Assessment Workshop. release rates for
bluefish of all sizes. including snappers. have increased from 15% in 1982 to over 51% in 1993. Prior io con-
sideration of 2 minimum size limit. we would like to request the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Fishery Statisiics Division staff develop an estimate of release rates for snappers. Conversation between our
local Sea Grant specialist Mark Malchoff and Fishery Statistics Division personnel on snapper release rates for
the period of 1982 through 1995 indicate that such estimates could be developed. Such analysis would give a
truer picture of the state of the snapper fishery.

There is clearly no need to mandate conservation of the resource if the process is being successfully-accom-
plished through changing angler values.

Itis also valid to mention the uncertainties in any data: (eg.) limited geographical sampling region. bluefish
biomass displaced offshore due to shifting wind direction. environmental and baitfish patierns. along with poor
recruitment due to biotic and environmental variables. Additionally. it should be noted that the 13% post caich
and release morality value is an estimate. The true value may be lower. (Malchoff. 1993) Consequently.
angling montality rates. as estimated from the marine recreational fishery swatistics survey (MRFSS) mavbe
overly conservative.
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AMENDMENT 1 TO THE BLUEFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Public Hearing B8/25/98 Holiday Inn, Ronkonkoma, N.Y.

Comment %y Fred Schwel

My name is Fred Schwab. T am a member and formerly Cheirman cof the
ASMPC's Striped Bass Advisory Panel, a member of the NYS Marine Resources
Advisory Council, and Vice Chair of the Coastal Conservation Associszticn's
New York chapter. I am a2 recreational fisherman and ‘a user of the kluefish
resource for some 55 years.

Amencment 1 to the Bluefish Management Plan describes that fishery
ac pver fished and that Amendment as being a 9 year stock rebuilﬁih;
effort in resrcnse to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservztion and
vzrnagement 2Ct zs amended ky the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 10,

T appizud that effort but have a major problem with two of the Flan's
rropcezls. One is an allocztion issue vwhile the other relstes to minimum
gize 2imits withwin some states

¥+ comment on the allocation issue is éirecteé to the recreztiorzl
fishi:; communisy as well as fisheries mznagers anc zll who had input
into t*e develcpment of this amendment.

tmerdmert 1 repeztecly mentions that the total zllowab’le lzndings
or TAL are tzsed on the "historic proportion of commercial and recrez-
tional landings from 19B1 through 1988", that being B83% recreational an?d
17% commercial. The Plan's preferred alternative allocates £,05 million,
pounds to the commercial fishery and 29.07 million to the recreationzl
sector for 1999. While the allocation in poundage varies and there is a .
slight mathematical error in one of the four non-preferred options, the
B3-17% split is constant for all 5 options.

That's fine! But there is another ®"constant™. One which 1 strongly

oppose. one which the entire recreational sector should vigorously

oppose, one which is not described in percentage terms and vhien if it
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remzins part of the Plen WILL alter the aliocetion percentazgdes for
at least several years a2n? has the potential to alter therm on @
permanent bzsis.

What I am referring to is described in Table 47 of the amendmen<,
and elsevhere, as "Commercial Quota with Transfers". This gimmick
contrig¥§es nothing t%lthe stock retuilding process. On the contrary,
it 811 but guaranties that throughout much, if not 2ll., of the 8 vear
rebuilding process commercial landings and monetary return will remzin
relatively gonstant.

7+ works this wey; "If 17% of the total allowalkle landings or TAL

(@]

was less than 10.L mil}iOn pounds then the commercial guotz could be
increzsed uvp to 10.5 mﬁllion pounés if the recreaztionzl fishery ves
projected <o land less thzn B3% of the TARL for the upcoming veer.”
thze +hie boils down <0 is that if because of reduced effort, lazcoh
ef bluefich, or whatever, the recreztionzl fishery catches less thzn
E% pf the TilL, 2.1 or & substantizl shere of resultant reduction in

°

£ighine morselity could be ofifset by a guota increase for the commerciel

“~
sector. =

incidentally, comm€rcial landings for the past 2 years, 1004 throuch
19¢€, have zveraged 8.&6 million pounde, on that hagis & 0.7 million.
allocati%ﬁ translateé into an allowable increzse of 1.6 million pouncs.:

Recreationzl fishermen should have no objection to being the major
contributor to this rebuilding effort for collectively it is they who
account for the highest number of fishing mortalities. But there is
something wrong with 2 rebuilding process thet reduces the savings in
fishing mortality by one user group by transferring it to another user

group!

. .RF “'SE
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That's one rproblem with "Commercial Quota with Transfers", Lot
there ig a less apparent but far grezter one.

Perhaps I missed it. bhut the amenément documernt does not 2ppezr to
contain an in-depth analysic of gquota transfers in percentage terms?

That being the case, your's truly played with the numbers.

Be

=
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There is no data for 1997, but for the 4 years of 1993 through I¢

A e
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=

recreational landings ranged from a high of 20.3 million pounds in ¢
to less than 14.2 million for 1©95. The average for those four years
was 16.19 million pounds while for the 3 most recent years it was'14,52
million. Okviouegly in recent yeazres the recrestionzl cztrch has been WELL

belew the 292.07 million pounds which the preferred alternative rropocses

&
-

for the recreational fishery in 1282, thus it ies a near certainty th

ct
o 2
L)

commercizl fishery will have an allocation of 1C.2 million, not

(4]
L o]
wm

million during the corming vezar.

"ty

Whezsismore the generzl trend for recreationzl landinps of tluvefich
hze teen one of stealy decline since 18EE. Thzt along with the scheituling
of etezdy increzses in the recreational TAL over the © vesr rehuilling
#erioé genhznces the liklihood that the recreational fishery will not
catch it's full B2% for at least several years. Therefore the commercizl
fishery will receive a2 guota transfer and bhe destined to receive an
annual guota in excess of 17% for some time to come.

For example, if the recreational catch is 16.19 million pounds (the
previously mentioned 4 year average). the commercial TAL of 10.5 million
would be 39.35% of all allowable landings. That's a far cry from 17%!
And it should be noted that the lowver the recreational catch is, the
creater the commercial percentage hecomes.

As previousiy noted, the B3-17% split is hased on historical landings

from 1281 through 19892. If any of the 5 alternatives are implemented
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vith ‘he Commercial Quota Transfer gimmick one czn het their botiorn
gollar that 2t some point in the future there will be a2 push on to
adopt 2 new set of bezse years, one wvhich includes those future higher
percentages of the commercial TAL. One such period might begin with
1990 when the recreationazl catch was already in a downward trend and
commercial landings accounted for 21% of the total allowable catch.
I don't have a crystal ball, but I don't believe one it needed

in this case. If this Amendment is adopted with the Quota Transfer
provisicen, at some point in the future it will bite the recrezticnel

fiching community in the rump. Don't let this happen!

"
4
)
Z
tn

2z to wvhich alternztive I prefer? With the quota transfe
Without that provigion I personally could live with all rut the non-
creferred zlternztive listed under Section 2,1.2.11.4 a2 +he preferred
zl+ernztive. In both ceses Jt is believed thazt the annusl increéses
in the TiL mzy be excescive.

On the cuestion of & size limit. I hzve long heen zn zivorazte cI
minimom size limits which zre designed to minimize the mortality of
immature fish. Thazt measure is, or should be the first ster talen vhen
implementing a2 management program for any merine species. It's good
science, it's common sense!

Vere the}e clear evidence that the bluefish resourEe vas on the verge
of collapsing I'd support a size limit in a heartbeat. However, at this
point in time that is not the case. Therefore, other relative factors
must be taken into consideration. Those which come to mind fall under
the categories of social, economic and biological.

‘From a social standpoint a minimum recreational fishery size of

more than 7 or 8 inches would probably eliminate and most assuredly
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vould reduce participation in the "snapper" fishery. It igs &n histcori-
cally important fishery in New York, Connecticut, Rhocde I£land ang of
significance in several other states.

During the latter half of the summer and well into September,
vithin the New York Marine District cne needs only to journey to anw
public dock or tidal creek bank to discover the social value of the
snapper fishery.

Perhaps of greatest significznce is the fact that the snapper

ficehery, more than any other, is a child's first introduction to szzli-

)

1]

wveter fighing ané the many wonders of the marine environmen:t. Tol

o
s

afult zngler was yesterdavs kid on a dock with 2 cane pole and 2

bokmer, and tomorrows adult angler is today's kid on that szme dooh!

h

0f course, enzpper fishing is not confined to Jjust one age
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t anglers, now senior citizens, wvi >,
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n e argued that with catch a2né relezse we can s£till hzve 2
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r fiskhery. Hovever, the level of participztion would Sfiminish

garnd if it £8id neot, from a riological standfpoint mortality rztes vould.
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probatly remzin close to present levels. Fish are not e
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uip
handles and in the case of a2 snapper it is vesvelly clotched in the

hand during the unhooking process, thus body slime is removed. In
addition, during the snapper season water temperatures are high.

While Amendment 1 assumes a 15% hooking mortality and refers to 2
study vrich produced a 12.4% rate, it is assumed that there is no hard
data relating to delayed mortality for snappers or for that matter
adult bluefish?

In reviewing Amendment 1 I found a number of references to economic

impacts associated with the party/charterboat fishery, bnt unless I
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missed it, to my diszppointment there w&s no mentieon of suchr im

actse

T

to EBait and Tackle Shops., bait Suppliers, tackle manufactureres e<c.
There are speakers present tonight vho are engaged in the bai+
and tackle business and who speak from experience, so I will limit¢
my comments on the economic factor.
Let it suffice to say that any reduction in participation in the

snapper fishery would have a serious economic impact upon a mzjority

i }

of New York's many Bait and Tackle dezlers. In New York perticipsz+io
in the snzpper fishery takes place at a2 time when the prodfuctivity of
other finfisheries and consequently relative fighing activity zné re-
lated expenditures are at a seasonel low.

Ameniment 1 notes that states can develop and upon eporeovs

[

7

n
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imrlement conservation eguivalency mezsures. That being the ca

urgec thzt New York be allowed to reduce it's bag 1imit in comrinztion
with & minimum size which is svbetantisally below 12 inches.
Ezsed on Table 62, at 6 inches the daily possession 1imis would

-be 8 and a2t € inches it would be 9. A reduction of ] cr 2 figh from
tofay's limit of 10 will, in rezlity. not siznificantly impzes ether
segments of New York's recreatijonezl hluefish fichery.

It is 2 small price to pay for the continuance of the snapper
fishery and the related benefits to those mom and pop husinesses

dependent upon that activity.

Thzok you,

Frec Schwabr



CoASTAL CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

NeEw York
P.0. Box 1118
West Babylon. NY 11704

August 25, 1998

Hannah Goodale

Senior Fishen Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office
Nauonal Manne Fisheries Senvice
One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Dear Ms. Goodale:

On behalf of Coastal Conservation Association New York (“CCA NY™). I am taking this opportunin 10
comment on the drafi Amendment 1 (the “Amendment”) to the Bluefish Management Plan (the “Plan™).
CCA NY is the mate office of the Coastal Conservation Association, a national consemauton and
eduzanon association With parucular expsruse in marine fisher maners. Most of CCA NY's members
are azuve salt water anglers who parucipate in the bluefish fishen.

CCA NY was disappoinied in the Amendment, which fails to achieve at least one of its stated objecuves
and falis shom of several mandates contained in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishen' Consenauon and
Management A2t (“Magnuson-Stevens”)'. Although the Amendmsnt represents a hesitant siep oward
propst management of the bluefish resource. it requires subsiantial revision. In its current form. it
subordinates rezoveny of the bluefish stock 1o unreasonably hugh harvest levels, threatens the consenauan
ethiz that has evolved among bluefish anglers and places a disproportionate share of the regulaton burden
on ciuzens of four northeastern states. The foliowing comments represent CCA NY's posiuon on the
preferred managemeni measures. along with & discussion of certain preferable altematives.

1
STOCK RECOVERY SCHEDULE:
THEBLUEFISH STOCK SHOULD BE REBUTLTIN FINT YEARS

A
Maonucon-Stevens requires that stocks be resiored as soon as possihle

The Navonal Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS™) has declared bluefish 1o be overfished”, and researzh
indicates that it has been overfished since 1979°. Total stock biomass is estimated at 25,000 metric tons,
only one-fourth of the 107.500 metric tons needed 10 achieve maximum sustainable vield* Fishing-
related mortaliny. which the Amendment assens to be F=0.51, exceeds the definition of overfishing. s at

| PL 94-265,16 U.5.C. 1901 er seq.

* Amendment ] 10 the Bluefish Fishery Manogement Pion. Mid-Auantic Fishery Management Council.
Drafi of 3 June 1998, p.116.

‘lbid. p. 18,

‘Ibid.



Frs=0 40", That being the case. Magnuson-Stevens makes it clear that NMFS must establish a plan to
“end overfishing in the fishery and 10 rebuild afTezied stocks of fish ™ Such plan must
specify 2 ume period for ending everfishing and rebuilding the fishery that shall--
(i) be as short as possibie. 1aking into account the status and biology of any overfished
stocks of fish. the needs of fishing communities...and the interaction of the overfished
stock within the marine ecosvstem: and
(i1) not exceed 10 years, except in cases where the biology of the stock of fish [or]
other emvironmenial conditions...dictate otherwise.™
The preferred rebuilding schedule presented in the Amendment fails to meer this requirement.

None of the considerations listed in Section 304(¢)(4)(A) militate against a five-year recovery period. The
Amendment characterizes bluefish as “a fast growing. highly fecund fish,” and swates that “given the nght
environmental conditions and sufficient spawning stock biomass, the stock could rebuild quickly.”® It
then lists two alternative rebuilding schedules® which would allow the stock 10 be recovered in a five vear
period. Therefore, there is no biological bar to a five-year recovery period, and no biological need for the
proposed 9-yvear recoven.

There is also no justfication for drawing out the recovery period based on the nesds of fishing
communities. Bluefish compnsed only 0.09% of the value of fish and shellfish landed on the Atanuz
coast in 1996.'® Ex vessel value of the entire bluefish harvest was a mere $3.2 million''. Even in North
Carolina. which accounted for more than 35% of the coastwide harmvest in that year'™, bluefish onl
comprised 1.1% of the value of all seafood landed in that state *  In Wanchese. the only North Carolina
fishing commumuny described in the Amendment, bluefish represent 4% of the total harmves:'™
Examination of other fishing communities described in the Amendment make it clear that the commerzial -
restrictions on bluefish inherent in a five-vear recovery plan would have a de minimus effect.

Finally, there is no ecosystem-based argument that can be made 1o delay recovery. As fish that “feed on 2
wide variety of pelagic and demersal fish and invenebrates,”'® bluefish are opporunisiic feeders Thus.
restoning the species will not put undue strain on any single species of forage fish. On the other hand.
u-ﬁsh are an importani component of the diets of a2 number of pelagic species. most partizwarly mako
shatks', and 11 can be assumed that an increase in bluefish numbers would be beneficial to those species

In view of the above consideratiens. the proposed 9-vear recovery plan violates the explicit requirements
conianad in Magnuson-Stevens, and should be replaced with either of the two plans whuch provide for a
recovery withun five vears. |

*Ibig.
¢ _ Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Consenvation and Management Act, Section 304(¢)(3)(A)
Jbzd Section 304(e)(4)(A)
¢ Amendment 1, p.137.
? “Reduction in fishing moraliny by 75% over a five vear period (1999 1o 2003) to rebuild 10 biomass
1arget (Bny).” p. 129, and “Constant fishing monality (F=0.23) over a five year period (1999 to 2003) to
rebuild 10 biomass arget (Bm,). p.130.
'° Amendment 1, p.98.
W Jbid.
= Ibid., p.267.
V161, p.98
" Ibid., p.110.
¥ Jbid., pp. 110-114.
' Jbid., p.24.
Y Ibid., p.26.



B
Reducing fishing mortalitv by “%% nver a five vear period would not reduce current harvest levels

Preliminary data indicates that 22.6- million pounds of bluefish were landed in 1997.'% Under the
alternative rebuilding schedule that would reduce fishuing morality by 75% over five veass. Exgan'cst would
hit a low point of 24.3 million pounds in 2000, and increase 10 34.7 million pounds by 2005.

Given that scenario, the preferred alternative including a 9-vear recovery makes no sense.  Anglers,
employing the most productive means ai their disposal, only Janded 13.6 million pounds of bluefish in
1997°°. There is no reason 1o believe that they will more than double their landings in 1999, as permined
in the preferred alternative. There is also no indication that commercial interests will be able 1o take
significantly more than the 9 million pounds hanested in 1997, even if the final version of the
Amendment permits them to do so.

NMFS justifies the preferred recovery schedule on the basis that it provides “stability in projested
yields,”** ignoring the fact that it would increase harvests by more than 50% before the “stable” period
begins. A five-year, 75% redustion in hanvest offers at Jeast equal stabiliny in harvest levels during the
recovery period. without first anificially raising hanvest during the first “recoven™ vear. It is clear thar
the 35 million pound 1otal allowable landings for 1999 contained in the plan will only delay, and not

contribute to. bluefish restoration. A more realistic. and more efective. rebuilding schedule is called for

<
Availahilitv of bluefish to anclers should not be confused with harvest

Objeztive 2 of the Amendment siates as an objestive. “Provide the highest availabilin of bluefish 10 U.S
fishermen whils maintaiung. within limits. wraditional uses of bluefish™. However. an analisis of the
preferred rebuilding schedule makes it clear thar NMFS is equaung “availabilin™ to anglers with
"harvest” by anglers. Perhaps that correlation explains why NMFS has stated 2 preferenze whizh would
- allow anglers to harvest a greater number of fish than they have recenty been able to wake and. mos:
likely. many more than they want to kill.

Survevs have indizated that anglers fish primarily “To enjoy narure and the outdoors,” "To relax and
escape from my daily routine,” “To spend quality time with friends and family” and “To experience the
excitemnent or challenge of sportfishing ™ Killing fish. whether 1o eat or weigh in 2 tournament. fall near
the bortom of reasons why people fish ** Caich and release fishing is becoming ever more popular among
bluefish anglers. with 54% of the recreational catch released in 1996™. Such an increasing leve] of
releases 1s a major contributor 10 reduced levels of angler harvest. and showd not be confused with a
dechne in angler interest in the species. Therefore, in drafting a plan for imporiant recreational species.
NMFS must undersiand that making fish available for catch and release angling, as well as for harvest. 1s
pan of “providing the highest avai/abiliny of bluefish,” and that the highest levels of harvest do not
necessarily equate with the highest levels of angler satisfaction. A recovery schedule that, instead of
maximizing harvest, increases the number of fish that may be caught and released by anglers (such as one
of the five-year recovery schedules) thus meets the criteria contained in Objective 2.

'* Jbid., p.109,
¥ 1bid., p.173.
* Ibid., p.109.
* Ihid,, p.139.
= Jbid., p.12.

*Ibid., p277.
*1bid., p.97.



D
Uncertainties with reoard to the stnck assessment dictate a conservative approach

Upon reading the Amendment, it becomes clear that the biologists charged with determining the present
level and future recoveny of the bluefish stock are not comforiable with any of the stock assessments.
Whle th:r_e Is peneral agreement that “the stock appears to be at a Jow level of abundance and over-
exploited,”** both the true level of the stock and the actual leve] of exploitation are open 10 debate
Even the biologists who performed the stock assessment on which the amendment is based cite the
checkered histony of the “biomass dyvnamic model” used to evaluate the stock, and admit that such models
“were poorly received early on,” and tha: “the models scmelimes yielded nonsensical results or worse,
plausible results from nonsense data."?’ Howsver. they explain their use of the mode! by staung. “the
problem has been attributed 1o poor data and biased estimation methods rather than to flaws with the basic
approach... With methodological advances, agreement berween biomass dynamic and full age-structured
models has improved "8

Even if such improvement has occurted, the caveat included by the authors of the assessment gives
managers reason 1o approach the data with caution. This is particularly true when other studies arrive at
very different results. For example, while the model in question suggests that the bluefish stock can
recover if fishing-related monalin is reduced to F=0.28, a stock assessment conducted by other
restarchers during 1997 advised radicalhy reducing fishing levels. 10 F=0.06, merely 10 sratiize the
spawiung stock biomass =

While CCA NY does not advozate such 2 radical reduction in fishing effon1, it does advise NNFS to hee
the researchers’ advize that “More work needs to be done on inmterpreting F esumates from the [biomass
dynamic] model,”** and risk ernng on the side of caution by reducing harvests 75% over five vears. rather
than by 40% over nine years as in the preferred schedule. :

E
CCANY endorses the recover schedule which would reduce hamest bv 7294 gver five vears

CCANY requests that NMFS not implement the preferred 9-vear recoveny schedule. and instead replace it
with the 75% reduction over five vears described in Section 3.1.2.11.] of the Amendment. As an
alizrmative, CCA NY' would be sausfied with the adoption of constant fishing moraliny of F=0.23 over a
five-year period. as deseribed in Amendment Section 3.1.2.11.3.

a
COMMERCIAL QUOTAS:
THE QUOTA SHOULD BE CAPPED AT 17% OF TAL

CCA NY supports capping the commercial quota at 17% of Total Allowable Landings (“TAL"). Such
figure represents the historical proportion of commercial to recreational landings, and maintains the
bluefish fishery’s characier as a primarily recreational fishery.

= 1bid., p.17.

* Gibson. Mark R. and Najih Lazar, “Assessment and Projection of the Atlantic Coast Bluefish stock
Using a Biomass Dynamic Model,” March 17, 1998, pp.1-2.

T Ibid,p3.

* Jbid.

¥ Ibid.. p.12.

¥ 1bid., p.13.



V2 opnose aliowing commzrzial quotas e ingrease if anglers do not kili theyr full allotmen: of blucfish
A¢ mentionsC above. biusfisi: anglers ar: moving toward & caich and release fishen  Although they kili
fewer fish thar they onze did. they sill require an abundant population if they are 1o enjor their spor 1o
the fullesi  Aliowung an: poruon of their releases 10 the commercial secior wouid aliow commerzial
interests 1o benzfit from anglers” more enlighizned fistung practices. and would not reward anglers
equall: for their resource-orienied behavior.

In addivor.. aliowing commersial fishermen 1o banefit from anglers” releasss threatens the growing trend
1oward cazhi and release fishing There is 2 hard cors of mimical fishermen who oppose caich and relsase.
claimung 1ha any fish which they release will just be killed by someons elss. The preferred rebuilding
schedule amply reinforces the oymic's claime. Under the praferred schedule’s 1erms. anglers who release
their fish anc fail 10 reach their quote will not be rewarded with 2 more vnal fishery. but insiead wil fz2!
that their effons have gons 10 naughs as fish which they released are diresied 1o the commsraial sssior
Some. CT4 NY among tham. fzar tha: sucl an increased commersial quoia could cause a realignmen: of
allozations 11 any future Amendment 2 1o the Plan. with commercial fishermen being given mors than
174 of the TAL as ¢ rosult of tharr post-1099 share of landings. Should that happzn. anglers woulc be
punishcl Jor consermvauol. efions. while commeraial fisharmen would be rewarded for wakung as mam fish
23 POSSIDIC

m
RECRY ATIONAL SIZE INNIT:
THE PROPOSTD SI2E IMMIT SHOULID BFE REPLACED WITH 4 REDUCTED BAG ILIMIT

CZ: Ns memperstur 15 strongly opposed 1o the proposef 12-inch recreational size himit hisied as ¢
preferred managemen: measure an the Amendment. In a sunvey of CCA NY's members. conducied 1n
Jung and July of this yvear, threz-guaners of the respondanis supponed regulaung resrsational pluefisi,
harves: solely through the use o a bag hmut. Only 6% supponsd the use of size limits alone. whiie 174,
endorsec thz use of boti ”

Ar oxaminauion of the facis and the law suppons our members’ position.

Merely reduzing the bag hmit from 10 10 8 fish would achieve the sams reduction in anghing hanves: as
1ht proposed mumimum size’". while spreading the regulaiory burdsn among all paruzipant: it the
rercauonal fisheny Evervones would be affecied. from the wealthy chamerboa: patron anc 1 grizzied
suricasier 1o 1the cesual privare boaer anc the six-vear old orn the viliage dozl. At the sami. ume. 1
1mpac: or am ong individual would be mumimal. Even during the period 1985-198%. befor: resitiziion:
were plazed on anglers and whern the stock was still relauvely healthy. 8¢.1%. of anglers caueh: cinit: o
fewer bluefish per inp  Only an addiuonal 4.2% of anglers managec to cawci, 10 bluefisi. or, o smeic
outung © With 1oda) 's depleted stock and growing relcase ethic, a two-fish redustior. in the bac hmi W 1
have hitds or no discernible ympazt on the anghing community. )

* The poll in quesuon was inzluded 1n the June issue of CCA NY's newslenss. Tiie Coastal Angle:
Responses were sent in by members throughout the swate of New York. with regional repr:scma;on Heptits
responses roughly proporuonal 1o the distribution of CCA NY members throughout the siate. Thus. mos:
cams from Long Island and New York City. while Wesichester County and the Hudson \'aljsy provigsc 2
smalier number of responses and upsiaie regions returned only a few survey forms. All s2210rs of the
manns anghing communun were represented. with respondsnts reporting that they dig £3%, of icir

fistung from privaie vessels. <1% from shore and 7% from chane: and pany beats. Neariy 024, boheved

tha: biuelish stozke weare overfished. and more than 8§09 SUpponed recrealiona: restrislions 10 eip
remed) the probism.

T Amendmen: ] p 258
Tlmigl p2et



Any reducuon in the bag limit will also help 1o achieve Objective 5 of the Amendment, “Reduce the wagte
in both the commercial and recreatonal fisheries.”™ On those now rare occasions when bluefish are
Jocally abundant, there are stll some anglers intent on “linuting out,” who view any bag limit as a tarper
10 be met and not an absolute cap on hanest. Faced with the prospect of cleaning a bag of fish at the end
of the dav--fish that, as likely as not, were inadequately iced and therefore soft and unpalatable--such an
angler will likely either leave them on board the hired vessel, sell them illegally, dump them back in the
bay or dispose of them in 2 convenient dumpster. Even if the fish are conscientiously filleted and frozen,
it is likely that most will be disposed of, freezerburned and useless, at some point in the future.

The proposed 12-inch bag limit, on the other hand. is undesirable, and possibly illegal, for 2 number of
reasons. In the first instance, such a limit would have a substantial adverse effect on a narrow subset of
the recreational bluefish fishery. By eliminating the traditional fishery for juvenle or “snapper” bluefish--
In Jtself a violation of the Amendment’s Objecuve 2--the size limit's impact would fall primarily on
children, the apged, the handicapped and the economically disadvantaged. Snappers provide many
children with their introduction to angling and, if that fishery were closed, many might never take up the
sport. The elderly and the handicapped, on the other hand. may have been anglers for vears and. finding
themselves to weak to seek larger quarry or too frail to spend time on a tossing boat, can only participats
in the sport through the snapper fisher. Would-be anglers 100 poor to afford sophisticated tackle or parmn
boat fare may stll buy a cane pole and simple rigging. and find outdoor recreauon and perhaps 2 meal in
that fishery. While all such people cowld tolerate an 8-fish limit. the proposed minimum size could
effzzuvely end their angling experience. Bezause of such disparate impact, the imposition of the 12+inzh
munimum size is arguably 2 violation of Section 304(e)(4)(B) of Magnuson-Stevens, whizh sates that
recovery plans must “allocate both overfishing restrictions and recoveny bensfits fairly and eguitablv
among sectors of the fisherv.”

Imposition of a 12-inch minimum size would also be a clear violation of National Standard 4 as set forth
in Magnuson-Stevens®  That secuion swates that “Conservation and management measures shall not

- distnmunate among residents of different states..” Analyvsis included in the Amendment states that it
complies with the relevam pomion of Nationa! Standard 4 because “The Amendment does not
discnmoanaie ameng residents of dufferent states”** We disagree Because the snapper fishery 1s important
only 1o the residents of Rhods Island, Connectizut. New York and New Jerser® | citizens in those states
will shoulder nearly the entre burden for the 12-inch minimum size. Such predictable disparate impact
clearly conslitutes @e facro discrimination against the cizens of the affecied states, partizularly when an
aliernate management measure, in the form of a reduced bag limit. would be equitably shared by anglers
along the entire coast.

]'\7
CONCIUSION:
CCANY'S RECOMMENDATIONS

The dluefish fishery, and most particularly, the recreational bluefish fishery, is complex. No regulatony
scheme will satisfy all the parlicipants. However, all will benefit from an abundance of fish, and from
access to the bluefish resource. Therefore, CCA NY makes the following recommendations:

1. Instrute a rebuilding schedule that would recover the stock in five years, preferably through a 75%
reduction in fishing moraliry,
2. Cap the commercial quota at 17% of TAL, and make no upward adjustments to such cap based on

anticipated recreational harvest,

*Ibid., p.12.

** Magnuson-Stevens Section 301(a)(4)
*® Amendment 1, p.132.

¥ Jbid., p.159.



. Replace the proposed 12-inch size limit with an 8-fish bar limit and
. Implement all other preferred management measures set forth in the Amendment.

da L

Thank you for considering our position on this marter







Joe Feliccia. Director 1L.IBBA

The LIBBA iz comprised of nearly 2000 members and their families. Our organi-
zation is dedicated to environmental conservation. including fisheries manage.
ment. Ladies and gentlemen, as you know, bluefish are the only species whose
voung are targeted. Shorebound anglers can fish for snappers at local docks.
which makes it an ideal activity for voung and old alike.

I'm sure many of you have fond memories of your father or mother taking vou to
fish for snappers. I remember how good it felt taking home my first fish to show
my friends. Snapper fishing is part of our way of life. Unfortunately, snapper
fishing is now being threatened by the July 1998 Draft of Amendment 1 10 the
Bluefizhery Management Plan.

You may not be aware of this. but the bluefish release rate has actuallv
increased over the past few years, without any intervention. People are becoming
more conservation-minded. The LIBBA believes that education is one of the kevs
to successful fisheries management. I am reminded of a recent article in Long
Island Parenting News. where a question was brought to the author: “should 1
allow my child to bring a fish home?" The author replied that it was OK 1o allow
the child to bring one fish home to show family and friends. if the child was
taught the proper way 10 safelv transport and release the fish back to 1ts habitat.
Education and not legislation makes a bigger impact on our fisheries.

Bluefish are one of the most mveterious species we have In our waters. There
has not been much research on bluefish. The significant data we do have iz verv
questionable and contain: many fawed conclusions. In addition. in conversations
with other associations. I've learned that there has not been a complete Social &
Economic Impact Study done regarding the amendment to the bluefish plan
‘before us. Therefore, we feel more research on this species is required before fish-
eries managers can properly comply with the mandates for conservation of this
resource.

In conclusion. the LIBBA it against the amendment in its current form. We
want to keep our snapper fishery open.
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Aug. 251h, 1998

To Whom it may concern:

I would like it noted that for the past 13 years, I have been employed
at the above Adult home in W, Sayville.

Starting in August, I have found thar several outings to the docks
with several of my residents is something that they look forward to. Both
male & female. They enjoy fishing, as it tends ro help most of them
remember when they were independent and living on their own.

I find it quite discouraging 10 find out that something that brings
enjoyment to these people is in jeopardy of being taken away.

1 honestly hope that the State officials will take this informarion and
weight it with the utmost consideration before changes are made.

Sincerely,

Q/’é;_z/- *Lg é/ué-é,( &y o

Deidre Williamson

Ass't Administrator
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Save the Snapper Fishery!
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The above petition, which was submitted at the Romkonkoma, NY public
hearng, was signed by 2,221 individuals from the state of New York,
The names of the petitioners are on file and can be requested from the
Mig-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.
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Phone: (609) 884 - 7600 Fax: (609) 884 - 0664 lundsfish@jerseycape.com
997 Ocean Drive, Cape May, New Jersey 08204, U.S.A.

8-24-98

EEEIVE
Jim Gilford pil
Chairman i
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council ST -8 1998 A
300 South New Street. : t
Dover, DE 19904-6790 o MID-ATLANTIC FISUERY

COUNCH

Dr. Gilford,

Thank you for having a hearing on Bluefish in Cape May. I would like to start my testimony by clearing the air as
to who I am and who I might represent. While it is true I am a member on both the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council and the New Jersey Marine Fisheries Council the testimony offered is that of my employer
and myself.

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council has been trying to manage Bluefish since 1979. The genesis of
this project was created when potential markets in South America and Africa stimulated interest by purse seine
vessels. After the council held a scoping meeting in 1979 a work plan was adopted by the council in July, 1979
and NMFS in March, 1980. The addition impetus for a FMP was the harvest of Bluefish in the Chesapeake Bay by
roller rig gill net boats from Florida.

The MAFMC, NMFS, and the ASMFC approved the FMP for Bluefish and submitted it to the Secretary of
Commerce in 1984, This FMP was based upon an allocation system 80% of the total projected catch for
recreational fisheries and 20 % for the commercial fishery. This FMP was in fact rejected by the Secretary due to
no constraints on the recreational sector.

The council and ASMFC resubmitted the FMP with recreational measures ( 10 fish bag limit ) in October, 1989,
This revised FMP was approved by the Secretary in March, 1980.

Here we are in 1998, proposing an amendment to the FMP. Once again we are trying to manage the stock of
Bluefish by imposing very restrictive controls on the commercial fishery while maintaining a ten fish bag limit on
the recreational sector. Some would say that the bag limit is a restriction on the recreational sector but where is the
additional conversational measure. A ten fish bag limit has been in place since 1980 and the commercial state by
state quota ( declining each year I might add) has been in place since the early 1990°s. How can the council justify
further reductions in commercial landings when there are little to no controls on the recreational sector. The bag
limit is not being proposed to change, there is no control over the participation in the fishery, and little is known as
what changes have been made to that participation with regards to a recovering striped bass population and the
explosion in the off-shore tuna fishery. Before any additional reduction in harvest levels for the commercial
fishery should be considered one would hope the council and NMFS would answer these questions. To add insult
to injury the recreational sector is also asking for a commercial fishing permit. From testimony of recreational
fishers this is an attempt to satisfy the needs of fisherman who may fish in an effort to feed their families. If this is
the true reason why would a family require more than ten fish anywhere from two to twenty pounds in weight. I
must point out that the average seafood annual consumption is somewhere around fourteen pounds. We also hear



that the selling of Bluefish by crews on recreational charter and party boats is an acceptable tradition. This may
have been the case when there were large enough allocation for the commercial sector , but as has been previously
stated the quota for the commercial fishery has been declining each year,

While this amendment attempts to separate the ties between the recreational and commercial sectors it does so
again at the expense of the commercial fishers. The allocation formula would now change from a 80 / 20 split to a
83 /17 split. All of this based upon the initial idea that purse seine vessels would overexploit the Bluefish stock
because of potential markets in Africa and South America. Somehow NMFS needs to address the problems
associated with the assessment process and the council needs to pay very close attention to nation standard 4 of the
MSFCMA. By doing these two steps maybe the council can avoid what happened at the first submittal to the
Secretary of Commerce way back when.

Again, thank you for having a hearing in Cape May and the opportunity to testify




Jack Travelstead

From: Bobpride

To: trave.ste

Subject: oops

Dste. Morcoy August 31 1698 10 21PM
Jack,

As a bivefisr advisor, | feel compeiled to commen: o the proposais before you
regarding changes to the bioefish pia~ | will be in Dalias on tusinest and

un::;: At: Naqgcnd the pubiic hearing. s¢ piease pass aiong my comments t ASMFC
an

While the "ecreauonalicommercial 8oiit of 83/17 is no: urraasonable, it will
result in g comme 2ia) share ! aimost € milhon postds of the 35 million
poJad TAL Singe recrestions: andircs ere presentiy 1y ng about ©4 milion
pPoJade. the gctue "es. i is about e 70.30 scit This wouid be furiner

a5 svaies by the proposed transfer of 4.£ millisn pounds of recreatorel
Quoa.

i peieve tre tmens’er of recreatinnal Quois ¢ atad iwes Thera s ro
co~sarvaten penets s s'Mply a strategy to give the commercia sectsr
one More yed! Wittt nevng o conserve. Wny wail? Whal is the incetve
fur the 1ecreass n! 8€C10° 0 @ ow & precedert of th.s magritude e be
es:atlished? (t see™s lixe rething gooc Ten come of it except to put aboJdt a
milior end a half dolig=s % INE pocxkets O comMmersid’ naresters
Corsidenrg the & rectes 1654 recrestiona t'uelis™ ‘isnery n Virgria alone
yelds 278 obs, $7 million in txsdie insemes ant amest £12 i onn

$3 €5 fcr Virginia businesses, s seems fonlis 10 jeapord 2e 1ne recovery
with sLch Shom sighted mMeasJyres.

W1h the imiting changes in the comme-sia! monkfish, butterfish and Sther
fishenes, the commerc s ehon directes wward Eluefist is likely to

increzse. The propesed pien does nut previde fer & rmomstium on eriry. | do

not believe any £shery has made progrees toward rescvery withoul a momonu™

on commerc.al ertry. Ve §hou!d ty fo Incorporate this -ovisIon intre

bluefsh plan.

The propesed 12 ket may be 8 prodleT. *or tne parly and tharer boat
+ figneies 1t is cenainty @ oooblemr forme ke using smalier biuefish
for five bait @nd sirio bails. Because recreational fisheen are leraing
oniy stout one-half of the proposed cuocta. perhaps 8 minmum size is
unnecesssry at this time. Uniess the biology ot the sEecies 's such hat
there is 8 spawn Bt or below the 12" size, | see littie benefit

| dc not tke the preposed provision for manster of commercial quowa between
states !t Can cause undue pressure in locaizes fisheries which penaice
recrestiona! ishermen in those mreas by decrensing local availadlity. That
hes certainly besn the case in Nomh Carolina in recent ysars. As« any surf
fisherman that froguents NC Seaches.

Why stretch out the reduiiding scheduie for B ysaIs? Without s commercial
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enify moritcrium and the fact ihat re real consevaten is scheduled for twe
More years. it seems uniikely to me that the B years will be long ero.gh |
woLid prefer to see a shorte! *abuiiding scheduie, aven if t means more
restictive recreational bag limits. Ce4anily we need to recuce commetcia:
eHo, not meintain it at present levels.

My fina! comment is the most important The propesec plen indicetes a
foLrfold increase in bluefieh bicmacs is the target for recovery. Given that
commarcial landings of scLid and butterfis~ have increassd serfoid in the las!
gecade anc that menhader seem 10 be in decline. wha! wiil 3l hese voracicus
biuefis have 1o e2t? The plan needs to ronsider availakilty of forage
biomass to support the increase in bluefish

| trust you will find my comments of value.

Bob

~partd_%045815458_boundary-
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ATTACHMENT g

Comments on Amendment | Proposed Bluefish Management Plan

Clearly the stock is within it’s historic range if the satements in 2.1.2 Abundance and presem
Conditions are to be belicved. If the 23rd SAW is Believed “ the stock is at 8 low level of
Abundance ard is over-eaq:laned "

Statements or. page 19 “ Terceiro 1996 noted that bluefish abundance in the Northwest Atlamic
bas been documented Historically to fluctuate berween periods of great abundance and aoted
scarcity since 160(s .... Notgble disappearances of bluefish from sreas north of Cape Cod has
ocaurred in the [ate 1‘700’3 late 18007s early 1900"s and early 1940's .... Such Fluctuations are
assumed to be due to factors other than EXTREME FISHING mom.lny, such as Environmental
factors that influence recruitment success; environmental factors which causes changes in the
distribution of aduht stoack;.. .

Clearly the stock may not be over-exploited.

Mansgement then need address quotas on both commercial and recreational no more quota on
commercal and landing limit on recreaticnal, If pay backs apply to commercial then they should
apply 1o recreatiopal , Magnuson 304 sect (e) (4) (b) the document page 4 & § quotas and
barvest limits . by law (Magnuson) if you have Quota on commercial then & Harvest limit op
Recreational is unlawful. thus the proposed plan is unlawful,
This plan does not address reducing by catch or hook and release Mortality in recreationa! fishing
A managemert plan of keep the first 10 fish and STOP FISHING no release would seve fishand
address 5o called try- catch. No longer can waste be called by-carch, the BIAS long
implemented ip Sshery management Amendments (teward low income bank or dock fishermer)
are illegal (size limits cause wasie Barbless Hook regulations would reduce waste)

 The Amendment adows bias against low income families due to a size limit. (size lirnits increase
book and release mortality) catch the first 10 and stop fishing puts the same burden on rich and
poor alike. NO RELEASES eliminates hook and release mortality. THE AMENDMENT does
oot address 16 million people baving access to 83% of the Ssh and 225 million pecple having
access 1o oaly 17% of the fish

THE DEFINTTION that the stock is over Bshed or explofted is the reason we have to use poor
science, Perhaps the best management would be to set a five year program thas locked
Regulations in place and see f'the regulations were affecting the population. Perbaps the natural
Fluctuatons ere within it’s jange and blue fish do not require strict maragemem. (ust the
prevention. of waste mancated by ASMFC Previsions. Lack of understanding of astural cycles in
tide, moons, salar are ot part of the document. If best Science is the requirement then this
Document Fails,

PERCEPTION IS GET ENOUGH PEOPLE TO ATTEND THE MEETINGS AND THE $O
CALLED BEST SCIENCE WILL CHANGE. HOW ELSE CAN THE CHANGES IN THIS
DOCUMENT EE EXPLAINED. .
BABITAT FAILS TO ADDRESS CHEMICALSYNTHESIS AND UPWELLING THUS THE

SCIENCE FALLS AGAIN IN THIS DOCUMENT

/éu‘»géd"“ o,

123 mrrcn 7L
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ATTACEMENT 10

BLUEFISH AMENDMENT 1—ALTERNATE PROPOSAL

The basic premise of this proposal is that the science used to justify the Amendrent 1
document is so flawed that it is unusable.

This is not @ refiection on the gbility or effort of the assessment people. There simply is
no fisheries depandent of independent data which reflocts the bluefish stock.

Any effort to use tne available data to rationalize a regulatory scenario desired by the
public diminishes the credibility of the assessment process. (see attachment, A Test of
the Proposed Bluefish Plan...)

Assumptions of Alternate Proposal:

1. Because the current bluefish stoek is within the wistoric range of stock fiuctuation. it
is not overfished.

2. The only way 10 study the eftects of factors other than fishing on the bluefish
popu'atonisto hold fishing regulations constant.

3. |f bluefish landings are constrained reasonably within the current range for a perioc
of tme, say 5 years, and if the effort trat s currenty being expended trying to justify
constant changes in the requlations is redirected to study changes in the population,

then at the end cf the penod of time the pluetish will be no worse off but the science

could be much better.
Proposed Reguiations.

1. Commercial—Coastwide quota based on averagé landings from 1974-1887.
2. Recreatonal—Daily bag itmit of 10 fish, no minimum size.

Ratioral for Proposed Regulations’

4. Commercial—Will prevent unforeseen ma,of increase during study period. if landing
of this level caused any decrease in the bluefish atock in the 1880's of 1980's, then
they also caused the increase ir the stock in the 1870's.

2. Recreationak—Effort has ghified to other gpecies. Thie is not ikely to change In the
next 5 years. Minimum size limit of say 12 inches would do littie for stock because
natural mortality is very high on juventies. it would increase discard mornality and
decrease access to the fishery for children and low income families.

Wiitiam A. Foster

P.O.Box 212

Hatteras, NC 27843

Phone (252) £86-2430 FAX (252) £868-2766



A Test of the Propused Bluefsh Plan Amendment 1 and Bluefish Stock Assessment

Propcsed bluefish regulations car be viewed as a scientific experiment in which it is
hypothesized that the proposed regulations wift Influence fishing mortality such that
there will be an incraase in the bluefish stock.

The nesd for the regulations is supported by a stock assessment in which the basic
assumption of the model is that the recreational catch rete is propertional tc the size of
the bluefish popuiation. :

Even though resinctive recreational regulations were implemented in the middle of the
time-frame used in the mode!l, no allowance was made for changes in the caich rates
caused by those restrictions.

If changes in regulations have caused changes In recreationa! catch rates, then the
basic assumption of the mode! ¢ invalid and the stock assessment can not be
corsidered to be based on scientific information

if changes in regulations do not cause changes in recreational caich rates, then the
hypotheslis that proposec regulations will cause an increase in the bluefish population is
false and there is no reason to implemert regulatione.

Any preposed amendmert o fishery management plan must comply with the Standards
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

Since the proposec smerdment car nct satisfy poth Nationa! Standard 1 (prevent
overfishing) and Nefional Standa:d 2 (best scientific information) at the same time, the
amerdmeni can not be approved.

Since Netional Standard 2 mandetes the use of the bes! scientific information, and the
latest gscessment appears to be invalid, then the previous assessment attempts must
be less vaiid.

William A. Foster
August 10, 1998

SOTAL FLDC



APPENDIX 3. COMMENT LETTERS AND COUNCIL RESPONSE

A total of 756 comment letters were received by the Council on the hearing draft of Amendment 1.
Four letters were received from US government agencies; three letters were from national agencies;
four letters were from fishery associations; seven letters represented fisherman: one letter was
from an environmentalist; 117 represented miscellaneous interested parties, and four letters came
from commercial fishing organizations. Three letters were responses from state agencies, which
the Council requested. The remaining 32 letters were copies of the same letter from various
respondents; 28 commenters sent one version, and 11 commenters sent another.

Comment 1: A total of 6 respondents felt that the stock assessment is not accurate due to the
habits of bluefish and methods of assessment.

Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP is based on the best and most recent scientific information
available. As such, the Council and Commission believe that the current assessment represents
that best assessment of the bluefish stock. However, they are aware of the data limitations for
bluefish and support future bluefish research on data collection and analyses in order to evaluate
and update the current assessment. Stock assessments and updates will be reviewed annually as
part of the Stock Assessment Workshop process.

Comment 2: Two commenters suggested that no commercial quota or recreational catch limit be
implemented (reflecting the opinion that the stock assessment was not accurate).

As stated above, the bluefish stock assessment is based on the best available information. The
assessment indicates that bluefish is overfished. As such, the commercial quota and recreational
harvest limit are being proposed to control fishing mortality and rebuild the stock as directed by the
Sustainable Fisheries Act.

Comment 3: One commenter suggested that party/charter permits should not be revoked in
response to the actions of the passengers.

The amendment stipulates that any individual who operates a vesse! for the purpose of fishing
commercially for bluefish or the operator of a vessel with a party/charter boat permit must have an
operators permit issued by NMFS or a state. That operator may be held accountable for violations
of the fishing regulations and may be subject to a permit sanction, The Council and Commission
believe that the possible revocation of this permit will help ensure compliance with the permit
requirements of the amendment.

- Comment 4: Two respondents opposed the prohibition on the crew of party/charter vessels selling
any bluefish they catch during cruises which have paying passengers on boatrd.

Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP was designed to reduce overfishing and rebuild the stock. -The
primary management measure that will be used to reduce fishing mortality in the commercial fishery
is a quota. A commercial quota requires accurate reporting of the bluefish sold commercially. As
such, the amendment requires that any owner of & vessel desiring to fish for bluefish within the Us
EEZ for sale, or transport or deliver for sale, any bluefish taken within the EEZ must obtain a federal
commercial permit from NMFS for that purpose. In addition, any dealer of bluefish, including
party/charter vessel operators who sell fish to the public, must have a dealer permit. Commercial
fishermen and dealers with permits must report their landings to the NMFS. However, the
amendment does allow for a party/charter boat to have a party/charter boat and commercial permit
to catch and sell bluefish. However, such a vessel may not fish under the commercial rules if it is
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carrying passengers for a fee.

Comment 5: One respondent supported the Bluefish Monitoring Committee as a means of tracking
the progress of the stock.

The Councit and Commission agree. The Bluefish Monitoring Committee was established by the
Council and Commission to annually review the best available data including the most recent stock
assessment information.

Comment 6: One respondent indicated that the Bluefish Monitoring Committee should include both
a party/charter boat captain and a commarcial bluefish fisherman.

The Bluefish Monitoring Committee is composed of staff scientist and managers from the Councils,
Commission, NMFS, and the states. The purpose of the committee is to recommend to the Council
and Commission commercial and recreational management measures designed to assure that the
target mortality level for bluefish is not exceeded. As such, the Committee provides technical
guidance and review. In addition, the Council and Commission Advisory Panels may meet and may
present recommendations to the Council and Committee. The Advisory Panels include recreational
and commercial fishermen and processors. As such, input from fishermen on these panels as well
as public input during Council and Commission meetings can be considered when the Commission
and Council make their yearly recommendations to the Regional Administrator on management
measures. The Council and Commission believe that it is more appropriate that a party/charter hoat
captain and a commercial bluefish fisherman be members of the Advisory Panel.

Comment 7: One respondent felt that, for the state of Rhode Island, quotas be set to aliow
fisherman to maintain their historical landing levels as proven by landing records.

Amendment 1 would establish a state by state allocation system that would allocate a portion of
the commercial quota to each state based on their percentage share of commercial landings for the
period 1981-1889. The states could then impose trip limits or other management measures to
manage their quota and maintain traditional landings patterns.

Comment 8: Six respondents advocated reducing the commercial portion of the 83/17 quota, with
one of them stating that the Amendment benefits the commercial fishery only, and that the 83/17
split seems to be a means for the commercial fishery to continue for another year unhindered.

The commercial quota and the recreational harvest limit are proposed to control fishing mortality on
the bluefish stock. The quota and the harvest limit are based on projected stock size estimates for
that year as derived from the latest stock assessment information. Estimates of stock size coupled
with the target fishing mortality rate would allow for a calculation of tota! allowable landings (TAL).
Based on the proportion of commercial and recreational landings for the period 1981-1989, 17% of
the total allowable landings would be allocated to the commercial fishery and 83% to the -
recreational fishery. In choosing historical catch as a basis of allocation, the Council and
Commission believe that the allocation is fair and equitable to all fishermen, both commercial and

recreational.

Comment 9: A total of 6 respondents did not support the transfer of any unused portion of the
recreational harvest to the commercial quotas.

The recreation harvest limit proposed by this Amendment would allow for an increase in
recreational landings when compared to landings for the period of 1992-1996. If the Council and
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Commission determine that the recreational fishery will not iand their limit, the commercial quota

could be increased. By transferring the unused portion of this limit to the commercial fishery, the
amendment will allow the commercial fishery to maintain their current landings without restricting
recreational fisherman. This transfer wili not increase the total bluefish catch for the year and, as
such, will not interfere with rebuilding the stock.

Comment 10: One respondent felt that the current Amendment would accomplish its goals at the
expense of commercial fisherman, and that more regulations should be introduced regarding the
recreational fishery.

The Council and Commission do not believe that the management measures proposed in this
Amendment benefit one sector of the bluefish fishery at the expense of another. Management
measures in the amendment are proposed to meet the target fishing mortality rates and ensure that
the commercial quota and recreational harvest limit are not exceeded. The possession limit of 10
.fish should allow recreational fishermen the opportunity to achieve their harvest limit,

Comment 11: One commenter suggested a fluctuating recreational conservation credit system be
introduced so that fisherman who keep smaller fish be subject to a stricter possession limit than
those who keep larger fish.

In Amendment 1, the Council and Commission propose that the recreational fishery be managed
through an annua! evaluation of a framework systerm of possession limits, size limits, and seasonal
closures. The Council and Commission adopted a 10 fish possession limit for 1999, However,
»states could develop and implement alternative recreational management measures that were
equivalent to the coastwide measures. As such, a state could design a system that incorporated a
conservation credit as long as they could demonstrate that such a system was equivalent to the
coastwide management measures.

Comment 12: Three respondents suggested that @ moratorium be placed on the bluefish fishery.

At this time, the Council and Commission do not believe a moratorium on the commercial fishery is
necessary to achieve the goals of the Amendment and rebuild the bluefish stock at the current
time. The Council did propose a control date for bluefish of May 29, 1997 for bluefish. This
means that anyone entering the commercial bluefish fishery after May 29, 1997 may not be
assured of future access to the bluefish resource in federal waters if 8 management regime is
developed and implemented that limits the number of participants in the fishery. As such, the
Council could limit the number of entrants in the commercial fishery using this or a later control
date in a future amendment to the FMP if the amount of effort in the bluefish commercial fishery
becomes excessive,

Comment 13: Eight respondents felt that the biomass goal is unreasonable and were concerned
that the prey species of bluefish may not be able to support the projected increase in the stock.

The bluefish stock assessment and the associated rebuilding goal is based on a surplus production
model. That model indicates that the biomass associated with MSY is 237 million pounds. The
current biomass is estimated to be 54.5 million pounds or 23% of this biomass target. As
indicated above, Amendment 1 to the Biuefish FMP is based on the best and most recent scientific
information available. "As such, the Council and Commission believe that the current assessment
represents that best assessment of the bluefish stock. However, they are aware of the data
limitations for bluefish and support future bluefish research on data collection and analyses in order
to evaluate and update the current assessment. Stock assessments and updates will be reviewed
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annually as part of the Stock Assessment Workshop process. As part of the annual review, the
Council will examine the overfishing definition and determine if modifications are necessary,

Comment 14: A total of 11 respondents support protecting all bluefish habitat designated as
essential.

The Council in sections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 make numerous recommendations for the protection of
essential fish habitat (EFH). The main purpose of this Amendment, from an EFH standpoint, is the
description and identification of EFH. The Council in the original FMP had numerous
recommendations to the Secretary of Commerce that dealt with protecting essential habitat. The
Council has worked closely with NMFS, Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA, and the Corps of Engineers
in the past to modify or stop projects that would negatively impact on important habitat. The
Council anticipates that, now that EFH has been identified and described for bluefish, they will be
working closer with the various Federal and state agencies in the protection of bluefish EFH.

Comment 15: Thirty nine commenters suggested that EFH be expanded to included all near shore
coastal waters, small estuaries, and tidal waters in which bluefish can be found.

The Council chose the preferred alternative to be the highest 90% of the area because it is the
most inciusive and thus the most risk-averse, without going to 100% of the distribution for this
overfished resource. The Council did not chose 100% of the estuaries, near shore coastal waters
and all tida! waters where bluefish have been collected because it is not obvious from the summary
document produced by NMFS that any life stage is completely dependent on a specific habitat

type.

Comment 16: One respondent suggested that the EFH designations for New York State be
modified.

The Council and Commission agree. The suggestions provided by New York State Dept. of
Environmental Conservation regarding EFH areas in New York waters will be incorporated into the

final Amendment.

Comment 17: Two respondents suggest that the 10 minute squares be adjusted so that quadrants
not designated as EFH, but surrounded by others that are so designated, are included in EFH.

The designation of EFH now includes any ten-minute squares that were identified as such on the
blank maps that were in the FMP as well as all ten-minute squares identified by the various federal
surveys that meet the selection criteria . Comments from individuals that identified EFH in general
terms or without any documentation will be supplied to the Habitat Monitoring Committee for their
consideration. It is anticipated that as the various state surveys are compiled in a uniform format
by the researchers at the Howard Laboratory at Sandy Hook the Habitat Monitoring Committee will
be reviewing and perhaps recommending new identification and description of EFH. The
identification of all ten-minute squares as EFH required data documentation for this initial process.

Comment 18: One commenter felt that the Amendment is too broad and oversteps the authority
congressionally granted to NMFS and the Council, especially regarding: (a) the EFH definitions
which go beyond waters that are "essential” and "necessary” to the species as intended by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act and the SFA; (b) that NMFS and the Council have authority to manage
fisheries only, and the Amendment transgresses that authority by including non-fishery related
measures; and (c) that NMFS and the Council have no authority to extend EFH or any management
measures to state managed, inland waters, and that the Amendment should not attempt to include
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those areas.

The Council disagrees with this commenter’s beliefs that this Amendment represents a clear
departure from the letter of the MSFCMA and the intent of Congress. The Congressional mandate
was clear and NMFS has interpreted that mandate and proposed regulations. During the comment
period on the EFH regulations, these types of comments should have been raised. Many similar
issues were raised during the comment period on the proposed regulations and were addressed by
NMFS, The Council is simply working within the NMFS EFH regulations in the identification and
description of EFH. Clearly the Congress wanted the NMFS and Councils to have authority of EFH
and not simply propagate rules that reduce fishing mortality only.

Comment 19: One respondent stated that the section on Silviculture NPS {section 2.2.5.3.3) does
not contain a balanced presentation of data and does not show in what way silviculture activities
affect bluefish EFH. Specific objections cover the following points: (a) many of the conservation
measures in this section are included in state BMP (best management practices) manuals and do
not need to be restated with slight variations in the Amendment; {b) guidelines on road construction
have no baselines and are too vague; (c) the statements regarding harvesting contain no objective
guidelines or standards; (d) that the Amendment cannot enforce water quality standards and should
instead defer to the existing guidelines in state programs; and (e) that the comments regarding
restoration of upland habitat are too vague and not within the intended jurisdiction of EFH.

The Council agrees completely with this commenter’s premise that best management practices
should be used for all silvicultural NPS issues. All of the description and discussion of silvicultural
problems were taken from NMFS (USDC 1997a) and EPA (USEPA 1993) documents. The Council
is not proposing any recommendations that are not BMPs as considered by EPA in their Guidance .
Specifying Management Measures for Sources on Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters. The series
of recommendations that were attributed to Murphy (1995) have been dropped since they were
somewhat duplicative of the EPA recommendations.

Comment 20: One respondent disputed some of the statements in section 2.2.5.7.4, Offshore oil
and gas operations; specifically, they stated that the effects of drill muds and discharges are
temporary and very slight, and that no data show that seismic testing operations interfere with fish
or fishing.

The Council acknowledges the concerns raised in the letter from Minerals Management Service and
has modified the descriptive language of this section to remove the last phrase in the first sentence
and the third sentence.

Comment 21: One respondent suggested that permitting be limited to renewals only.

The Council and Commission do not believe that such a limitation is necessary at this time. As
indicated above, the Council could limit the number of participants in the commercial fishery in a
future amendment if effort became excessive.

Comment 22; Two commenters do not support the transferring of quotas between states,

At this time, the Council and Commission have no information that indicates a negative biological,
economic, or social impact which would arise from the transfer or combination of quotas between
states.
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Comment 23: One respondent felt that the data collection procedures proposed by the Amendment
may be difficult to implement in a timely fashion.

The data collection requirements proposed in Amendment 1 are identical to those already in place
for several species managed under joint Council and Commission plans (i.e., summer flounder and
scup) and as such, the additional data collection and reporting requirements for bluefish should not
be problematic. In addition, if the amendment is approved by NMFS, the implementation of the
management measures detailed in Amendment 1 will not occur until June or July, 1999. This will
give states the time to develop the data collection and reporting requirements necessary to bring
them into compliance with the amendmens.

Comment 24: Two respondents supported the elimination of the use of nets: one of them
suggested this be done by making bluefish a hook and line species.

One of the objectives of this amendment is to provide the highest availability of bluefish to US
fishermen while maintaining, within limits, traditional uses of bluefish. The gears that harvested
most bluefish from 1987-1996 were otter trawls and gill net. Hook and line gears combined
accounted for approximately 5% of the total landings.

Comment 25: One respondent suggested that the sale of whole bluefish for bait should be
prohibited.

The Council and Commission considered a minimum size limit of 12" TL that would have restricted
the harvest of bluefish less than this size for any purpose including bait. However, after
consideration of public comment and additional debate, the Council and Commission decided not to
implement a size limit for 1999, It is important to note that the size limit is frameworked in the
amendment and could be used as a management too! to reduce mortality and control harvest in the
future,

Comment 26 and 27: A total of 4 commenters felt that the plan is not immediate or aggressive
enough to ensure quick stock recovery. A total of 39 respondents felt that the plan should enforce
a 5 year rebuilding period.

The Council and Commission gave careful consideration to a number of rebuilding schedules for
bluefish, The preferred and alternative rebuilding schedules are detailed in the amendment. The
Council and Commission chose the preferred nine-year alternative because it would reduce adverse
impacts to the recreational and commercial fisheries during the early years of implementation of this
amendment. As such, it would minimize negative impacts to fishermen and communities while still
allowing for the bluefish stock to recover in accordance with the new National Standard 1

guidelines.

Comment 28 and 29: A total of 39 commenters suggested reducing the fishing mortality rates now
instead of waiting until 2001 or later. A total of 11 commenters support implementing tho
necessary means to immediately end overfishing.

As indicated above, the stock rebuilding schedule adopted by the Council and Commission in this
amendment would reduce fishing mortality rates gradually over a nine year period. This schedule
was chosen as the alternative producing the least negative impacts on the commercial and
recreational fisheries while still rebuilding the stock as directed by the Sustainabie Fisheries Act.

In addition, the Council and Commission adopted language to be included in Amendment 1 that
would set the target fishing rate for the next year at the lesser of the level specified in the mortality
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rate reduction schedule or the level observed in the most recent year for which data are available.
As such, fishing mortality rate targets could be lower than specified by the schedule and the stock
could rebuild at a faster rate.

Comment 30: A total of 11 commenters felt that it is necessary to ensure that all state regulations
are consistent with the regulations of federal waters.

The Council and Commission agree. Amendment 1 is an amendment developed by both the
Council and Commission and is compatible with the management efforts of the states.

Comment 31: One respondent supported a 12" size limit for commercial fisheries, and an additional
two respondents supported a 12" size limit for both the commercial and recreational fisheries.

The Council and Commission did propose a 12" TL minimum size limit as the preferred alternative in
the public hearing draft of Amendment 1. However, after review of public comment and further
consideration, they decided to not implement a size limit in 1999 for either the commercial or
recreational fishery. As indicated in the document, a 12" TL size limit would have minimal effects
on commercial landings, i.e., most fish are larger than 12" TL. A 12" TL minimum size limit in the
recreational fishery would have effected about 18% of the landings. However, given that the
recreational harvest limit in 1999 exceeds the recreational landings in 1997, the Council and
Commission do not believe that additional restrictions are necessary to control landings.

Comment 32: Four commenters felt that there should be no size limit, and an additional 3
commenters felt that there should be no size limit for just the recreational fishery.

The Council and Commission agree. The Council and Commission did propose a 12" TL minimum
size limit as the preferred alternative in the public hearing draft of Amendment 1. However, after
review of public comment and further consideration, they decided to not implement a size limit in
1999 for either the commercial or recreational fishery.

Comment 33: Two respondents did not support the discontinuation of the free permit to be
replaced by the 10 fish bag limit.

The amendment does not propose that the commercial permit be replaced with the 10 fish
possession limit.

Comment 35; Four commenters supported the proposed 10 fish bag limit.

The Council and Commission agree. The preferred alternative in this Amendment would maintain
the current 10 fish possession limit on the recreational fishery.

Comment 36: One respondent suggested an 18" size limit be implemented in conjunction with a 6
fish bag limit. Four commenters advocated a 5 fish {or less) bag limit, preferably in conjunction

with a size limit.

As indicated above, the amendment would maintain the current 10 fish possession limit to contro!
the harvest in the recreational fishery. Based on current stock assessment information, a more
restrictive limit is not necessary at this time to control fishing mortality, However, states could
implement limits that combined possession and size limits that were equivalent to or more
restrictive than the 10 fish possession limit.
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State of Nefo Jersey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C Shinn. Iy
Covernor Commissioner

Division of Fish, Gane & Wildlife
P.O. Box 400
Trenton. NJ 08623-0400
Robert McDowell, Director

Visit our Division Website: www.state.nj.us dep fgw
May 20, 1998

Thomas Hoff

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2113 Federal Building

300 S. New Street

Dover, DE 19904-6790

Dear Tom:

After a rather cursory review of the EEH sections. tables and figures. |
do not believe I have anything to add for New Jersey's blucfish habitats.

I'tried to use this as an excuse to call. but you were 100 busv having fun
out of the office.

Have a good summer.

Sinerely,
y :,;2 73 )‘Py(j,u...__

Bruce A. Halgren
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June 1, 1998

Mr. Tom Hoff

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

300 South New Street

Dover -Delaware 19904-6790

I

This is to provide New York’s comments on the May 12, 1998 Draft EFH for bluefish.

It is noted on P.9 that there is no narrative on imporiance of bluefish in New York waters and
that Table 6 lists a limited number of New York waters as EFH. 1 recommend you insert the
following in the document and consider expanding the EFH designation in New York if
“common”, “abundant” and “highly abundant” will serve as the EFH criteria:

In New York juvenile bluefish from 25mm and up use virmally every cove, embayment
and creek mouth to the first impassible barrier on Long Island, New York Harbor and
the Hudson River to River Mile 70 on occasion and River Mile 40 routinely. Long
Island Sound and ali the near shore waters all serve as necessary for juvenile bluefish in
New York (Byron Young pers. comm.) In addition, adult bluefish use all tidal waters in
New York Stare, up to River Mile 40 or so in the Hudson River, as they migrate along
the coast. In fact, juvenile and adult bluefish seasonally occupy all tidal waters as

described above.

Byron also noted that he thought Figure 16 was too truncated. Bluefish are found well out
onto the shelf as juveniles.



Although New York has not been active in the MAFMC EFH proceedings, it was our
understanding that NMFS had available 1o it virrally all of the New York data to support the
paragraph provided above, most of it at the Sandy Hook lab. Is there any way that data
collected by New York and provided to NMFS can be berter incorporated into the EFH
process?

Sincerely,

ot

Arthur J. Newell
Chief, Marine Habitat Protection

AJN:dr

ce: G. Colvin
B. Young
J. Mason

DSifshhoff.lir



Auther: sIZg@dnrcocrds.dnr.
Date: 5/21/98 &§:24 EM

Priority: Normal

TO: Valerie Whalen at -NMFS-HQ
Subject: EFH Section of Bluefish FMp

Per Tom Hoff's letter of May 13, Georgia DNR, Ccastal Resourecs Division has
reviewed the EFH Section of the Bluefish FMP. We have no comments or suggested
changes to the plan provided to us. Thanks for the cppeortunity to review it.

Good luck to the MAFMC getting all the EFH mandates addressed. I just got my

SAFMC EFH documents in, and practically had te hire a erane to get it out of my
mailbox!
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August 14, 1998

Hannah Goodale. Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Nortkeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Ms. Goodale:

1 understand your agency is holding hearings on ways to protect bluefish. While I applaud your
efforts to protect the fish. you should make stronger efforts to protect it. It's rather common
today to hear news reports about ocean species that have been overfished, and such is the case
with the bluefish. While I don’t have the technical expertise to tell you how to protect bluefish, |
do believe you need to take a bolder stance on this to help protect the species and future fishing
opportunities. Everyone benefits if we protect the bluefish before the population completely
crashes.

Sincerely,

5556 Winthrop Ave.
Indianapolis. IN 46220



August 15, 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

RE: Bluefish decline and Bluefish Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale,

| have been reading about the decline in the bluefish populations. |
am a former resident of the coastal region of North Carolina and
enjoyed very much my experiences fishing for and eating bluefish.

| urge you to take any and all necessary actions to protect bluefish
habitat and ensure the long term heaith of this species. Please enact
a strong and vigorous recovery plan. Sacrifices now will ensure the
continuation of the economic activity tied to this species into the
future.

Sincerely,
/7/'\__

Jon Beall
16 St. Stephens School Road
Austin, Texas 78746

Copy to:

Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230
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Andrew Rosenberg, Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackbum Drive

Glochester, MA 01930

SUBJECT: Amendment ] to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement -

Dear Mr. Rosenberg:

The Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 (EPA) has reviewed the referenced draft
environmental impact statement (EIS) and management planin accordance with EPA’s
responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Actand Section 102 A9 of NEPA.- The
proposed action is a suité of management alternatives to protect the species which1s irrdecline
from over fishing. The Bluefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) wil} provide for cooperation
among the coastal stutes and the various management councils to enhance the management of the
bluefish throughout its range. Inhe following management measures are proposed: (H '
Establishment of a bluefish monitoring committee: (2) implementing 2 management framework
that is an adj ustable process. (3) establish a 9-year stock rebuilding program; and (&) other
rechnical elements relating 10 recremionai/commercial equipment, catch size. and possession

limits.

As this species is migratory and a high percentage of the recreational fishing occurs n
state waters, consistent practices petween jurisdictional waters aré essential in order 10 rebuild the
fishery. Bluefish are a very important Atlantic coast recreational fishery, comprising (in 1987) 34

percent Uy weight of ait cecteational fish Sausit aioag & £ iiantic coast. SmcE e eaily 1580
however, recreational landings have trended downward from an average of 72 million pounds in
1981 t0 14.7 million pounds in 1995. The majority - 51 percent - of all blues caught Were by
recreational private Of rental boats. Bluefish are not heavily targeted by commercial fisbermen
because, even on ice, the flesh does not keep well. Bluefish 1s primarily 3 «fresh fish” product,
that is, local markets proximate 10 the docks will sell bluefish, but travel time further inland takes
a heavy tollon fish quality, and sales become problematic. The limited extent of the fresh fish

market has been on¢ of the limiting factots constraining the commercial harvesting of blues.

EPA supports the need to implement management measures 10 rebuild bluefish stocks.
We assume that the existing recreational limit of ten fish per angler was 2 component of 20 earlier
Bluefish FMP. This limit needs t© be reexamined because the largest component of bluefish
morality is from recreational fishing. and the [imit of ten fish per angler should be reduced 02
number consistent with rebuilding the stock. A fishing party who rents boat/captain for 2 day’s

Inteme! Address (URL) * Nt fiwww . 8pa .50V
Rocyc!odﬂiocycubh «Prnted wih vegelabie Oil Based Inks on Recycted Papet (Minimum 25%% Postconsumer:



fishing is typically four or five anglers, who under the ten fish limit, could legally possess 40 to 50
bluefish. Assuming 10 lbs average weight per fish, 400 to 500 1bs may be taken for recreatonal
purposes, which in our view is an excessive amount, especially when the species is in decline.
(400 1b catches of blues by party boats have been frequently observed by this reviewer during the
summer months in the late 1980's and early 1990's at Rock Harbor, a small fishing port near the
city of Orleans, MA). We recommend that a four or five fish limit per angler be considered.
Because the angler may choose which fish to keep and which to release, we believe four or five
blues - even small ones - are adequate to be retained for recreational purposes.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document and rate it EC-1, environmental
concerns - adequate exposition of environmental impacts but additional information is suggested.
If you have any questions about this review, please call John Hamilton at 404-652-9617 for more

information.
erely, ~
g%_k \l\u uﬂ :

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief )
Office of Environmental Assessment



TALLMAN & MACK, INC,
P. O. BOX 253
TIVERTON, RHODE ISLAND 02878

August 24, 1998

James H. Gilford, Ph.D.

Chairman

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

Dover, DE 19904-6790

Re: Amendment 1, Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Public Hearing, August 25, 1998,
Comfort Inn
1940 Post Road
Providence, Rl

Dear Mr. Gilford:

I am writing to you on behalf of Tallman & Mack, Inc. with our concerns regarding the
proposed amendments to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. Tallman & Mack, Inc. is one of
the five fish trap companies operating in Rhode Island. 1t would be greatly appreciated if you
would include our comments with the materials being presented at the public hearings on this
matter.

First, it is our position that the amendment’s proposed commercial quota and recreational
fish possession limit should be eliminated. Based upon our knowledge and experience, we can
assure the Council and others involved in the fishing industry that there is no shortage of bluefish
in the Atlantic and, thus, no need for the planned nine year rebuilding period. Simply put, the -
Council has no reliable information that there is a shortage of bluefish or that bluefish are being -
overfished.

However, if the Council is inclined to impose a commercial quota, the allowable bluefish
catch of all commercial fisheries within the State of Rhode Island should not be arbitrarily limited.
Instead, Rhode Island’s commercial fisheries should be permitted to continue to catch the same
amount of bluefish caught in the past as reflected in each company’s prior landing records.
Otherwise, the amendment would act to unjustly deny Rhode Island’s commercial fisheries of
their rightful allotment of the available bluefish.
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August 24, 1998
Page two

Lastly, if the Council recognizes a need for limiting the amount of bluefish taken from the
Atlantic and continues with the proposed amendment, we suggest that permits be issued for
renewal only.

Sincerely yours,
Tdllman & Mack, Inc.

ohn M. Van Hof, President

IMVH je



Commander Capt. John Foster Wiiliarns Bldg.
First Coast Guard District 408 Atisntic Avenue

Boston, MA 02110

Staff Symbol: cle

Phene: (617) 223-8500

U.S? Department
of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16470
5 August 1998

M:r. George H. Darcy

Chief, Domestic Fisheries Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
. Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 _

Dear Mr. Darcy:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for Amendment 1 1o the Atlantic Bluefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP).
We have no comments on the plan at this time.

incerely,

BROWN

in, U. S. Coast Guard

Chief, Office or Law Enforcement & Intelligence
By direction
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United States Department of State

Bureou of Ocearu and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20520

George H. Darcy

Chief, Domestic Fisheries Division
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
1335 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Darcy:

Thank you for your letter of July 24, 1998, in which you provided for our review a
copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Amendment 1 to the Atlantic
BIU@F ishery Management Plan. The Draft Amendment does not contain an
international component. For this reason, we have no comment. Thank you again.

Sincerely,

s

David Balton
Director, Office of Marine
Conservation
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PAUL W. M. ZEMAN D =5 DME—‘H!

711 Summit Avenue e Mz 7 7 igeR
Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417

!

August 25, 1998 L’”

Ms. Hannah Goodale

NMFS Northeast Regional Office
One Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

Subject: BLUEFISH STUDY

Dear Ms. Goodale:

Enclosed please find a copy of Al Ristori's newspaper article
on the subject which appeared in the Star ledger, Page 70,
August 25, 1998.

I am in agreement with the article,

Specifically,

1. Commercial fishing guotas should be managed such that they
leave a good supply of bluefish (and other fish) for
recreational anglers.

2. There should be no minimum size on bluefish. However, a
guantity limit of 10 is probably acceptable.

3. Bluefish, and other fish management, should be evaluated not
only on their own, but also based on their interaction with
the total environment including but not limited to bait £fish
(food) supply, predators, and safety margain anticipating a
"hundred year" accident or weather anomoly.

For your interest, I am a recreational fisherman, both fresh and
salt water. I fish salt water about seven days per year in
either New Jersey or Cape Cod, and a couple days per year in
Florida. Catching "snappers" as a kid was an experience that
reinforced my current love of the sport, and today's kids should
not be deprived of that experience. [Making a minimum size
bluefish catch of 12" would be NUTS, i.e. - would totally remove
the fun of catching snappers for thousands of kids. These kids
would grow up not caring about fish or fishing; they'd spend
their time only on the Internet, and live narrow llttle artificial
lives. YUCK!] .

Thank you for your obvious interest in doing the constructive .
thing, and for your implied request for our comments.

Sincerely yours,

Paul W. M. Zeman
Enclosure

PZ/kd



OUTDOORS

Plan for bluefish requires dose of reality

arly of those attending Mon-

day night's bluefish hearing at

the Holiday 1nn in Toms River
questioned aspects of the joint plan
submitted by the Mid-Atlantic Fish-
ery Management Council and the At-
lantic States Marine Fisheries Com-
mission, especially the call for a
12-inch minimum length which would
eliminate the snapper fishery and the
use of those young blues as live baits
for fluke and weakfish,

Snapper fishing is close to my
heart because I got started in saltwa-
Ler as a youngster by peddting to the
Merrick, L.1. waterfront to fish for
snappers with a cane pole. Thou-
sands of anglers have started in 2
similar way.

Especially considering that
youngsters and shore-based fisher-
men are constrained by the same
10-bluefish limit as those seeking
15-pounders, there doesn't seem to
be any reason to eliminate their par-
ticipation in the fishery when there's
no biological reason to do so.

Another problem with the recom-
mendations is the proposal to give
commercial fishermen a 10.5 million

pound quota even if that far exceeds
their 17 percent share of & fishery that
was 90 percent recreational when the
plan was approved.

Now that the public is limited to
10 bluefish per day and attention has
been diverted to improving stocks of
striped bass and weakfish, the an-
gling catch is down and the commer-
cial 17 percent only projects to 5.95
million pounds for 1995.

While | have no problem with tra-
ditional commercial fisheries for blue-
fish, allowing them to sharply in-
crease their proportion of the land-
ings would be a potential disaster
since sad experience with once heav-
ily-recreational fisheries such as fuke
and porgies has demonstrated that
management agencies will shift the
historical balance Lo netters as soon
as their catch increases,

The best management plan at
this time would invoive no change as
the abundance of all sizes in the fish-
ery provides a classic example of a
healthy stock. Scientists who were
crying doom and gloom a few years
8go while trying to iinpose a three-

Star Ledger, Page 70,

fish limit now concede that the bio-
nass actually increased from 1994 to
1997. The United Boatmen's call for a
12-fish limit may well be warranted.

The agencies have established a
standard for biuefish abundance
which I feel has no relation to reality
and are attempting to quadruple the
poputation by 2007 through signifi-
cant restrictions on harvest.

Yet, there's no projection of what
that vast increase in voracious blue-
fish would feed on and how the re-
sulting competition for food would ef-
fect stocks of striped bass and weakf-
ish which are also being built up.

The problem here is one I've been
emphasizing for years. Marine fisher-
ies management remains in a primi-
tive state with each important spe-
cies being managed as if it existed in-
dependently in the ocean while food
Sources such as bunkers, herring and
mackerel are managed only for
human use and others such as sand
eels and bay anchovies are simply ig-
nored. This is in complete contradic-
tion to freshwater management
where predator-prey relationships are
critical in setting al} reguiations.

August 25, 1998

Al Ristori
SALT WATER FISHING

My displeasure in no way reflects
opposition to having a bluefish plan
since | was the member of the origi-
nal Mid-Atlantic Council who insisted
on starting it and then served as
chairman of the Bluefish Committee.

Only Bill Feinberg of Ocean
joined me in fighting for that ptan
which was merely designed to collect
data from a fishery at its peak for fu-
ture use, and to prevent the destruc-
tion of the species by purse seiners
and pair trawlers if a foreign market
could be developed.

Comments on this plan must be
sent by Sept. 14 to Hannah Goodale,
NMFS Northeast Regicnal Office,
One Blackbum Dr., Gloucester, Mass.
01830.

>_:.m_o:%ﬁmma-wuc_m%,:?mm_m--
Ledger, . .
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
300 WESTGATE CENTER DRIVE
HADLEY, MA 01035-0580

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/Region S5/ES

SEP -1 18

Bruce Moreland, Acting Director

Office of Sustainable Fisheries

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

1315 East-West Highway SSMC3 -
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mr. Moreland: -
Eaclosed please find comments from the Department of the Interior’s Office of Minerals
Management, regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Regulatory Impact
Review for Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has been having regular input into this and cther plans in close coordination with the

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Maripe Fisheries
Commission. We have no other specific comments at this time.,

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Ms. Judy Wilson of the
Mineral Managemnent Service at 703-787-1075.

Sincerely,

ww ,,6“@

Ronald E. Lambertson
Regional Director

Enclosure



United States Department of the Interior

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
Washington, DC 20240

Memorandum

To: Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region §

From: Carolita U. Kallaur
Associate Director for Offshore Minerals Management

Subjeat: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Regulatory
Impact Review for Amendment | to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan (FMP)
(ER 98/451) -

Our comments 10 the National Qceanic and Aunospheric Administratian on the Mid-Azlantic
Fighery Management Coundil draft Environmental Impact Statement and Regulatory Impact
Review for Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP are directed at offshore oil and gas operations.
We appreciate the efforts of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council to develop an
amendment to the Bluefish FMP,

2.2.5.7.4 - OiTshore oil and gas operations .

Page 75 - “...OCS exploratory and production drilling and transport may affect biow and their
habitats through the deposition of drilling muds and cuttings™ Transport of oil or gas will never
result in the depasition of drill muds and curtings. Although routine discharges of from
exploration, development, and production operations would comply with EPA criteria, local and
relatively minor offshore water quality perturbations could occur. Studies by Maciolek e1 al.
(Study of Biological Processes on the U.S. Mid-Atdantic Slope and Rise. Prepared for the
Minerals Manzgemnent Service by Battelle Ocean Sciences, Duxbury ,MA; Woods Hole
Oceanagraphic Institution, Woods Hole, MA; and Lamont-Doherty Geological Observatory
Under Contract No. 14-12-0001-30064. MMS 87-0051. Palisades, NY. Volumes I and )
have shown the impacts from discharged drilling muds to be low and temporary in nature.
Drilling muds are frequently recycled for reuse in subsequent production wells. Also the actual
toxjeity of drilling muds are low and those trace metals that are present are in low concentrations
reletive to EPA criteria for aquatic Life (Federal Register, November 28, 1980), .

“Seismic testing operations can interfere with fishing operations and damage or desmroy fishing
gear.” This statement is inappropriate for two reasons. It has not been shown thar seismic
surveys adversely impact fish or fish habitat. And whether there are space use conflicts betwes=n
seismic surveys and fishing operations is of no value to protecting essential fish habitat,



Phone: (609) 884 - 7600 Fax: (609) 884 - 0664 lundsfish@jerseycape.com
997 Ocean Drive, Cape May, New Jersey 08204, U.S.A.

8-24.98

ERETVE
Jim Gilford Lt
Chairman i
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council SFr -8 1998 _
300 South New Street. » }
Dover, DE 19904-6790 i MID-ATLANTIC (1St kY

COUNCH

Dr. Gilford,

Thank you for having a hearing on Bluefish in Cape May. I would like to start my testimony by clearing the air as
to who I am and who I might represent. While it is true I am a member on both the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council and the New Jersey Marine Fisheries Council the testimony offered is that of my employer
and myself.

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council has been trving to manage Bluefish since 1979. The genesis of
this project was created when potential markets in South America and Africa stimulated interest by purse seine
vessels. After the council held a scoping meeting in 1979 a work plan was adopted by the council in July, 1979
and NMFS in March, 1980. The addition impetus for a FMP was the harvest of Bluefish in the Chesapeake Bay by
roller nig gill net boats from Florida.

The MAFMC, NMFS, and the ASMFC approved the FMP for Bluefish and submitted it to the Secretary of
Commerce in 1984. This FMP was based upon an allocation system 80% of the total projected catch for
recreational fisheries and 20 % for the commercial fishery. This FMP was in fact rejected by the Secretary due to
no constraints on the recreational sector.

The council and ASMFC resubmitted the FMP with recreational measures ( 10 fish bag limit ) in October, 1989.
This revised FMP was approved by the Secretary in March, 1980.

Here we are in 1998, proposing an amendment to the FMP. Once again we are trying to manage the stock of
Bluefish by imposing very restrictive controls on the commercial fishery while maintaining a ten fish bag limit on
the recreational sector. Some would say that the bag limit is a restriction on the recreational sector but where is the
additional conversational measure. A ten fish bag limit has been in place since 1980 and the commercial state by
state quota ( declining each year I might add) has been in place since the early 1990°s. How can the council justify
further reductions in commercial landings when there are little to no controls on the recreational sector. The bag
limit is not being proposed to change, there is no control over the participation in the fishery, and little is known as
what changes have been made to that participation with regards to a recovering striped bass population and the
explosion in the off-shore tuna fishery. Before any additional reduction in harvest levels for the commercial
fishery should be considered one would hope the council and NMFS would answer these questions. To add insult
to injury the recreational sector is also asking for a commercial fishing permit. From testimony of recreational
fishers this is an attempt to satisfy the needs of fisherman who may fish in an effort to feed their families. If this is
the true reason why would a family require more than ten fish anywhere from two to twenty pounds in weight. 1
must point out that the average seafood annual consumption is somewhere around fourteen pounds. We also hear



that the selling of Bluefish by crews on recreational charter and party boats is an acceptable tradition. This may
have been the case when there were large enough allocation for the commercial sector , but as has been previously
stated the quota for the commercial fishery has been declining each year.

While this amendment atternpts to separate the ties between the recreational and commercial sectors it does so
again at the expense of the commercial fishers. The allocation formula would now change from a 80 / 20 split to a
83 /17 split. All of this based upon the initial idea that purse seine vessels would overexploit the Bluefish stock
because of potential markets in Africa and South America. Somehow NMFS needs to address the problems
associated with the assessment process and the council needs to pay very close attention to nation standard 4 of the
MSFCMA. By doing these two steps maybe the council can avoid what happened at the first submittal to the
Secretary of Commerce way back when.

Again, thank you for having a hearing in Cape May and the opportunity to testify
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73 North Rochdaie Ave
Perrineviile N.J. 08333-1034
September 3.1958

Harna Goodale

Nauonal Marine Fisheries Services
Northeast Regicnal Office

1 Blackburn Drive

Gloucester. M A 01830

Dear Hanna

Tae proposed regulations on blue fish that | have been reading about are way owt
of lme. I fish for feed on the table for myself and my family every time I go fishing
I find ancther species has had a size limit and a possession limit imposed on them.
I'started fishing in salt water at the age of 5 I still remember the thrill of catching
my {Irst snapper in barganet bav. My children and my grandchildren still talk
about their {irst snapper catch. My chiidren and grand children have been taught 1o
keep as much fish as you use and to return the small ones so they can be caught
another day.

T'was able to fish once or maybe twice a month and catch enough fish for the table.
Now with size limits and possession limits 1 fish at least once a week for the table,
I do not know where vou get vour information from but I do know that their are
more {ish out their than your reports show. The blue fish. stripped bass. weakfish.
sea bass and fluke stocks are in better shape now than they were 5 vears ago.

If vou are truiy concerned about our fishing needs put and end to fish traps on our
reefs and rock piles. put and end to roller netting. put and end 10 the trawlers
catching spike whiting and selling them for .09 per pound for cat food. Many times
I have come in from sea and followed a trail of dead ling that were discarded from
the commercial fishing boats from Belford N.J. For your information we here in
New Jersey have not had a good winter run of ling and whiting for over 5 vears,.
whiting are one of the best tasting fish, you can bake, broil. fry. smoke or boil.

Just check with the head boats from Brielle. Belmar or the Atlantic Highlands.

I'm for fishing conservation, I also must fish for the table. ( I do not like chicken)

Yours truly,

Ronaid W. Trust Sr.



September 2, 1998
RE. Bluefish Plan
Dear Hannah Goodale, NMFS Northeast Regional Office:

I am a recreational-sport fisherman. I am for a 6 fish 18 inch size for
recreational fishing. But, only if no nets can be used by commercial fisherman to catch
Bluefish. Give the commercial NO limit and 18 inches or more.

This will allow the fishery to bounce back. They're so easy to catch; the
commercials don't need their nets.

Thank you,

Al

Steven S. Palmer-President
Hot Seat, Inc.
2647 Haddenfield Road
Pennsauken, NJ 08110
- (609) 665-3669
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SATEMENT OF CAPTAIN WALTER WEIGAND
RE: BLUEFISH PUBLIC HEARING DOCUMENT
KINGSBOROUGH COMMUNITY COLLEGE
AUGUST 24, 1998

Gentlemen, my name is Walter Weigand and I a speaking tonight on
behalf of the Party and Charterboats from New York City and Western Long
Island that fish for bluefish.

In recent years we have seen the number of boats going after bluefish cut
to one fifth of what there used to be. A combination of regulations that have
discouraged participation in fishing for bluefish and increases in striped bass,
fluke and weakfish fishing have all caused this shift. We hope the
~ Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission will not continue to pass regulations that will result in

more decreases in participation.

I would like to take this opportunity to remind the council and commission
that party and charterboats are businesses servicing recreational anglers.
Some people come aboard our vessels for the recreational experience a few
come aboard to catch fish to sell.

I would now like to focus my comments on the proposed amendments:

1) Management Strategy:
We do not believe that bluefish are overfished and therefore we do not

believe a rebuilding period is necessary. As I said earlier bluefish landings
are down do to less activity in fishing for blues, not because oflessfishbut
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due to a combination of social, economic and fish restrictions. We have less
boats and less people than in years gone by which can give inaccurate
reflections on statistics. Also more people are going after fluke, striped bass
and weakfish and more people every year are practicing catch and release
fishing each year. This is why bluefish landings are down and not because of
overfishing. If the council still believes that a rebuilding period is necessary
then we recommend that it be nine years. If the science is right then nine
years will permit us to operate at current levels and still allow the stock to
rebuild. We would not support any rebuilding schedule that would result in
additional reductions in bag limits.

2) Permits and Fees

We do not support any vessel or operator permit that can be revoked
| because of the actions of our customers. We all have signs on our vessels
informing the public of the 10 fish bag limit and we announce it on our way
out in the morning. If a customer chooses to exceed the bag limit we should
not be penalized. We are not cops. As Coast Guard licensed captains we
will eﬁforce regulations that effect the safety of our vessel, passengers and
crew but we will not subject our vessels, passengers or crews to the possible
violent reactions passengers have when forced to obey conservation rules. If
enforcement of conservation regulations was not dangerous at times why do

they give conservation officers guns?

Regarding permits to sell bluefish. One of the objectives in the bluefish
plan is to preserve the traditional nature of the fishery. Traditionally
deckhands aboard passenger carrying vessels while carrying passengers have
fished for bluefish to sell at the market.



Any loss of the deckhands ability to continue to catch and sell bluefish while
the vessel is carrying passengers would violate the traditional nature of the
fishery. Deckhand keep their fish separate from the customers in containers
marked with the vessels name and any observer onboard can tell which fish
belong to the crew and are subject to commercial regulations and which fish
belong to passengers and are subject to recreational regulations.

Also many vessel in the area traditionally have sold their catch'right from
their decks to people waiting for boats to arrive. Vessels must be permitted

to continue this practice.

3) Bluefish Monitoring Committee:

We recommend that a party/charter boat captain and a commercial
bluefish fisherman be included on the committee. Their participation with the
scientists would help the scientists understand the nature of the fishery while
at the same time the fishermen would benefit from working with the scientists

as the recommendations of the committee were being developed.

- 4) Bluefish Quota:

We recommend that in order to avoid unexpected midseason closures of
the fecreational bluefish fishery the council and commission should continue
to use a target TAC and adjust management measures as they have done in
the past annually or every two years. The use of a total quota would have the
potential of closing the fishery mid year which if it did occur would shift |
effort to other recovering species thereby slowing down their recovery and
invalidating the estimates and assumptions made by the council and
commission when the recreational controls for the other species were set. It

would also impose unexpected financial hardships on those involved in the



recreational bluefish fishery and it would make it impossible to make business
decisions. Once a fishery has been opened for the year it should not be

closed prematurely.

5) Commercial Management measures:
We support a commercial minimum size of 12 inches. Also the annual

commercial quota should be delinked from the recreational catch and each

fishery should be allowed to operate independently from the other.

6) Recreational Management Measures:

We do not support a minimum size due to the effect it would have on the
recreational snapper fishery. What we propose is the creation of a
recreational conservation credit whereby individuals choosing to retain only

those fish above a certain minimum size would be credited with a higher
personal possession limit. This would permit individuals who wish to take
snapper blues the ability to continue to do so while at the same time those
individuals who wish to have a higher possession limit would be constrained
by a larger minimum size. Enforcement would be easy. All an enforcement
officer would have to do is measure the smallest fish in a catch to determine

which of the two possession limits to enforce.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our comments to the council and

the commission and we look forward to the favorable acceptance of our

advice.



28T ANG,
/& %
/& gy

% S
e, @ef‘/ OF SPORTSMEN'S CLUBS
\"\’fg_te rishe
JERSEY COAST ANGLERS ASSOCIATION NEW JERSEY FEDERATION OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS
Working For the Saltwater Resource and Marine Anglers Working For 150,000 Sportspersons Of New Jersey
1201 Route 37 East, Toms River NJ 08753 190 Oberlin Road North, Lakewood NJ 0870]
Phone 732-506-6565 Fax 732-506-6975 Phone 732-905-0755 Fax 732-905-5261
Web Site http://www.jcaa.org Web Site http://www.njsfsc.org/

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Federal Building, Room 200

300 New Street

Dover, DE 19904

RE: Comments on the Bluefish Management Plan - Amendment 1

After reviewing the Amendment 1 document, the Jersey Coast Anglers Association and New Jersey
Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs enter the following comments on behalf of our associations representing
150,000 members.

1) We find the methods used to assess bluefish stocks to be highly speculative and based on extremely limited
sea sampling data. The current stock assessment bears little resemblance to the fishery we see today, even
considering the most recent work done by the S & S and Monitoring committees which determined the stocks
are in better shape than previous assessments indjcated.

Bluefish are an extremely wide-ranging species both in their north-south migrations and their ability to

. move well offshore in search of forage. The use of bottom trawl Surveys as an assessment tool is a highly

~ questionable way to estimate stock size. First, bottom trawls are an extremely inefficient method of catching
bluefish. Second, the swept area of the typical bottom trawl survey covers only a fraction of the known
migratory range of the species in western Atlantic waters. The bottom trawl survey does not provide enough
hard information to be used as even a rough indicator of bluefish stock health.

Depending to such a high degree upon recreational catch statistics developed from MRFSS data is
speculative, at best. There is the potential for wide-ranging statistical error when relying on such data and the
implications of using it as the single most important indicator of stock size is not Very reassuring. As an
example, when bluefish are concentrated in areas of high angler participation, catches, and hence stock
abundance, appear high. When forage or other factors makes availability low in just two key states (New Jersev
and New York) that are responsible for a major portion of the coastwide recreational catch, the assessment -
appears low and hence stock abundance appears to have declined. The methodology becomes even less
dependable when you consider the recreational community has, in most recent years, been releasing the
majority of its catch. This brings into question the use of recreational “landings” and recreational “catch” in the
assessment. It almost appears the two are interchangeable in places when, in actuality, the figures are different
by orders of magnitude. This needs to be closely reviewed.

Therefore, we strongly recommend revising the stock assessment methodology for bluefish to provide a
more accurate and representative sampling biomass to better judge the merits and benefits of different

management tools. Without a more accurate stock assessment, much of the FMP’&&SSHWW
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3) While the recreational/commercial split of 83/17 is not totally unreasonable, it is most definitelv not
representative of the true historic nature of this fishery. The actual historic “shares” were in the range of 90/10.
And, in reality, an 83/17 split will result in a commercial share of almost 6 million pounds of the 35 million
pound TAL. Since recreationai landings are presently running about 14 million pounds, the actual result is
about a 70/30 split. For this reason, we do not support the proposed transfer of 4.5 million pounds of
recreational quota to the commercial quota in year one of the plan.

A transfer would provide no conservation benefit and is nothing more than a strategy to give the
commercial sector one more year to maintain its harvest level without having to conserve. Such a transfer
would set a highly questionable precedent,.

4) We request an immediate moratorium on the entry of new participants into the commercial bluefish fishery.
With the pending quota reductions on two other overfished species, specifically monkfish and dogfish which
are traditional target species for coastal gill-netters, it is likely that a dramatic increase in commercial effort will
be directed on bluefish. The proposed plan does not provide for a moratorium on entry. Such an effort shift will
only hurt recovery and those commercial fishermen who have been traditional participants in the fishery have
the landing records to prove it.

5) We do not support the imposition of a 12" size limit. The current stock assessment and the most recent
landing trends in the recreational fishery clearly show no reason to institute a size limit at this time. A 12 size
limit might not impact ocean fishermen and those anglers who patronize party and charter boats, but it does
represent an unfair exclusion of estuary and shore-based fishermen from the fishery. Anglers limited to fishing
bay waters and children who participate in the seasonal snapper fishery do not deserve to be arbitrarily shut out
of another fishery, especially at a time when recreational fishermen are landing only about one-half of the
proposed quota.

6) We do not support the transfer of commercial quota between states. It can cause undue pressure in localized
fisheries which penalize both recreational fishermen in those areas by decreasing local availability, and
commercial fishermen in other areas who have been traditional participants in the fishery.

Sincerely,

s

omas P, Fote
Legislative Chairman
22 Cruiser Court
Toms River NI, 08753 _
732-270-9102 Fax 732-506-6409
Email <tfote@jcaa.org>
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‘COMMENTS BY THE NATIONAL PARTY BOAT OWNERS ALLIANCE, INC.
Regarding the request for comments on the proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish
Fishery Management Plan

The following comments are in response to the Bluefish Management Proposals as
published in the Federal Register of Aug. 13, 1998.

It is our understanding that nobody showed up at the hearing scheduled to be held
in Rhode Island, and that the turnout in Connecticut was slim. That should not
come as any surprise. It is not because people in this industry are not interested, it
is the fact that primarily owner/operated businesses cannot afford the time to
attend meetings scheduled at the height of their eamning season. That’s a fact that
the fishery bureaucracies should keep in mind when scheduling public hearings in
the future.

Given all the idiosyncrasies of the bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), combined with
methodology that does not seem to have changed since the last time we went
through this exercise in frustration, the accuracy of any biomass guesstimate is just
‘that, a guesstimate that remains questionable and should never be used as the sole
basis in regulating this species.

‘We would like to point out that reduced landings in the party and charter boat
sector are not the best available data to determine the population of bluefish. All
that is reflected by reduced landings is reduced landings. The reasons for any
decline in landings are simply not addressed by just counting fish. When landings
fall off there are a variety of reasons that have nothing to do with the biomass of
the species:

1. A shift in the migratory pattens not entirely approachable by fishery
management schemes. For example:

a. The bait species that normally keep the fish in certain areas have moved
away, for reasons encompassing over-development in coastal and estuary
areas to unseasonable rains that cause localized flooding, thus creating a
brackish water problem.

b. As a case in point, that is what happened earlier this season for most of

¢. Long Island Sound. The bait and bluefish that were there in good numbers
early on simply moved out to other areas. As the temperature and salinity
returned to normal, both the bait and blues moved back.

2. There has been a shift in effort by party and charter boat fleets to other species
in order to satisfy the changing demands of our customer base. This has served
to reduce landings of this species.

a. drum-beating about diminshing biomass of this species, even though it
remains virtually impossible to determine that as a fact.

NPBOA 181 Thames St. Groton, CT 06340 Phone: (860) 535-2066 Fax: (860) 535-8389



COMMENTS BY THE NATIONAL PARTY BOAT OWNERS ALLIANCE, INC.
Regarding the request for comments on the proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish
Fishery Management Plan

2.

b. There has been a reduction in the number of party and charter boats in the
trade, many having been driven out of business by all of the fishery and
other government regulations, etc.

¢. Other factors, including the heavy promotion of other species such as fish
in the tuna family, or striped bass, have pulled many anglers in those

directions.

3. While there might be a reduction in the number of blues landed inshore,
depending upon the area fished, there has been no problem with the quantity of
these fish available in the ocean. But here again, this resource is not tapped as
hard now as it was only a few years ago.

a. There has been a reduction in the number of party and charter boats
fishing for this species. Also, as stated above, the demands have changed.
For example, one large head boat in the southern New England area had
been runningl0 trips per week into the ocean for blues. Because of
customer demand for different scheduling, that vessel remains local for 7
trips and offers only 2 trips per week to fish the prolific ocean population
of bluefish. ,

b. Another example: A two boat operation in fishing the above- mentioned
area, had provided 6 trips per week in the past, but because of customer
demand has substituted extra trips for a different species, cutting back the
bluefish safari to 1 trip per week.

It has been our contention that when it comes to catch effort for bluefish using
rod and reel, results are self limiting, as you cannot catch what isn’t there or does
not want to bite. This is evidenced by the already required log book entries in
certain parts of the coast. The passenger counts may be good while the catches are
terrible. Boats involved with this type of problem may simply be unable to reach
and exploit a sizable concentration of bluefish because of schedule restraints.

The methodology employed to determine bluefish biomass remains flawed.
Therefore, any notion of further curtailing the allowable catches of bluefish by the
Party/Charter boat fleets is unacceptable. While the effect of such a drastic, un-
necessary move would have little or no effect on increasing the biomass, the
current amount of which is but a poorly educated guess, it would merely serve to

NPBOA 181 Thames St.. Groton, CT 06340 Phone: (860) 535-2066 Fax: (860) 535-8389



COMMENTS BY THE NATIONAL PARTY BOAT OWNERS ALLIANCE, INC.
Regarding the request for comments on the proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish
Fishery Management Plan

3.

give the impression that the fisheries management bureaucracy is doing something.
If something is to be done to effectively slow down harvest in the commercial
sector, there are two things that would be very efficient:

1. Prohibit the sale of whole bluefish for use as bait.
2. Prohibit the use of ANY netting to commercially harvest bluefish by
making it a hook and line species.

If commercial entities had to deal with the eating habits of these fish, then they
would be on a level playing field with the rest of us. Blues can be taken in large
quantities by a variety of netting techniques while they will not always take a
hook. On the other hand, commercial hook and line skiff fishermen have been
harvesting this species for decades, and like their non-commercial counterparts,
don’t deplete an entire school at one fell swoop.

As to fees and more permits, they accomplish nothing as far as conservation is
concerned. All they do is add to the cumulative burden that has been imposed
upon our vessels through targeted taxation and ever-increasing regulations. The
most recent layer of bureaucracy, ACCSP, in theory, is supposed to simplify
statistics gathering. But given the 2 pounds,10 oz. of their printed “source
material”, which contains their proposed modus operandi, we’ll hold in abeyance
any judgment about the efficacy of this new entity.

While cutting the creel limit in the future might be contemplated as a possible
action, we wish to point out that in the Ground Fish Management Plan, Party and
Charter boats have been separated out into a class by themselves, as their needs are
different from the commercial and the recreational fisherman. If the trend in
management continues, this option may have to be used in the Bluefish plan as
well.

NPBOA 181 Thames St. Groton, CT 06340 Phone: (860) 535-2066 Fax: (860) 535-8389
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Conservation
- Watch

BLUEFISH PLAN NEEDS REVI-
SION TO REFLECT REALITY

Amendment ] to the Bluefish Fish-
en Management Plan has been debat-
ed at a series of public hearings held
up and down the coast the last two
weeks, but many anglers mav still not
be aware of some problems with pro-

osals for that species by the Mid-At-
ran:ic Fishery Management Council
and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission {ASMFC).

Most tmportantly, there’s a well-
hidden provision that could vastly in-
crease the percentage of landings tak-
en by commercial fishermen. The av-
erage recreational catch used to be
around 90 percent of the total. bur
commercial fishermen expanded their
percentage until it became 17 percent
during the 1981-89 base period. The
plan’s provisions that the commercial
percentage wasn't t¢ exceed 20 per-
cent were ignored and since 1988
have run from a low of 21 percent 10
a high of 39 percent in 1996. which
was the last vear listed in the statistics.

Netters are crving the blues because
sportfishing landings have beer de-
creasing due 1o such factors as the 10-
fish bag limit. a large increase in vol-
untary releasing of blues, and greater
atrraction to the expanding striped
bass and weakfish populations. As the
sportfishing total cfcclines. S0 100
sﬁould the numbers allowed for the
commercial share. As fluke anglers
note cach vear. recreational fishermen
are penalized the following vear for
exceeding their share of the quora.
Yet. bluefish netters incur no penalty
for exceeding their share of the quorta
and are about to be rewarded for
transgressions the Council, ASMFC
and NMFS have allowed to occur.

REBUILDING PLAN. The pre-
ferred rebuilding schedule calls for a
graduated reduction in fishing mor-
tality of 40 percent over a nine-year
period (1999 to 2007) to rebuild (o
the biomass target. The total allow-
able catch (TAC) for 1999 under that
schedule would be 36.84 millions
pounds less an estimated 1.82 million
pounds of discards (based on average
recrcational diszards from 1993 1o
1996) for total aliowabic landings
‘TAL) of 35.02 miliion pounds. The
commercial 17 percent would then
romc to .05 million pounds which is
¢ 3.29 million pound gecreasc from
1994 landings.

As 2 resuli. there’s a provision -

which states the commercial TAL will

e i * million pounds if their 17%
share doesn’t amount to that much -
which it almost surely will not. Thus,
the commercial sharc under that pro-
vision could easilv double and in sEeer
FOundagc would be more than they've
anded since 1992

Lreally don't have any problem with
the poundage netted from 1 healthy
fishery, but sad experience has taught
cven the most trusting of recreational
fishermen that quota percentage must
never be given up or it will inevirably
be lost down the road. There isn’t 2
snowball's chance in hell of recre-
ational quota being taken from a com-
mercial allocation, and for sportsmen
to allow this already higher-t an-justi-
fied commercial share to increase will
be nothing short of surrender!

There is no wide spread support for
the 12-inch minimum which would
eliminate snapper fishing by kids and
shore-bound anglers as well as the use
of those fish for fluke and weakfish
bait. The plan advances no biolopical
reason for such action, and even parry
and charter boat interests such as the
United Boatmen of New York and
New Jersev opposed the limit though
they have no interest in blues under
12 inches.

INCREASED BAG LIMIT? The

United Boatmen did call for an in-
crease in the bag limit to 12 in order
to reflect the improvement in blucfish
populations. While that is biologically
appropriate, 1'd prefer 1o see every-
thing remain as it is. The availability
of a frec National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) license to catch blue-
fish in excess of the limit allows anv-
onc with such a desire to do so, but
the average fishermen doesn’t really
have any use for 10 blues and thar lim-
itdoes prevent a lot of the waste which
gave recreational bluefishing a bad
name in the past. I've run quite a few
biucfish charters since the limit was
imposed and have yet 1o have any par-
tv insist on taking 10 a man, even
when the fish were small, after being
asked just how much they really were
oing 10 use of a finc-cating fresh fish
gut one which most people consider 1o
¢ virtually inedible after being frozen.
It’s that very edibility factor which
has protected the bluefish from exces-
sive exploitation over the years. | was
the originator of the bluefish plan as a
member of the original Mid-Atlantic
Council, though only Bill Feinberg of
Octan, N.). supported me in getting
that plan off the ground while every-
one else was worried about surf clams.
My main concern was eliminating the
threai of mass destruction by purse
seiners and pair trawlers shoyld they
be aniz 10 develop z foreign marker.
Since those boats couldn’t Jeraliv be
ciminated directiv from the fishery,

the plan was eventually enacred with
the small commercial share which pre-
cluded the massacre which could' oc-
cur if that foreign marker were 10 de-
velop. As it is, the domestic market
can only handle so many blues before
the already low price drops out and
dumping occurs - and that has long
served as an automaric means of pre-
venting overexploitation. Ironically,
reducing the amount of blues which
can be %’mrvesred by netters may in-
crease the market price enough to
overcome much of the revenue loss

through higher prices.

REBUILDING SCHEDULE
FLAWED? | also see a basic problem
with the reasoning behind the rebuild-
ing schedule. The agencies which were
crying doom-and-gloom, and wanted
to lower the bag limit to three per day.
now concede that the bluefish popula-
tion increased from 1994 10 1997
During the last several vears I've ob-
served large quantities of blucfish in
all sizes in New York Bight, which is
the classic sign of a healthy fishery.
Yet. the plan calls for quadrupling that
population through fishing restric-
tions. My question is quire simply
WHY? :

There is nothing in the plan to indi-
cate whar this vast increase in bluefish
is é;oing to feed on. Is the ASMFC's
industry-dominated menhaden com-
mittee going to cut their netting ton-
nage way back in order to accommo-
date all those extra blues: 1 don't have
to tell vou the answer to that one
What about the sand eels. bav an-
chovy, silverside, etc.; The Council
and ASMFC know nothing about
them and apparently could care less
unless someone decides thev'd like to
harvest them for food or fertilizer.

What effect would a quadrupling of
bluefish have upon the striped  bass
and weakfish populations which are
being built up? During the 19705 all
of those inshore species thrived con-
currently for awhile, but that was
when sand eels were super-abundant
throughour the Mid-Atlantic. Since
the mackerel and herring which com-
pete with sand eels at the juvenile

stage have come back we've seen a vast .

decrease in sand eels, es eciallv in
their southern range. Yer, tﬁt bluefish
plan overlooks all these questions.

As I've been sugpesting for two
decades. marine fisheries science is still
in the dark ages with each species
managed as if it exists all alone in the
ocean and has virtuallv no interaction
with other species. This is in direct
contrast to freshwater management
where the availability of rey dictates
acceptable levels of game ﬁsh stocking,
The bluefish plan as presently consti-
wted is not realistic and ne changes
should be made until it is thoroughlv
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Lee R. Schwocho, PhD
29 Castie Drive

Berkeley Heights NJ 07922

September 7, 1998

Hannah Goodale

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northeast Regional Office

One Blackburn Dr.

Gloucester, MA 01930

Dear Ms. Goodale:

Don't even think about it! The proposed bluefish management plan, which would
allow a total commercial catch of bluefish of 10.5 million pounds - well above their
historical catch - is unthinkable. This represents a near 100% increase above their
allowable quota as mandated by the current plan. This increase, if enacted, would
clearly be an egregious transgression of the spirit of the reauthorized Magnuson Act.
At a time when the NMFS should be actively de-commissioning commercial fishing
vessels it baffles me that the agency would be contemplating an increase in the
commercial biuefish quota. Then again it shouldnt. Your agency has a deep and
rich history of robbing valuable marine resources from the American Public for the
monetary benefit of a greedy and elite few. Now is the time to change history by
changing the practice of the National Marine Fisheries Service. The currently
proposed amendment to the bluefish management plan that would provide
commercial interests double their historical quota is unacceptabie. The plan should
not be changed from its present composition.

Have a backbone and do the right thing!

Sincerely,

Lee R. Schwocho, PhD
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Claude M. Bain III i I
936 Windsor Road T CoustiL
Virginia Beach, VA 23451

Mr. Christopher M. Moore

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

300 8. New Street

Dover, DE 19904

Dear Mr. Moore:

A review of the proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
prompts me to offer the following comments for consideration:

First, a review of the development of this plan is instructive in determining if this
amendment fits the goals, objectives, and promises made during the entire management process.

The initial bluefish plan was adopted in the early 1980’s, but was disapproved by the
Secretary of Commerce. This resulted in the process commencing a second time in the middle
1980°s. It was at that time I became involved in the process as an appointee from the
Commonwealth of Virginia to the citizen advisory board to the Council’s Bluefish Plan group.
The final plan was adopted through a series of compromises.

After several meetings with other appointees, management professionals, staff and
Council members to discuss research, stock and fishery status, and acceptable management
alternatives, a few things are still indelibly etched into my brain. First, is the contradictory
position adopted by commercial fishermen appointed to work on this project. To a man they
decried the bluefish as a nuisance and a pest that tore up nets and gear, that had little market
value, and which they tried to avoid in almost all circumstances. Yet, as a group, they were
unwilling to agree to any plan which would allocate the allowable catch (ABC) on the historical
share of the catch, which was 90/10 percent recreational/commercial. All were adamant that a
market might develop or better preservation techniques might become available which might
make the bluefish a more valuable commodity and they did not want to part with any portion of
the resource.

Second, the recreational fishermen appointed to work on this project were equally
adamant about protecting the bluefish population from potential overfishing, preventing a natural
decline in the population from becoming a “freefall” by a failure to control fishing effort or -
catch, and preserving the 90/10 percent historical catch distribution. The bi g fear was the
opening of new markets with better price and price stability for bluefish, and more efficient
commercial gear driving populations down on a rapid basis.



Third, the virtual unanimous agreement among the management community that this
resource was a vital part of recreational fisheries and any plan developed would have to provide
for the preservation of the resource with primary consideration given to its recreational values,
Also, the plan was unique in attempting to address a fishery resource before it reached a Crisis
level in its decline, and the main reason for this was the demand for resource protection from the
recreational community which had witnessed many of its other fisheries suffer in the 1980°s.

Fourth, a very small group of recreational fishermen recognized another important
consideration in the management of bluefish, namely that when bluefish populations waned due
to natural population peaks and valleys, a major threat was the potential for high levels of catch
by the most efficient gears. This problem had already surfaced in other fisheries, as commercial
catches increased and in certain circumstances reached record levels in the face of fish
populations which were already in decline and recreational catches on rod and reel (very
inefficient gear) which had dropped dramatically. The result was a management system, which
could not respond rapidly enough to prevent the populations from being driven to extremely low
levels. This group worked with the management community to support a compromise position
and gain acceptance in the recreational community for a doubling of the commercial share of the
harvest through an 80/20 percent recreational/commercial sphit of the bluefish catch in the
management plan. The recreational sector would be managed with a bag limit initially and the
20 percent commercial harvest would act as a “trigger” to mandate the adoption of a commercial
quota. This plan allowed for two things: 1) a slight growth in commercial fisheries if bluefish
populations remained healthy; and 2) a slight downside cushion if population declines caused
recreational landings to decline while commercial landings remained the same (which would
cause the commercial percentage of harvest to increase while their actual landings remained the
same). However, the intent was for the quota to be virtually automatic in it application and it
was widely acknowledged that this would mean cutting the actual commercial harvest to protect
bluefish stocks. This quota based “cap” of commercial landings was established in exchange for
the rather large concession to commercial fishing interests of increasing their harvest share from
10 percent to 20 percent.

This was the plan that was eventually adopted, with very slight modifications. Now,
fisheries managers must confront a fishery in which the commercial share has been larger than
20 percent for at least four vears, and based upon plan data was a 60/40 recreational/commercial
splitin 1997 and close to that level in 1996. This situation was allowed to develop by first
declaring the 20 percent commercial share was not an absolute “trigger” requiring the
implementation of a commercial quota as soon as it was met. Rather, it was interpreted to mean_
the “trigger” was based upon “projected” share for the ensuing years (even though this was not
the original intent). So, even though the 20 percent level was breached four years ago,
projections for the subsequent year were “guessed” at less than 20 percent which allowed the
commercial fishery to escape a quota and delay further tightening of plan measures.

Now, the “preferred” altemnative in Amendment 1 proposes an 83/17 split of the fishery,
which is perfectly acceptable based upon plan development and history. However, it proposes to
transfer any projected unused portion of the recreational allocation to the commercial fishery up
to their recent absolute level of landings. This is patently unacceptable for a variety of reasons,
including: 1) it clearly violates the intent, purpose and accord reached when this plan was



developed; 2) it does not promote conservation in any manner by allowing one user group to
continue its harvest unabated at the expense of another group which will see tighter controls: 3) it
places the burden of conservation on the recreational sector which has already contributed
substantially to this effort by altering its practices to the point that a significant portion of their
catch is now released alive and, 4) would probably continue to promote a commercial share of
the harvest of at least 40 percent (and probably higher with more recreational restrictions) which
is not in accord with plan intent and objectives and does not fairly share the conservation burden.
Finally, this amendment is not in any manner acceptable under the compromise reached over ten
years ago.

The only acceptable management alternatives are listed in sections 3.1.5.2, 3.1.5.3, and
3.1.5.4 of Amendment 1. These sections establish absolute quotas (ranging from 17%to 19.1%
of the total bluefish harvest) for the commercial fishery. No transfers of quotas from one group
to another would be allowed, since this violates the intent and purpose in developing this plan
and since it provides for no conservation benefits at all. Also, this would establish a highly
questionable precedent in the management process, which could be used to undermine future
management initiatives. Similarly, transfer of commercial quotas from state to state should not
be allowed. Finally, a moratorium upon entry in the commercial bluefish fishery should be
considered to provide some measure of protection for commercial fishermen already active in
this fisherv.

With respect to the proposed tightening of recreational limits in Amendment I, have to
question the rationale for the decision. Actual recreational landings and projected landings are”
running about 50% of the allowable catch under a management regimen designed to provide
80% of the allowable catch to that group. What is the basis for the need to tighten regulations on
this group which is not landing its share of the allowable catch? If the recreational catch is too
large, then cemainly both the total allowable catch and commercial landings are vastly too large
and would need to be addressed with substantial cuts to commercial landings on an immediate
basis. This would help to bring the catch to the 80,20 split provided by the management plan and

fairly share the management burden.

Sincerely, .
~Y 2 . - -
,_ {'L*-b—-"LJ— \.57 /- P S—

Claude M. Bain III
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,‘, WMID-ATLANTIC FISHERY
PN COUNCIL

1863 Barbee Lane
Wall, N.J. 07719
Sept. 5, 1998

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

300 South New Street

Dover, DE 19904-6790

RE: Amendment 1 of the Bluefish Management Plan
Dear Council Members:

The unfortunate result of many Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission management decisions has
been an adverse effect on the elderly, minority, and poor citizens of America
who fish from sheore because of their traditional reliance on catchmg immature
fishes for food. This is arguably unavoidable in many cases.

However, the elimination of the free permit to harvest more than 10
bluefish, which is being considered by the Councii and the Commission, would
‘adversely affect this class of persons further without demonstrable biologic,
social or economic gain.

The National Marine Fisheries Service devised the free permit in 1989
as relief from an obvious socio-economic flaw in the management plan. The
idea was, in fact, never included in the bluefish fishery management plan's
public review document, but was added when the plan was about to be
challenged in court because this impact had not been addressed.

Ten years later the free permit is being considered for elimination

espite the fact that the economic and social consequences remain the same as
they were in 1989,

One of the easiest decisions that those who hold power in a democracy
can make is to take action against the most helpless sector of society. Poor
persons and the elderly generally have neither the wealth nor the ability to
protest even if they are aware of what will affect them, which in this case they
are not. :
The free permit to catch more than 10 bluefish was supported by
socio-economic data compiled in 1988 and 1989 by the United Boatmen of New
Jersey and New York using sound methodology reviewed by academics in
several colleges and universities.

This study clearly demonstrated that poor, minerity and elderly
anglers would be the class of citizens most severely impacted by the restraint of



a 10-bluefish limit. They were a source of fresh fish to inner city and low
income citizens that could be obtained neither through welfare nor at a
comparably low price from the commercial fishing sector.

The charge of the Council and the Commission at this time or any
time should be to minimize hardship on any element of society whenever
possible within the restraints and provisions of a management plan. In this case
it is relatively easy to do.

The free permit to catch more than 10 bluefish can be retained by
shifting the landings from the commercial sector to the recreational sector where
they rightfully belong.

These anglers are fishing for pleasure as well as for food, and many
can only participate by bringing enough food back to their neighborhoods and
personal tables to support and justify fishing on a party boat.

These anglers can be easily identified by both name and permit
number for statistical purposes. A random phone sampling, as is frequently done
in wildlife management, can provide an accurate assessment of the harvest ,
and, actually, would provide better data than are currently obtainable from the
general public that fishes.

There is more than adequate quota on the recreational side to
absorb this effort, and the move would free additional quota on the commercial
side.

The argument that this provision is only found in the bluefish
management plan, and thus should be eliminated, is specious. In the 10 years
of the bluefish plan's existence, there has been no hint that its uniqueness has
threatened other plans. Uniformity of plans for uniformity's sake is a poor reason
to bring hardship on any Americans. |

The further argument that some fishermen who are not poor, minority
or elderly utilize the free permit is of little consequence beyond a philosophical
one. There has been little change in the number of permits issued over the Iast
10 years, and no data suggest that either the resource or anyone involved in the
fishery has been adversely affected by these individuals.

The Council and the Commission are considering proposals for
permits and fees for dealers and operators of commercial vessels and party and
charter boats, but the free permit for poor, minority and elderly anglers should be
a separate and distinct category with landings counted against the recreational

guota.

John Geiser
Outdoor Editor
_ Asbury Park Press
cc. Dr. James H. Gilford, chairman
Robert J. Rhodes, vice chairman
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Dr. Christopher M. Moore PH.D WD RILAALE 1S
Mid Atlantic Fisherv Manacement Council ——

Room 2115 Federal Building
300 South New Street
Dover Delawars 19904-6700

Dear Dr. Moore:

After reading the proposed amendment | to the Bluetish Management Plan and
with careful consideration. I do not agree that a 40% reduction in mortality and nine
years of confusing restrictive addendums is the answer to proper manugement of this
valuahle rezonree.

To be brief, T have prepared several reasons why this amendment should nos be
adopted.

I. Thouxha 12 limit coast wide and ocean mav not make a difference to many
usar groups, in shore recrzational fisherman especially kids may never get the
opportumty to catch any size fish except “Saappers™. I don’t think the
Magnuson Act intended this scenario to happen

The “overfished” definition is still vague and needs a better method 1o define

mortahty (e.g. MRFSS data needs improvement).

3. Commercial quotas should be restricted te approximately 10%4a of the TA(
(Total Allowable Catch) instead of'the 20 4+ Price at the market will
reflect supply.

1. Bluefish are an extremely valuable resource to the recreational fisherman. It

their unused quota is not transterred to the commercial as proposed, tishing

mortality will automatically decrease.

Interaction with other species should be considered ~ How will this huge

projacted Bio-mass of Bluetish interact with Stripers and Seatront stocks

which are being re-built? :

6. The 10 fish recreational limit is working well and is sufficient to maintain
healthy stocks.

7. With menhaden and other bait fish in the greatest demand in history and
supplies dwindling. will there be enough food for this “‘restored Bio-mass™?

8. 40% reduction in mortality is absurd. Stocks are increasing sach year
especially in inland waters according to log books.

9 Cleaning of Bluetish aboard charter and headbonts on their return mip to the
dock bas been a traditionai practice for generanons. This service is provided
by the crews and requested by their patrons - it should be continued.

[V

.L'l



As an active charter boat captain, I have consulted with fzllow captains along the
Atlantic Coast and inland. The consensus agree that bluefich numbers are
increasing and all vear classes are plentiful, While serving on both Bluefish
Advisory Boards and other State Boards , T have observed this zame opinion. The
Bluefish, unltke most coastal species, is highly palegic; to attemnpt to quantity
numnbers 1s wlmost impossible due to it’s vast geographical habitat. climatic
vouditions, and forage availability to larger species. For these reasons stated above
I cannot suppert this amendment as presented.

Sincerely.
‘ " . ,
LD, S
it W c-,_._L- \‘x/'_“_/c,h
o et
Capl. Bruce R. Scheible
Dresident

v . Hannah Goodale
NMES Northeast Regional Office
One Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01630
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September 9, 1998

Dr Christopher M. Moore

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

300 South New Street

Dover, Delaware 19904-6790

Dear Chris:

Enclosed are my comments on Amendment #1 to the bluefish plan. Thank vou for the
opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
.
C]aggg\é. ee /C"’Lﬂ

3000 Raymond Ave.
Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948



September 3, 1998

To: Mid Atlantic Fisheries Management Council and ASMFC

From: C. Wayne Lee

Recreational Fishermen

Subject: Comments on Amendment One to the Bluefish Plan

L

Biomass:

According to the Goals on page 132:

B0

Target Biomass (B msy) is listed as 237 million pounds (107,531 mt)

Biomass threshold is listed as 2 B msy = 118.5 million Ibs (53,750 mt)

Current Biomass is 54.5 million lbs (24,727 mt), which is 23% of the biomass target.
When these reference points are compared to the tables in the plan, it appears the
target biomass is an unrealistic goal and really cannot be supported:

First, Table 1 shows the average biomass over 24 years is only 116.2 million Ibs
(52,722 mt). Not even close to the 237 million target.

Further, Table 23 shows the average biomass for the seven years when the highest
total landings occurred during the 1981 to 1996 period is only 144 million Ibs (65,335

" mt). Again, this is not even close to the target biomass, vet it produced the seven

highest years of landings on record in the time series.

Therefore, how can we expect to achieve a target biomass of 237 million pounds
when we have never come close to a biomass of that magnitude in the last 24 years.
That goal does not seem realistic and should be revised.

-Further, such a goal will cause us to implement unrealistic management measures,

putting hardships on both user groups, trying to achieve a goal that does not appear
attainable.

If you use the 144 million Ibs (65,335 mt) as the target, which would be reasonable,
since it is the average of the seven year time series when total landings were the
highest, then we would currently be at 80 % of target, rather than only 23% of target
as listed. Further, we could have some expectation of achieving a biomass target in
the near future, without draconian management measures.

I do not know how changing the biomass goals would effect the fishing mortality
goals, but since the preferred alternative is to do nothing about fishing mortality for
the first two years of the recovery schedule, maybe we could wait and re-evaluate the
F rate at that time to determine if more stringent F is necessary for stock recovery
during the nine year proposed schedule.



II. Minimum Size:

1918

V.

Next, I do not support the 12 inch minimum size for recreational fishing. The
preferred alternative allocates 29 million Ibs to anglers. In the last three years we have
only caught about 14 million pounds a year and that was with no minimum size
restrictions. In fact we have not caught 29 million pounds in a single year since 1991.

Further, there is no biological benefit to a 12 inch minimum size because bluefish
don’t mature and spawn until they are about 17 to 20 inches. Therefore, why impose a
12 inch minimum size when it will penalize some recreational users, but has little, if
any, benefit on stock recovery.

I do support a commercial minimum size of 12 inches, not that commercial fishermen
target fish smaller than 12 inches, but it does prevent small bluefish from being used
as crab bait or scrap.

Daily Bag:

I do support a daily bag of ten fish and recommend that management measure be
retained. Also, there should be a stipulation that no more than two fish a day can
exceed 24 inches. This action will prevent anglers from keeping a daily bag
composed of all large fish. This action is necessary to protect the SSB during stock
recovery.

Quota transfer:

Since anglers are catching only 14 million pounds a vear, the 6 million pounds
assigned to commercial fishing makes the split 70/30 rather than the 83/17 assigned
by the amendment. As a result, I do not support a transfer of any part of the
recreational quota to commercial harvest.

V. Forage Plan:

Finally, my last comment is like preaching to the choir. As we all know, bluefish as

well as all other species do not operate in a fish bowl, but interact with all other fish

1n the water through out their range. Two major species that Bluefish interact with ,
are striped bass and weakfish. Striped bass are considered recovered and weakfish - -
are recovering under the existing plan. That means there is a lot of competition for

forage in the bluefish range, since all three species are often after the same source of

food. Since bluefish are a pelagic fish, much like tunas and sharks, they go where

they can find food and indications are that is off shore, which means they are not

available to recreational anglers. That could account for some of the reduced

recreational landings over the last few years. Of course that is speculation not fact.

Further, there has been a paucity of silversides, anchovies and menhaden in the upper

reaches of the Chesapeake Bay which has triggered concern among a number of

organizations . Plus, Florida is experiencing problems with lack of menhaden since it

appears their range is compressing due to growth overfishing and other factors. River



herring and shad stocks have been down for some time. Maybe it is time for the
Council and ASMFC to take an active leadership role in initiating action to develop a
forage fish plan for coastal stocks. I think it is time to see if we can find ways to
determine what can be done to insure enough forage fish are available for all coastal
species. It could be that food supply and not overfishing is the dominate factor in
reduced bluefish stocks. If that is the case, then no matter what we do in the plan it
will not restore stock abundance over the next nine years.

* My final recommendation — Initiate action on a forage plan to support bluefish and
other coastal fish stocks.

Thank you,



September 9, 1998 i

Dr. Christopher M. Moore, Acting Executive Director \ ' SR

MAFMC

Room 2115 Federal Building
300 South New St.

Dover, DE 19904-6790

Dear Dr. Moore,

It was a pleasure working with you and the Bluefish Committee in developing
Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. I commend the committee and
your staff for developing a plan that puts protecting and rebuilding the stock as its major
goal.

After listening to the advisors’ comments at the August 11 meeting and reviewing
the amendment again, I feel that we should use a 5 year rebuilding period rather than the
proposed 9 year period. Stock assessments consistently show that bluefish are overfished.
Because bluefish are of such importance to the recreational fishery, we should rebuild the
stock as quickly as possible. If we err in our rebuilding strategy, it is far better to err on
the safe side.

Please convey my thanks to your staff and I look forward to working with Council

on future projects.

Sincerely,

®

dr

William Walker, MAFMC Bluefish Advisor

57 Eastwood Rd.
Media, PA 19063

XC: James A. Donofrio, Executive Director, Recreational Fishing Alliance



BREAKAWAY SPORTFISHING, INC.

Capt. Pete Ripley

Royall Road Box 860 "'r:j O S
East Boothbav, Maine 04544 l? : E @ @ Uw =
(207} 8334414 ¢ 7 - L/(
A iOSER | 4108
N.M.F.S. Northeast Regional Office \ji
One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester,Ma. 01930
Attn; Hannah Goodale

Dear; Hannah Sept. 10,1998

I would like to respond to the proposed bluefish management plan. | run a
charter boat out of Boothbay Harbor , Maine. | believe the bluefish stocks are in
serious trouble. That is why in Maine we have already reduced the recreational bag
limit for biuefish to three per angler per day.

Any increase in the bag limit would only benefit the charter boat captains from
New York and New Jersey that want to sell more of their customer's unwanted fish.

Is that counted towards the commercial quota? It should be. Someday those greedy
skippers will realize the bluefish is worth more alive than dead.

} would really like to know why Maine and New Hampshire were completely left
off the public hearing schedule? As | mentioned Maine is way ahead of you with a
bluefish conservation. We are also ahead on the issue of striped bass(with the slot-
limit) but that's another story.

I'm also in favor of the 12 inch minimum size for biuefish. | don't buy the
argument that it will hurt kids fishing for snappers. Kids are more conservation minded
than the last several generations(grandpa says” he use to catch bluefish by the
hundreds...where did they all go?"). There are size limits on most fish, small blues
should be protected too. We havn't seen snapper biues in Maine for five years. Why?
Overpopulation of bluefish stocks? | don't think so.

Thank you for your time. We here in Maine would appreciate being included-n
the next round of hearings. We have phones, faxes, e-mail and even cars and trucks
to get us to the meetings. Please don't forget your neighbors to the north.

Sincerely,
Capt. Peter B. Ripley | _{
(G 2K £ 4 ~

OWner/operator F/V Breakaway \
Member State Recreational Salt-Water Advisory Council
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Mid- Atlantic Fishery Management Council September 10, 1998
300 South New Street,

Dover, Delaware 19904-6790

Att. Chris Moore

Subject: Bluefish Management Plan Amendment #1
Dear Chris,

We ask for the following changes in the management plan draft.

1 - There is no need for a minimum recreational size limit in this fishery at this time.
The proposed plan ignores any and all economic, social and biological impact of the

imposition of a 12-inch minimum size on recreational landings. The plan can not close -

this important recreational fishery without supporting documentation. The closure of this

important recreational fishery does not conform to Magnuson’s national standards.

2- Fishing Morality Schedule and Projected increases in Bluefish Biomass

Unless major changes are made in commercial forage species fisheries landings, the
plan’s proposed nine year 40% reduction in fishing mortality can not be achieved.
The commercial landings of squid, mackerel, butterfish, menhaden and herring must be
sharply reduced, at least a 50% reduction, to feed a bluefish population that is four time
current levels. It is biologically impossible to increase bluefish, weakfish, stripers and
fluke at the same time without major reductions in commercial forage species landings.
The plan’s only alternative in years 6 to 9 is to sharply reduce recreational bag limits.
Requiring such low bag limits will destroy the charterboat, headboat plus the bait and
tackle and many other businesses recreational’s spending supports. Magnuson/Stevens
national standards require consideration of the economic value. The recreational landing
value per fish is over 10 times the reported commercial value of 30 cents a pound.

3-We support the 83%- 17% -commercial bluefish allocation split only if there is NO
additional quota transferred to the commercial fishermen. We totally reject the transfer of
4.55 million pounds of recreational quota to the commercials for 1999. The council has
permitted the plan to inflate commercial landings for several years. To permit these
excessive commercial landings to continue totally defeats the conservation intent of the
bluefish plan amendment. This is wrong and must be corrected.



2

4 - The plan does not propose a commercial bluefish permit moratorium.

No management plan has ever succeeded without limiting the number of commercial
permits and boats in the fishery. Ignoring this issue will destroy the traditional
commercial fishers and the markets they serve. A commercial permit moratorium must be
part of the final plan.

5 - Charterboat and headboat sales of recreationally caught bluefish have been a part of
this fishery for many years. These sales are perfectly legal under the current plan and are
an important income to the boats and mates of these vessels. They should be allowed to
continue, since they receive far more dollars for these fish than commercials

A 10 fish recreational bag limit greatly assisted by a catch and release rate over 50% has
combined to increase current bluefish stocks over the last several years. It is known
scientifically that other ecological based factors have more affect on bluefish stock
rebuilding than landing restraints. To require the recreational’s and the industry they
accept all the conservation required to rebuild the bluefish stocks is wrong. Please correct
the plans major errors and omissions in the final draft.

Sn?cerfly, ,’".""-- ( /
4’24-" .
ﬂohn 'Im}(oegler “'w
*-Legislative Chairman
& Ringneck Lane
Radnor, Pa. 19087
1-610-687-2208
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Maine
PULP & PAPER

ASSOCIATION

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET

DATE: September 14, 1998

TO: Hannah Coodale, Northeast Regional Office

FAX # 978-281-9135

FROM: Mic LeBel

PAGES (INC. COVER): 3

SUBJECT: Amendment to Bluefish Fishery Managemeﬁf Plan

MESSAGE: Atached are the comments of the Maine Pulp & Paper Association

and Maine Forest Products Council on the July 1998 draft
amendment, [ have also mailed a copy of the letter and the
attachments that are cited in our letter. Please call me if you have
any questions (207-622-3166).

1f you have difficuity receiving or reading this fax transmittal, please cafl us at 622-3166.

CONFIDENTIAL - MAINE PULP & PAPER ASSOCIATION

N T Rd -.c.;r.‘.n) il dX q:u:ir’age 1, 3
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Maine | Naine
Forest

F”LF 8 FAFER Products

ASSOCIATION Council

September 14, 1598

Hannah Goodale

Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regicnal Office

1 Blackbumn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Amendment | to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan, dated July 1998

Dear Ms. Goodale:

We have recently received a copy of the July 1998 draft amendment to the Bluefish
Fishery Management Plan proposed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
(MAFMC). As representatives of the forest products industry and the pulp and paper
industry in the State of Maine, our organizations have been following the implementation
of the essential fish habitat (EFH) provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act with increasing concern. We have previously
submitted comments to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and to the New
England Fishery Management Counci] (NEFMC) identifying our concerns regarding
NMFS's rule implementing the EFH requirements and regarding the NEFMC’s
amendment (o implement the EFH requirements. The issues raised by the amendment to
the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan raise many of the same concerns we have
previously identified.

We therefore enclose copies of those following comments previously submined to NMFS
and NEFMC for consideration as the MAFMC considers its own actions 1o implement
the EFH requirements of the Magnuson Act:

1. Comments, dated July 27, 1998, of the Maine Pulp & Paper Association and Maine
Forest Products Council on the NEFMC's Essential Fish Habitat public hearing
document.

(8]

Comments, dated July 7, 1997, of the Maine Pulp & Paper Association and Maine
Forest Products Council on NMFS's proposed rule to implement the EFF provisions

of the Magnuson Act.

Maine Puip & Paper Association Mainc Fores: Products Council
PO Box 5670 146 Sune Street
Augusla, ME ©4532-5670 Augusty, ME 04330

(20T622-3 166 (207)622-9248
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3. Comments, dated February 13, 1998, of the Maine Pulp & Paper Association and
Maine Forest Products Council on NMFS's interim final rule implementing the EFH
requiremnents.

[f you have any questions with regard te these comments, please fee] fres 1o contact
cither of us.

Very truly yours,

Aol iy 1

Toorish, President William J. Vail, Executivel Direztor
aire Pulp & Paper Associarion Maine Forest Products Codncil

ec: Susan B. Fruchter (NOAA)
Paul J. Howard (NEFMC(C)
I.ouis Flagg (Maine DMR)
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MEMORANDUM
1121 1h Soreet, NW, Sune 200
Washington, DC 20036

Phooe: 302.463,2358

Deparenent Fax: 202 4832052

Lol -aus

DATE: September 15, 1998

T10: Christopher M, Moore, MAFMC
302/674-5399

FROM: Christie Prater (for Chip Murray)
Coordinator, Legal Department

PAGES: 4 (including cover gsheet)

Mr. Moore.

Please see the attacized comments to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. For further
information or if you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact Chip direcily at
202/463-2782

Regards - Christie



AMERICAN FOREST & PAPER ASSOCIATION
Legal Departmien:

September 14, 1998

Ms. Hannah Goodale

Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast regional Office
National Marine Fisheries Service
One Blackburn drive

Gioucester, MA 01930

Re: Amendment ] 1o the Gluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

The Amerizan f orest & Paper Association (AF &PA) hereby submits the following commen:s
on the July 1998 draft ¢f Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. AF&PA is the
national trade association of the forest pulp, paperboerd, and wood products industry. AF&FA
represents approximately 250 member companies and related trade asscciations (whose memberships
are in the thousands) which grow, harvest and process weed and wood fiber, manuiacture pulp, paper
and paperboard products from betk: virgin and rewovered fiber; and produce solid wood products.

While we suppcrt the goal of conserving essentiel fish hakitat (EFH), we object to the scope
and reach of the bluefish amendment. We strongly believe that the amendment represents & ciear
departure from the letter of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act anc
the intent of Congress in adopting the “essential fish habitat” amendments. The followmng comments
expand on our concerns.

1. The Draft Amendment Is Overly Broad and Exceeds Congressinnal Intent

At the outser, it should be understood that the 1996 amendrments (Sustainable Fisheries Act)
to the Magnuson Act do not authorize the promulgation of standards or regulations that affect

nonfishing entities By its terms, the EFH provision is limited to “the description and identification
of essential fish habitat in fishery management plans.” 16 U.S.C. § 1855(b)(1)(A) This limitation -

makes it clear that NMFS’ autherity applies only to “fisheries.™ There is no basis in the Magnuson
Act for the Counceils to address nonfishing activities. Hence, the Councils’ description of EFH and
measures to preserve EFH goes beyond the underlying stahutory autiority and is invalid

Further, the Sustainable Fisheries Act provides that:

The term “esscntial fish habitat" means those waters and

substrate necessary to fish for spawning, bresding, feeding,
or growth to maturity.

16 U.S.C. § 1802(10) (smphasis added).

1131 N'reteerts Street, NW Sy1e 800 s Wesningtan, DC 20036 & 202 463-2700 Fax. 202 463-20%2
Amarica’s Forest & Paper Pegpie—imp:gving Tomorrow's €avironmeat Today
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The bluefish amzndments, even at 30%, would appear w go far beyond the statutory
understanding of EFH. The EFH descriptions encompass all areas where the species in question
occur within the 90% area. The Council’s approach to describing EFH is fundamentally at odds with
the apparent approach of the Congress in limiting EFH to that which is “essential” or “necessary ™
EFH should not include any and all habitat nor should it include habitat per se. This approach, on its
face, exceeds the author ity granted under the Magnuson Act.

2. Inland Areas and EFH

We note that EFH descriptions identify estuarine areas and rivers where juveniles of managed
species may occur. We urge the Council to carefully review and revise the amendment in light of the
Congress's EFH definition and its historic approach of limiting and constraining the Council and
NMFS authority when dealing with fishing interests, as opposed to inland industries, and in deferring
1o individual states when it comes to masters taking place in state waters, particularly inland waters.
There is no authority unider the Magnuson Act for the Councils to address prey species or inland areas
as EFH, and the Counc'l should avoid any suggestion tha: EFH will be designared to include such
species or areas. Eg., i6 U.S.C. § 1852(a)(1) (the Councils are limited to the management of
fisheries “seaward” of the states comprising each Council); 16 U.5.C. § 1801 (b)(1) (the purpose of
the Act is “t0 take immadiate action to conserve and manage the fishery resourcss found off the
coasts of the United States”); 16 U,S.C. § 1855(a)(1) (carcfully delinearing federal and state
jurisdiction). Moreove:, the Council should focus its efforts on habitat that is truly “essential” and

“necessary.”

The Council ha; included estuarine areas as EFH, as well as rivers and other Feshwater areas.

Further, the Council appears to broadly expend its description of EFH by focusing attention o0
upland activities that fall well outside the confines of EFH and should rot be identified as affecting

EFH. In summary, we believe that this definition or description far exceeds statutory authority and
the intent of Congress in adopting the EFH provisions to the Magnuson Act.

3. Subsection 2.2.5.3.3 - “Silvicultural NPS”

The apparent purpose of the first two paragraphs is to assert that silviculture has significant
potential to affect bluefish EFH. These paragraphs (a) overstate the importance of silviculture as 2
nonpoim source of water quality problems and (b) fail to show any connection between silvicultural
activities and bluefish EFH.

The first paragraph of the subsection begins with a sweeping indictment of “Federal land
management” for “contributing to the decline of marine and anadramous fish.” Various land
management activiiies are identified along with their potential effects on surface waters and fish
habitat. Many of the listed activities (e.y., Erazing, nuning, hydropower development) have nothing
1o do with silviculture. It is not clear why a subsection on “Silvicultural NPS” includes & gencral
expression of concern about Federal land management activities. Moreover, it is not clear how this
general concern connects silviculture with bluefish EFH. Most of the Federal forest lands in the
eastern U.S. are in tountainous areas many miles from the Atlantic coast. On lands that are near the
coast {¢.g., Francis Marion National Forest), silvicultural activities are generally focused on wildlife
habitat improvement and ecosystcm management objectives.

The second paragraph of the subsection comprises carefully selected statements about
silviculrural contributions to nonpoint source pellution. The intended message is that managers of

2



bluefish EFH shouid be very concerned about silviculture. These managers should be presented with
a more complete and balanced discussion of silvicultural NPS that has some relevance to bluefish
EFH. It should be noted, for example, that silviculture is a very minor source of NPS pollution in the
eastern U.S. compared 10 agriculture and urban runoff.  All states with significant forestry activities
have nonpoint source contrel programs that address silviculrural NPS. Most silvicultural activities

are conducted using Best Management Practices (BMP) that are very effective in controlling
silvicultural NPS.

Given that localized effects on sediment and temperature in headwaters are the main water
quality concerns associated with silviculture, it seems unlikely that silviculture would have any
appreciable effects on tluefish EFH. If there is any evidence to the contrary, it should be included in
the EFH amendment

Many of the conservation measures listed on pages 67-68 of the draft are already included in
state BMP manuals. Inclusion of these reasures here is potentially confusing to landowners who
may receive slightly different versions from various government sources. It would be better to maks
reference to state BMP manuals than 1o repeat the informarion in the FMPs.

Roag Construction and Lack of Thresholds. Throughout the document, no baseline is
established 1o determins whether the stated impact is significant and worthy of addressing or whether
it is trivial. For example: “Delivery of sediment from road construction or reconstruction showd be
reduced.” 1d. At 67. Reduced from and to what levels?

Vague Statements Relating 1o Harvest Regimes. The document is altogether vague in places:
“ Appropriate skid trail location and drainage and proper harvesting in SMAs should be addressed.
1d. At 67. No guidance is given in the FMP Amendment. Standards pertaining to timber harvest can
generally be found in faderal and state laws, regulations and guidance documents. Generally these
statutes, rules and guidzlines set forth cbjective standards. However, here, instead of objective
standards from applicasie BMPs, the Bluefish FMP Amendment wil] likely result in a process in
which determinatiors of “appropriate” and “proper” depend on the particular views, velues and
objectives of the local agency biologist.

Enforcernent of Water (Quality Standards. The document suggests that best foresiry
management practices should be enforced to ensure water quality standards are antained. Geznerally,
federal agencies may not bring enforcement actions based on the failure of a water body to attain
articulated water quality standards. The better approach is simply to determine BMPs and
implementation through existing state programs.

Resteration of Upland Habitat. The document speaks to the issue of restoring riparian and
upland habitat; however, such a recommendation is outside the purview of EFH authority and the
document is too vague 10 be useful.

4. Conclusions

In summary, we believe the NMFS EFH recommendations and Council amendments are
flawed and need reconsideration due to the following:

e NMEFS and the Council are promoting EFH so asto include all habitat rather then “essential
habitat” and without appropriate justification.

3
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NMES and the Council fail to describe in sufficient detail how the listed nonfishing activities
represent a “threat” 1o EFH and what conservation and enhancement measures NMEFS
contemplates in addressing these “threats.”

NMFS and the Council should indicated with some precision its intent, if any, to extent ErH
consultation to sreas comprising freshwater and where it is deseribed as EFH.

NMES and the Council should clarify and elaborate on its views as to what activity would
trigger the EFH consultation requirement.

NMES and the Council should producs a realistic assessment of forestry and recognize
existing state BIP programs, rather than introducing vague and confusing measures of their
oWl

We believe that the amendments befors the Council, if adopted, will viclate the spirit and

intent of Congress in acopring the EFH amendments. The proposed amendments go beyond the
overly broad, ccmplex, and burdensome approach 10 EFH articulated in the NMFS proposed and
interim final EFH regulations.

co’

If you have any guestions. please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

William R. Murray z

Nawral Resources Counsel
202/463.2782

Susan B. Fruchter, NMES
Christopher M. Moore, MAFMC
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September 14, 1998

Dr. James Gilford, Chairman

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115

Federal Office Building

300 S. New Street

Dover, DE 19904-6790

Dear Dr. Gilford:

Coastal Conservation Association-Maryland (CCA MD) is concerned about the status of
Atlantic bluefish stocks. We have reviewed Amendment One to the bluefish fishery
management plan and attended the Ocean City, MD hearing on August 24, 1998. CCA
MD hopes that the upcoming management changes for bluefish, mandated by the
Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) and the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative
Management Act (ACFCMA), can result in immediate improvement in the recovery effort
and ensure more bluefish for everyone.

The proposed recreational/commercial split of 83/17 is reasonable. However, any transfer
of quota between user groups should be avoided as it results in no conservation benefit
and delays the potential recovery process. Any unused quota should be considered as an
investment in the future of the fishery for all users.

Quota being transferred between states should not be allowed. It could adversely impact
local fisheries and cause short term declines in availability to recreational anglers. The
economic importance of the recreational bluefish fishery to all the Atlantic States is well
documented and should not be put at risk by moving commercial quotas with the
migrating stocks.

CCA MD asks that the rebuilding effort be initiated immediately. There is no justification
in delaying the rebuilding process for two years while the fishery continues to decline.
More restrictive recreational limits would be acceptable if the recovery were to begin
immediately and a shorter, five years instead of the proposed nine years, rebuilding
schedule adopted. There should be a moratorium on commercial entry until the stocks are
declared fully recovered. Commercial effort should be reduced from the current levels, not
increased.



The question of a proposed size limit is an issue with many sides having valid reasons for
their preference. CCA MD believes that this decision should be put in the area of the
technical commuttee as they should be able to better determine how important the issue is
to the recovery of the stock.

The recovery program should mandate concurrent studies of the essential fish habitat and
the interaction of the bluefish recovery with other species. Essential fish habitat (EFH) has
been determined to be a controlling factor in the recovery process of any species and the
impact of beach replenishment projects up and down the Atlantic coast needs to be
examined along with other areas of habitat concern. In conjunction with EFH we need to
insure that a sufficient forage biomass is available for blue fish recovery and other
expanding predator species.

It is everyone’s desire to see an improved habitat and fishery for the benefit of all citizens.
Thank vou for giving CCA MD an opportunity to have input in this process.

Sincerely. o
7 ” /

Kenneth B Lewis. M. D.

CCA MD Representative for ASMFC Affairs

¢c: Dr. Bob Bachman. MD DNR
Dr. Jim Gilford. Sport Fisheries Advisory Committee
Bill Woodfield. Tidal Fisheries Advisory Committee
Dick Brame. CCA Coordinator for ASMFC
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( : s P Atlantic Coastal
c Cooperative Statistics Program

Goop Darta, Goop DECISIONS

Sedlyn, g Dl odye e > e

1444 Eye Strest, N.W,, Sixth Floor,Washington, DC 20005
(202)289-6400 {phone) (202)289-605 :fax)

September ¥5, 1958

Dr. Chris Mpore
Mid-Atlanti¢ Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Building

300 South New Street
Dover, DE {9904

Chp>

Dear Dr AMpore,

The Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program Operations Committee has reviewed the
sections relared to data collection and permitting in Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery
Management Plan. The proposed Amendment 1 to the Plan has been found to be consistent with
e gutdelines for cosyrwide dais collestion developed by the ACCSP. Wa ars vary apprecigtive
that the ACCSP mandards have been incorporsied into the plan

The ACCSP is 2 broad, comprehensive, coastwide fisheries information system where each dats
collection component (catchveffon, biological sampling, etc.) will be implemented for all living
marine resources rather than species by species. The data collecton standards histed in the drafl
Bluefish FMP would mandate all agencies 1o fully implement all phases cf ACCSP for & single
species by pext spring. While this goal is commendable, the Operations Committee is concerned
that partner resources will not be available 10 echieve full implementation of the ACCSP in the
immediate future. Thus, immediately requiring data collection to be s compliance factor in any
Commissios or Council FMP may cause significant difficulty for many program partners

If the resowsces are made available to fully implement the ACCSP, the program has been designec
to mest the needs and priorities of all incividual species FMPs, inchuding bluefish. We would
appreciate ay assistance you can provide in obteining the appropriste resources to fund the
impiementalion and long-term contimuation of the program.

The Atlantic Coasial Cooperative Siaustics Program (ACCSP) L @ cooperative swate-federal marine and coasial
fisheries data c2llection program. The goul of the prugram LS 10 cooperatively collect, manage. and dissemingie fishery
sianisticai data and information for the conservation and raanagement of fishery resources of the Atlannc coast and 10
2uppor” the development and operation of @ nanonal deia colleciion and data managemen! program.

20077 2HI5L BA/CL/4D £lJC #BS 0.9 B IME NNT AVQTIOH



We thank you for the opportunity to commen on Amendmern | to the Bluefish FMP. This
Amendment will go a long way toward improving the management of the Atlantic coast bluefish
stock including the collection of data If you have any questions or our comments, pleese do not
hesitate %o contact ms at 252-726-7021.

Sincerely.

J thi GAF

Willard W, Coie, Jr.
Chair, ACCSP Operations Commuttee

cc.  ACCSP Operations Committee and Lisisons
ALCSP Coordinating Council
ACCSP Advisory Committee and Aliernates
ACCSP Recrestiona! Technical Commmttee
ACCSP Commercial Technical Committee
ACCSP Informational Work Group
ACCSP Contacts
Robert Baal, ASMFC

2716 B6/6L/S0 8229 78S 0.7 B THE NNT AVOTIOH



ENVIRONMENTAL
DEFENSE FUND

Seplember i 5, 199y

Dr. James H. Giiferd, Chairman
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council
Room 21135 Federa) Building

390 Scuth New Spest

Dever. Delaware 19904-67¢(

Mr. Jack Dunnigan, Executive Director
Atlantic States Merire Fisherias Commission
1444 Eve Sweet, N.W. Sixth Fioor
Washington. DC 20005

RE:

Mortk Corviing [25,M1

I50C Rl Ridgs RE.. Swre 330
aliegh, NC 27607

(917 581-260

Fax (219, 55i-260"

wwr edfory

the Bleefish Fisherv Mupacement Plan

Drat Amendment 1 ¢

Dear Dr. Gilford and M. Dunnigan:

Dz behalf of sur over 300,000 members, please enter these comments, ol the
Environmerial Dafense Fund mto the Public bearing record for Amencdment 1 to the

Fishery Management Plax for Bluefisy ¢ OMAtOmUS saltatrix).

parteipated at length with MAFMC staff and both the

A3 you know, we nave
AAFMC Habitat Commitee ard

e ASMYC Bluefish Managerent Board in develcping the essential fish hatizat (EFH;
reccmnendations for this species We have o STong interest i sustaining the ¢urrent

recovery both by protecung and restoring bluefish habitat

and by miintaining an

aggressive rzcovery schedule for this fish, critically mportant to our feritage, aur coastal

veosysteats and our coastal eccnomy.

Major, specific points include the tollowing:

1). We stron

possihle.

v endorse all agtens possible te rebuiid blugiish nopulaticns as rapidiv as

The recent recovery cf this impertant sport and commercial fsh is remarkable evidence

that fish of high reprocuctive

Ccdpacity can rebuild given the opporiunity. Although

significant runcaiion snil sxists in the age stucrwre for this speciss, rapidly increasing

population size and landings in both sectors are 2xcelle:

S dienud Howdgaarer;

t signs of rebuiiding.

1403 Azupzhos e,
Boulder, CORN:062
(305, 33G-w001

T87° Copnzenout Ave, NW
Wasiurron, DO 20009
D203 5 A0l

357 Park Avenue Souh
New Yoyl NY 16005
2123 5082100

1% Poy) T inauraar Anoten Papa:

i Zusd Avenie
Aistin, TX 78]
RERAE L BT (3301 G38-300%

650 Ciloge: Avs
Cukiand A Sy
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Sepiember 13, 1948

page 2

2). We soongly endorss o fivg-vaar rebuilding schedule.

The draft FMP amendment makes very clear that a five-vear rebuilding schedule is
readily achievable in this fishery. No compelling argument is presented that mitigares the
necessity under the Magnuson-Stevens Sustzinable Fisheries Act to achieve reby; lding as
quickly as is feasible Absent such as argument, the five-year rebuilding schecule and
measwres necessary 1o impiement it must be adopted. The principal difference between
the preferred alternative (nire-vear rebuilding schedule; and the five-vear schedule iy
simply coing nothung for the Jrst 1wo years, with an interim reduction to F = 0.4] in
years 3-5. and then a reduction 1o [ = 0.3] Invears 6 and after. We recommend
dropping immediatelv to F = 0.31 to achieve rebuilding in five years.

3). We endorse size lim:ts ard bas limits accessam 1 achieve rebuilding in five vears.

Tae propesed minimum size limnit of 12 inches is a pesitive step, but it is {nadequareiy
protecuve of immarture fish. Size ut first repreduction is on average in the 16-inck size
class. Unul the fishery is fully rebuilr, we recorimend that the minisnum size for both
comurzercial and recreational sectors be establishec a 2bout this size. The preposed
recreational pag limits of ten fish per day 1s excessive for this species. Simply put, go
one needs 1o catch tea blues a day as long us they are running! We support 2 seducton in
the recreatonal bay Umit as a component of rapid rebuilding, at least unril the stock is
fully rebuilt.

4). Wg surport the establishment of a mechanisn i implement the recreational allowable
landirgs.

A serious problem has developed in exceedances of recreat.onal quotas in the summer
flounder fisherv and in the red snapper fishey in the Gulf of Mexico. As measures 10
restrict summer founder recreational catch are implemented (including possible
closures), pressure 1o take biua€ish late in the vear will return, To avoid the same
problem with bluefish, av implementation stalegy is mandatory.

~

3). We sypport inclusion of kabitats for 90% of ea $
of Cape Harteras, as essential fish habitar (EFED for biuefish.

Bluefish remain overfished, despite the recent recovery, now underway. As such, the
MAFMC has linle choice buz to designate and ther protect to the limirs of it stannory
authority virtually all habizat where bluefish occur in various life history stages. Even
the contraction of CFH extent 10 90% s Questionable; the interim final rules seem 1o
require 100%%, given that bluerish populations are at least somewhat estuarine dependent.
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Dr. Jim Giiford and Mr. Jack Dunpagin
September 15, 1998
page 3

and that habitat less may well threaten stock integrity. Inclusion of 100% of the area
south of Cape Harieras is appropriate given the Level | data avaijable.

Estuarine Living Marine Resource data are a good startin g roint for defining estuarine
habutats for estuarine-dependent organisms. The cala base is limited, however, by wha it
tracks. Unforiunately, many smaller estuasics and ticz] cresks which are eritically
impertant nursery grounds for juveniles of 2 wide array of species are not racked. They
absoiutely must be included 2 soon as possible.

7). Ve support ecolorical smoothing of the quad-bv-quad EFH drafl mups.

The use of 10-minute quadrats to delineate EFH mekes for a checkerboard result thar
Jdoes nct pass the ecological laugh test. For instarce for adult bluefish, there are coastal
quads that are ornitted that mzke no ecological sense. Although that problem ¢ould in
heery be addressed during the framework process, there is absolutely ro reason to wais.
Every quad which impinges on the East Coast in the species range should be incluced as
EFH. as should as quads bordered on at leest three sides by EFH quads.

8). We suppont continuatior. of the Bluefisk Monitoring Commines as a2 mechaniss 1o

Blucfish is a perfect species 10 demonstrare the power of the new approaches contained in
the SFA. We heartily suppor the progress made to date in their recovery, and strongly
urge the MAFMC and the ASFMC 10 use every tool at your disposal to accelerate the
recovery of this ecologically and economically important organism.

Thank you for the opporiunity 1o commen.

Sincerely,

Ot st sone (I ML

Douglas N. Rader, Ph.D. Michelle A. Duval, FhD.  Danie] J. Whinle, J.D.
Scnior Scientist Research Scientist Attorpey



Jim Balicki Phone: 973-584-5478
221 Pleasant Hill Road E-mail: emcjim@worldnet.att.net
Flanders, NJ 07836

Hannah Goodale

NMFS Northeast Regional Office
One Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

Sept. 13, 1998

Dear Ms. Goodale,
Some comments on proposed changes in Bluefish Regulations.

1. Minimum size = 12 inches. Good jdea!

Fishermen seem have far more respect for size limits than bag limits. Also, the adult
bluefish spend only a small portion of their lives within catching range of North American
fishermen. See analysis of recapture data of tagged bluefish below. Perhaps all of

the bluefish visit our shores as snappers, however. We may never prove this, but it is
my gut feeling that the young bluefish probably must come inshore to find the proper
food and to avoid the predatory adults.

2. Increase the commercial quota. Bad idea!

Bluefish are a far more valuable resource as a sport fish than as a food fish.

Actually there is a large sportfishing industry for bluefish - partyboats, charterboats,
private boats, and even surf fishermen spend money because there are bluefish to
catch. The total revenue generated by this sportfishing industry could far exceed the
revenue generated by commercial fishermen taking bluefish to be sold as a food fish.

3. Analysis of Recapture Data.

3a. Data Analysis.

The following is an analysis of recapture data furnished by the America Littoral Society
(ALS): The ALS states that they send you recapture data from their tagging program, so
You probably have more data than | do. This analysis was done for 138 recaptures from
1992 through May, 1997 and was published in the “Underwater Naturalist” by the ALS.
The data was entered into a spreadsheet (Excel) which computed the number of days
between tagging and recapture. The entries were then sorted by days, as shown, and
graphed in the attached Chart 1. -

From Chart 1, | could draw a rather significant conclusion: About 3/4 of the recaptures
occur within 100 days of tagging.

In Chart 2, the recaptures are plotted in a column graph by season. In the North, where
most of the data comes from, Bluefish have a *season”. That is, they arrive in the
Spring and are available until mid-to-late Fall. | think it is highly significant that 88.41%
of the recaptures occur within the same season, and the few remaining recaptures
occur within the next two seasons. An ALS chart called Fig. 9 shows that a 18-inch
Bluefish is 3 years old while a 13.9-Ib. fish is 9 years old. There are many tagged



Jim Balicki Phone: 973-584-5478
221 Pleasant Hill Road E-mail: emcjim‘@worldnet.att.net
Flanders, NJ 07836

Biuefish in the 15-to-18-inch range, thus 3 years, or less, old. Sometimes we catch
13-t0-15-pounders that the chart shows to be 8-to0-10 years oid. However none of the
3-year olds are ever recaptured when they reach 8-to-10 years. This implies that the old
fish were never in catching (tagging) range when they were three years old. Conversely,
when the young fish get old, they are not within catching range. Why?

The ALS gave me a figure of 7058 Bluefish tagged since 1992. The 138 recaptures
calculate to a recapture rate of 1.955%. Even if the time periods of tagging and
recapture are not exactly the same, the recapture rate must be between 0% and 5%,
probably about 2%. Thus any tagged Bluefish has a probability of only 2% of being
recaptured, but if it is recaptured, the probability is about 88% that the recapture
will occur in the same season as the tagging.

3b. Speculation to Explain the Data.

How can the above statistical data be explained physically? Could it be that Bluefish
come from some far-off place, such as the Gulf Stream, far beyond the continental
shelf? Could it be that Bluefish remain inshore for at most one season and then return
to their far-off place? Could it be that when the next season arrives, the Bluefish that
move inshore are mostly different fish than those that made the trip in the previous
season? If the above is true, then there must a vast quantity of Bluefish in the far-off
place. The quantity there must be much larger than anyone has believed, and much
larger than the number that moves inshore each season. Could the above explain the
periods of abundance and scarcity, dating back to the 1600’s, as documented by Henry
Lyman and others? That is, could it be that there is a vast quantity of Bluefish in the
far-off place, and in some years a larger percentage move inshore during the season,
while in other years few or none move inshore?

Al Ristori once told me that when he was a boy, “Snapper Blues” were available in the
rivers and bays, but no larger Bluefish were caught. Could this be explained by the
following: The larger bluefish remained in their far-off place and spawned there. The
young fish moved inshore, all the way to the bays and rivers, but the adults chose to
stay in the far-off place?

Part 3a is a mathematical analysis of real data. Part 3b is all speculation to attempt to
explain the data. However most scientific discoveries probably came about from
discovering some of the truth, speculating on the rest, and then setting about to prove
the speculative portion. :

I certainly do not have the means to find the “far-off place” to prove its existence, but
someday somebody probably will find it, or at least find something that explains the
recapture data. Also the “far-off place” may be the edge of the Gulf Stream and its
southern continuation on the European and North African side. If s0, could it be that
schools of bluefish keep moving with the current for their entire lives? For whatever
reason, some schools migrate inshore and are caught by humans? If bluefish follow the
Stream, could this explain why the largest (rumored) specimens end up off North Africa?



Jim Balicki Phone: 973-584-5478
221 Pleasant Hill Road E-mail: emcjim@worldnet.att.net
Flanders, NJ 07836

4. Management of the Fishery.

With many unanswered questions, it is difficult to manage the fishery. My two
recommendations: 1. Conserve the young since perhaps all of these must migrate
inshore immediately after birth. 2. Determine what Causes the adults to migrate inshore
for one season (88% never return) and try to enhance that migration.

Sincerely,

”» /%p%;/a,

Jim Balicki
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16
17
18
19

20

21
22
23
24
25
26
.27
28
29
30
K}
32
33

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

45
46
47
48

Date

Tagged

05/24/97
09/25/93
06/02/96
08/11/93
05/15/94
06/04/95
10/07/93
10/11/95
08/23/92
10/04/94
05/23/94
10/11/95
05/30/93
08/18/93
07/30/94
08/28/94
09/11/94
08/15/96
09/03/95
08/05/96
09/01/93
08122195
09/20/95
06124/96
08722/92
09/26/96
09/08/92
08/12/95
08/26/94
05/26/96
07/18/96
07/16/93
05/26/96
07/04/93
08/03/24
08/13/94
07128/96
10/10/92
08/23/85
10/18/96
09/21/96
07128/96
07/31/95
05/29/94
06/12/96
07122193
06/04/94
07/23/93

Date
Recap Days
05/25/97 1
09/26/93 1
06/05/96 3
08/14/93 3
05/18/94 3
06/07/95 3
10/11/93 4
10/17195 6
09/01/82 9
10/14/94 10
06/04/94 12
10/25/95 14
06/13/93 14
09/01/93 14
08/13/94 14
09/11/94 14
09/25/94 14
06/30/96 15
09720/95 17
06/23/96 18
09/19/93 18
Ug/11/98 20
10/11/95 21
07/15/96 21
09/12/92 21
10/18/196 22
09/30/192 22
09/03/95 22
09/19/94 24
06/20/96 25
0gi12/96 25
0810/93 25
06/21/96 26
07/31/093 27
08/30/94 27
09/10/94 28
08/28/96 31
11/10/92 31
09/25/95 33
11/21/96 34
10/25/96 34
09/01/96 35
09/04/95 35
07/04/94 36
07/19/96 37
08/28/93 37
07/11/94 37
09/02/93 41

Cumul.

Percent
0.72%
1.45%
217%

11.59%
12.32%
13.04%
13.77%
15.22%
16.94%
16.67%
17.39%
18.12%
18.84%
19.57%
20.29%
21.01%
21.74%
22.46%
23.19%
23.91%
24.64%
25.36%
26.09%
26.81%
27.54%
28.26%
28.99%
2971%
30.43%
31.16%
31.88%
32.61%
33.33%
34.06%
34.78%

Page 1



49
50
51
52
- 53

55

56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
by
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
a3

g5

97
98

09/01/93
06/05/94
10/03/95
06/08/95
09/02/92
09/13/92
08/27/92
07/17/96
09/06/92
06/16/93
06/05/95
06/30/96
06/19/93
09/02/94
08/30/92
09/12/93
07/02/95
10/20/92
06/18/96
06/04/95
U6/23/96
05/29/94
09/11/94
07/11/95
08/13/88
05/30/93
09/03/94
07/15/195
08/13/94
06/17/195
09/09/92
07/05/96
07/23/92
06/19/96
06/14/92
06/15/92
07/24/92
05/23/93
05/30/92
09/13/92
07/21/96
05/18/94
06/20/93
06/16/92
06/06/93
07/20195
05/17/93
06/07/92
06/04/94
07/12/96

10/12/83
07/16/94
11/14/95
07/20/95
10/15/92
10/26/92
10/10/92
08/31/96
10/22/92
08/02/93
07/24/85
08/20/96
08/11/93
10/25/94
10/23/92
11/06/93
08/26/95
12115192
08/15/96
08/01/95
08/21/96
07/28/94
1112184
09/11/95
10/15/88
08/03/93
11/07/94
09/18/95
10/18/94
08/22/95
11/15/92
09/15/96
10/03/92
09/02/96
0g/28/92
08/29/92
10/08/92

08/07/93 -

08/15/92
11/28/92
10/10/96
08/09/94
09/12/83
08/09/92
08/31/93
10/15/95
08/15/93
09/06/92
09/03/94
10/12/96

41
41
42
42
43
43

45
46
47
49
51
53
53
54
55
55
56
58
58
59
€0
62
62
63
65
65
65
66
66
67
72
72
75
75
75
76
76
77
77
81
83

85
86
87
80
91
o1
92

35.51%
36.23%
36.96%
37.68%
38.41%
39.13%
39.86%
40.58%
41.30%
42.03%
42.75%
43.48%
44.20%
44.93%
45.65%
46.38%
47 10%
47.83%
48.556%
49.28%
50.00%
50.72%
51.45%
52.17%
52.90%
53.62%
54.35%
55.07%
55.80%
56.52%
57.25%
57.97%
58.70%
59.42%
60.14%
60.87%
61.59%
62.32%
63.04%
63.77%
64.49%
65.22%
65.94%
66.67%
67.39%
68.12%
68.84%
69.57%
70.29%
71.01%

Sheet1
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99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116

17

118
7119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138

05/13/96
06729795
09/12/93
05/24195
06117195
05/30r85
07/03/95
05/29/92
06/17/94
05/16/195
0612194
06/28/92
07105192
11128193
0711593
07124196
06118195
05114194
06/13/193
07123193

0523192

0B/08/196
06/19/93
07720196
10115192
10129192
10110195
10710194
09715192
09720192
1012192
11103191
08129193
06/18/93
107110/95
07129/91
06/11/92
09/25/94
07/16/94

08/14/96
10101795
12115/93
08/27195
09722195
08/06/95
10111195
09/25/94
0Br24/95
09/24/94
10011792
10120192
03/19/94
03/28/97
11/08/93
11/18/96
101147195
09/11/94
10116/93
117125193
10111192
1101196
1115193
02710197
05721193
06118/93
06/07 196
0B/17195
07101193
0711993
08125193
10/28192
09/10/94
07/06/94
10129196
09/28/92
0971293
07/25/96
07/15/96

g3

894

Y4

95

97

9y
100
100
100
100
104
105
107
111
112
116
117
118
120
125
125
141
146
149
205
218
232
241
250
289
302
317
360
377
383
385
427
458
669
730

71.74%
72.46%
/3.19%
73.91%
74.64%
75.36%
76.09%
76.81%
77.54%
78.26%
78.99%
79.71%
80.43%
81.16%
81.88%
84.06%
B84.78%
8551%
86.23%
86.96%
B7.68%
85.41%
89.13%
89 86%
Y90 58%
91 30%
92 03%
92.75%
93.48%
94.20%
94.93%
95.65%
96.38%
97.10%
97.83%
98.55%
99.28%
100.00%

Sheet1

Page 3



szp-18-98 17:18  From:NRDS T-518 P.02/06 Jos~G8%

Septembet'ls, 1998

Christopher Maore

Actng Executive Director

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councii
Room 2115, Federal Building

300 South New Street

Dover, DE '19904-6790

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:

The Natural Resouces Defense Council (NRDC) submi:s the following comments on
proposed Amendment | to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. NRDC is a national
not-far-protit organization, with over 400,000 members, dedicated 10 protecting the
world’s natural resources and ensuring a safe and healthy envirornment for all pecple.
NRDC's Ocean Protection Initiative has been working for the past several years to
promote sustainable and healthy fisheries both in the U.S. and internationally.

The Mid-Atlantc Fishery Management Council prepared Amendment 1 in response to
recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
Amendent | is particularly important because it is the first amendment prepared by the
Council to comply with the new statutory requirements and hence sets a precedent for
approaches tzken in other amendments for fish species such as summer flounder, scup
and black sed bass.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and, to a lesser extent, commercial
fishermen. Unfortunately, the blucfish population has declined significanily from historic
levels. (See Attachment 1 showing trends in the bluefish fishery, 1979-1997). In 1997,
for example, the recreational catch was only 22% of what it was in 1979, Bluefish are
currently classified as “ovarfished” by the National Marine Fisheries Service, and at

current fishing rates, the bluefish population will continue to decline.

40 Weat 2Uth Ssrees .

New Yark, NY 10001
2127272700
Fax212727-1773

www.ardeorp

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which Congress =~
amended and strengthened in 1996, requires that for an overfished species such as
blucfish, the Fishery Management Councils must develop new management measures to
end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the
Councils must identify the fish’s essential habitat and measures needed to protect it. The
proposed bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements only partially.

1200 Naw Yotk Ave, Now, 71 Swvensan Sneet 030 San Vicsnte Howevird
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The bluefish amendment propeses to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through: (1)
imposition of commercial and recreationa! fishing quotas; (2) imposition of a minimum
size limit of 12 inches in the recrearional and commercial fisheries; (3) strict entorcement
of the current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery; (4) establishment of a
permitting system for recreational party and charter boats; and (5) develppment of a
procedure for modifying management measures mid-season, if necessary.

NRDC supports these measures as important steps In the right directlon, with one major
objection. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all antil 2001.
Indeed, the amendment would allow higher total allowable landings in 1999 than were
allowed in 1998. To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required
by the Magnuson-Stevens Act), NRDC recommends that the alternative §-year recovery
period be selected in place of the amendment’s preferred alternative 9-year recovery
period. A S-year rebuilding plan will end overfishing and begin recovery as soon as
possible rather than delay corrective action until the year 2001 as outlined in the preferred
aliernative.

The analysis in the amendment unfairly stacks the deck in favor of the 9-year rebuilding
schadules. (See Table 47). It does s0 by failing te reflect increases in the recreational and
commercial quotas that would oceur at the end of the 5- and 6-year recovery periods
examined in alternatives (2)-(4). A comparison of the total allowable catch and F values
used in the analysis for the pariad 2004-2007 for the three alternatives reveals this serious
flaw in the analysis. (See Attachment 2). As a result of this flaw, the analysis
underestimatss both the net present value of the exvessel revenues and the cumulative
recrentional harvest limits. The analysis must be redone to permit a fair and unbiased
comparison of the alternatives.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital 1o the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat for bluafish: all ocean areas
where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras, NC,; 90 percent of ocean areas north of
Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion
of all east coast estuaries where bluetish are common. Identification of these areas as
Essential Habitat does not autornatically restrict human activiiies. Instead, identification
gives the Council and the National Marine Fisheries Ssrvice the authority to review
activities undertaken or permaitted by government agencies that may affect the habitat.

NRDC strongly supports the inclusion of these areas as Essential Fish Habitat, but
recommends that the following areas be included as well.

* Small estuarics and tidal crecks where blucfish are found. Currently, small
estuaries and tidal creeks are not included because the national database relied upon does
not provide information on them. However, there is state data that is available, at lsast in
some places, the: can and should be used to identify such areas.
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* All quads in Figures 26-29 (identifying EFH fer ditterent bluefish life stages)
that are currently excluded from EFH designation but are surrounded on three sides by
EFH and all coastal quads in areas through which bluefish migrate, These adjustments
are necessary to make the designations more scologically cokerent and less the artifacs
of sampling design.

Finally, we support the Framework Adjustment Pracess described at pp. 120-121 as a
useful mechanism for enabling the Council 10 respond mid-season 10 problems in the
fishery, without having 10 await the annual specification process, This enhances the
Council’s ability to keep rebuilding efforts on rack. We also support continuation of the
work of the Bluefish Monitoring Commitise.

NRDC appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed Bluefish Amendment 1,
and looks forward to your response.

owrs sincerely,
v @fféﬁ/&%

-

Sarah Chasis

Senior Attorney and Cocrdinator,
Water and Coastal Program
NRDC ‘

Cc: Susan B. Fruchter, Director
Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm. 5802, OP/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washingion, DC 20230
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Attachment 1

Trends in the Bluefleh Pishery, 1878-1887

Rlusfish Candings, 18751087 (milldan poands)
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Attachment 2

Total Allowable Catch (milllon pounds)

Aternative 1698
1 (8-year, step reductions) 36.84
2 {5-year, stap reductions) 30.42
3 (S-year, constant catch) 32.00
4 (8.year, constant F) 19.15
§ (9-yaear, censtant F) 27.87

2000

43.08
26.08
3200
2846
TN

Instantaneous Fishing Mortality (F)

Altarnative 1898
1 (8-year, step reductions) 0.51
2 (5-year, step reductions) 0.40
3 (6-year, constant catch) 0.48
a (8-ymar, constant F) 23

§ (9-year, constant F) 036

2000

0.81
p.25
0.35
0.23
0.3%5

2001
41.42
27.58
3200
38.33
47.55

2001
C.41

0.18
0.35
0.23
0.36

2002
50.68
27.82
32.00
£0.68
57.82

2002
0.41

Q.13
023
0.23
0.3¢

2003
59.72
36.46
32.00
B0.€3
£7.91

2003
0.41

D13
0.18
g.23
0.36

2004
53.51
36.46
32.00
60.63
75.91

2004
0.31

<0.13
0.1¢

«0.23
0.36

2008
64.35
36.4%
32.00
60.63
8274

2008
0.21

«0.43
<0.10
<0.23

0.36

2006
73.712
36.46
32.00
60.63
88.07

2008
0.3
<0.13
<0.10
<0.23
0.36

2007
81.15
36.46
32.00
60.63
g1.23

2007
0.31
<0.13
<0.10
«0.23
0.35



305 Langley Road
Pittsgrove, NJ 08318
September 8, 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Dear Ms Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act. This act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the Fishery
Management Council must propose new measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as
possible. The Council also must identify the fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The
proposed bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish population has declined significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the population
will continue to decline. The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic

abundance over nine years.

I support these measures but believe they do not go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing
until 2001, In fact, the amendment would allow higher rates in 1999 than were allowed in 1998. To rebuild the
bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act), | support a 5-year recovery
period in place of the amendment's current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population and 1
support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat. I ask, however, that the area be expanded to

include all nearshoré coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and [ look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

2

James R. Shuster

cc:
Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230




Dear Ms. Goodale, August 14,1898

| am writing regarding proposed Amendment * to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent changes to
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Unfortunately, the bluefish
population has declined significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline. The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished
species like biuefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propcse new management
measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the
Councils must identify the fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protectit. The
proposed bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely, as the
bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic abundance
over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various measures, including
commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the
recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag limit in
the rfécreational fishery.

| support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but | do noi believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until 2001.
Indeed, the amendment Would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To
rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens
Act), | recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the amendment's
current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The proposed
amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish are found south
of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where biuefish have
historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish are common
or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have the authority to
review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by government agenciés that may
affect the identified habitat. | strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish
Habitat, but | ask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as
small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found. | appreciate this opportunity to
comment on the proposed amendment, and | look forward to your response.

My addnaar_ia Sincerely,

/’;.i,, Ms. Julia Plumb M“ PMI% Is

455 E. Pond Rd.
Nobleboro, ME 04555




August 14. 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:

We are writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. which The Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen. Unfortunately. though. the bluefish
population has declined significanty from historic levels. and at current fishing rates. the population will centinue to
decline,

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils
must propose new management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In
addition. the Councils must identify the fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic abundance over nine years.
This restoration would be accomplished through various measures. including commercial and recreational fishing
quotas. a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries. and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

We support these measures as important steps in the right direction. but we do not believe they go far enough. The
proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until 2001, Indeed. the amendment would allow
higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as
required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act). We recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the
amendment's current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The proposed amendment identifies
as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas
north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been collected: and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have the authority to
review and comunent on activities undertaken or permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified
habitat.

We strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but ask that the area be expanded to
include ail nearshore coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and look forward to your response.

% St '7//-%

Bruce J. Cok€én & Simone Marie Lorenz
214 Via Morella, Encinitas, CA 92024

Sincerely,

cc¢: Susan B. Fruchter, Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning



ANGELA C. CAMERON

347 Ross Road
Paramus, NJ 07652
Telephone (201) 967-0345
Fax Ecolady@aol.com

August 15, 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery
Management Plan, which The Mid- Atlantic Fishery Management Council
prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial
fishermen. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined
significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species
like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propose new
management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock
as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the
fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not
completely.



The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to
their historic abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through
various measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size
limit of 12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of
the current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do
not believe they go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce
fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow
higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish
- population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act),

I recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the
amendment's current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish
population. The proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat:
all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent
of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been
collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish are
common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service

- have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or

permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat,
but I ask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters,
as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I
look forward to your response.

Best regards,

Ayl Clan.,,.

Angela C. Cameron

ACC
cc: Susan B. Fruchter, Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01830

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery’ Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery
Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial
fishermen. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined
significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act reguires that for an overfished species

like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propose new

management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock

as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the
fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these reguirements partially, but not
completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to
their historic abundance over nine years., This restoration would be
accomplished through various measures, including-commereisl -and
recreational fishing gquotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the
recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but
I do not believe they go far enough. The proposed amendment

would not reduce fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed,

the amendment would allow higher landings in 198% than were

allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly

as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act), I

recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place

of the amendment's current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is alsc vital to the recovery of the

fish population. The proposed amendment identifies as Essential

Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of

Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras

where bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water
portion of estuaries where bluefish are commeon or abundant.

The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have the
authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or

permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish
Habitat, but I ask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore
coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where
bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment,
and I look forward to your response.

IUP ./ WWW. IHLUC. U1 8/ I€10/DIUIEL LXL
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Eﬁgperely,

(Yanain

P.S.

cc:
Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery
Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial
fishermen. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined
significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species

like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propose new
management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock

as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the

fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not
completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to
their historic abundance over nine years. This restoration would be
accomplished through various measures, including commercial and recreational
fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and
commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag

limit in the recreational fishery.

1 support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do
not believe they go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce
fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow
higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish
population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act),
I recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the
amendment's current 9-year plan.

(cont.)



Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish
population. The proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat:
all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent
of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been
collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish are

common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or
permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat,
but I ask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters,
as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I
look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

it 2

Ron Bennett
2 Dundee Park
Andover, MA 01810

cc:
Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230



Carol Pinsl-(y Blumenthal
313 Rodman Read
Phillips Heights
Wiln‘dng‘l‘on, Delaware 19809

Fex (258060201

Friday, August 21,1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackbum Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

RE: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regardingtproposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish
population has declined significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to
decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils
Imust propose new management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In
addition, the Councils must identify the fish's essential habitat and develop measures to proteet'it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

“ The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic abundance over nine years.
» This restoration would be accomplished through various measures, including commercial and recreational fishing

quotas, a minimurn size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag

. lmit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as imgortam steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they go far enough. The proposed
amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in
1999 than were allowed in 1998! To'rebuild the bluefish population as c]{uickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected’in place of the amendment's current 5-
year plan.

" Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The proposed amendment identifies as

Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas
north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have the authority to review
and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but 1 ask that the area be expanded to
include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

l appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Carol Pinsky Blumenthal
Copy to: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning

Ron 5503 O /5P
3 t, ornmnmerce
Wasge;'npgign, D.C. 20230 RECEIVED



August 16, 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan, which The Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Although the amendment is a step in the right direction. it is too
small a step, and so I urge you te expand the its scope to-insure the continued survival and recovery of
bluefish.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen. They occur in the Atlantic
from my home state of Florida all the way to Maine. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has
declined significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the Fishery Management
Councils must propose new management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as
possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it.
The proposed bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not compleiely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic abundance over
nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various measures, including commercial and
recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries,
and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support the intentions behind these measures, but they are not enough. The proposed amendment would
not reduce fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999
than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), 1 recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selecied in place of the amendment's
current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The proposed amendment
identifies as Essential Fish Habitat all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras, 90 percent
of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been collected, and the salt-water
portion of estuaries where bluefish are common or abundant. The Counci! and the National Marine Fisheries
Service have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by government
agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I am a sophomore in college, not a fisheries expert, but 1 do know something about population biology. At
an unstable equilibrium, a population may seem sustainable, but the slightest perturbation can send it
crashing downwards towards extinction. This phenomenon has caused too many fisheries crashes in recent
years. If the bluefish population is truly to recover, it must be allowed to reach a stable equilibrium. I
strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask that the area be expanded
to include all near shore coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward to your response.

Sincerel

/
‘/9821 Dunhill Drive
Miramar, FL 33025

cc:
Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

I 'am 1n support of measures to protect and recover bluefish populations. However, 1 do
not think Amendment 1 is strong enough.

Amendment 1 does not reduce fishing pressures at all until 2001. In fact, the amendment
allows higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998. To rebuild the bluefish
population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act), 1
recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the amendment's current
9-year plan.

I strongly support Amendment 1's identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I believe
that the area should be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

Thank you for the chance to comment.

Sincerely yours,

e Dotrna CW

Laura Redish

5932 E. 23rd St.
Tucson, AZ 85711



ELLEN J. COLODNEY, M.D.

DIPLOMATE AMERICAN BOARD OF PHYSICAL MEDICINE AND REHABILITATION

3067 CONNERS DRIVE
EDENTON, NORTH CAROLINA 27932
Phone 919-482-7828 Fax 482-4957 Beeper 334-6520

September 02. 1908

Hannah Goodale. Seruer Fishery Poliey Analvst
Northeast Regional Office

Nanonal Manne Fishenes Sernace

One Blackbumn Drive

Gloucestar, MA 01930

Dizar Als Soodale:

Fam witing i regard 10 proposed Amendment 1 1o the Bluetish Fishery Management Plan. which was developed m
response 10 the Magnusen-Stavens Fishery Consenvimon and Managameant Act

The proposed Amendment is a good start. However. 1 f22] that smicter regulations on conmereial and racreational
bluetish quotas and mmymum size bt - sufSiciently stet to allow the blusfish fishen 1o recover over the next 3
vears. rather than the proposad ¥ vears <18 more m keepmg with the mient of the Magnusen -Stevens Act.

In addition. I ask that the amendment’ s idantification of Essential Fish Habitat for this species be expandead 10
meludz all nearshore coastal waters. small estuanes. and tidal creeks. all of which can improve the chunces of' s

suecasstil rzeoveny of s species,

As the cranddaughter of w former charter boat captam out of Belmar Basin m New Jersey. | watched bluetish g0
trom an abundant resource that we could count on 1o keep owr belbies full and the boat mnrung 1o somethmg scarce.
pruful. and desperately in n2ed of al) the protection we can give it

smeeralv.

SN

Ellen }. Colodnev. MLD.

oo Susan B Fruchter

Lireetor, Office of Pohiey and Stratege Plannng
Room 5802, OP SP

L& Dept of Commerce

Washmeton. DO 20230



John Paul Jones
3791 S. Galloway Dr.
Memphis, TN 38111
jonesi@emem.net
August 15, 1998 ‘
S04 Days Until the Millennium

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery
.Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
'ﬁrepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial
fishermen: Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined
significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act regquires that for an overfished species

like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propose new
management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock

as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the
fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these reguirements partially, but not
completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to
their historic abundance over nine years. This restoration would be
accomplished through various measures, including commercial and recreational
fishing guotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and
commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag
limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do
not believe they go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce
fishing pressure at all until 2001. 1Indeed, the amendment would allow
higher landings in 1599 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the bluefish
population as guickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act),
I recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the
amendment 's current 9-year plan.



Ms. Hannah Goodalle
August 15, 1988
Page two

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish
population. The proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat:
all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent
of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been
collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish are
common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or
permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat,
but I ask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters,
as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

My fishing has been and will be in the nearshore coastal waters, small
estuaries, and tidal creeks where bluefish are found, off and near the coasts
of Florida. My family have homes there. A variety of fish is vital, so that
there will be as little as possible reduction of each species.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I
look forward to your response.

Enclosed for your convenience in acknowledging its receipt is an extra copy of
this letter, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope

Sincerely,

~ /\ )

] 7 rd ¥
*¥u£n4_aquiiz;ubﬂLf
John Paul Jomkes

cc:
Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802. OP/SP

U.8. Dept of Commerce

Washington D.C. 20230

Mr. Peter Schutt
P.0. Box 3663
Memphis, TN 38103

Mr. Paul Tudor Jones II

Tudor Investment Corporation
600 Steamboat Road, lst Floor
Greenwich CT 06830
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Hannah Goodale, Sewor Fishery Policy Anatvst -3 ’fg
Nurtheast Remonal Oflice
Nationa! Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackbum Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930
Re. Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plap

Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan, which
The Mid- Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in respeonse 1o recent changes to the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and coramercial fishermen. Unfortunately,
though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic levels. and at current
fishing rates. the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Sievens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish. the Fisherv
Management Councils must propose new management measures to end overfishing and rebuild 1be
fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the fish's essential habiiat
and develop measures to protect it. The proposed bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements
partially, but not completely,

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine vears. This resioration would be accomplished through various measures.

-including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the
recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag limit i the
recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they go far
enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all unti] 2001, Indeed, the
amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the
‘bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act). |
recomniend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the amendment's current G-venr
plan.

Protection of bluefish babitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The propesed
amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where biuefish are found south of

“Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have histonicaliy
been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish are cornmen or abundant.
The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have the authority to review and commeut
on activities undertaken or permitted by government agencies that may affect the identitied habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask that the aren
be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks
where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward to your
response.

Sincerely, .

Rhoda Elovitz )

co: Sugan B. Fruchter, Director, Office of Policy and Strateg:c Plannmng
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst

Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive Pom————
Gloucester, MA 01930 '

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Biuefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservaticsn and Management Act.

. \. -
Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current ﬁshmg rates, the population wxll contmue to declme

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an ovez:ﬁshed species hke blueﬁsh, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end

overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils 4
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overﬁshmg and return blueﬁsh to thelr hlstonc
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, 8 minimum size limit of

12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the

current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please) __._+.>



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask

that the area be exganded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal cree ere bluefish are found,

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

i A S AT
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S ce\f‘e% r Dudrep C)?Q;va.__
cc. Susan B. Fruchter

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230




Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1°to the Bluefish Fféhery’ Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservanon and Management Act

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreatxonal and commercla.l ﬁshermen
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens_Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the -
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end

overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils

- must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

—————

" The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the -
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place -
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

Sincerely,
(name)
N v D My 64

YnarTre, w0 2 759/%
(address) .

%7 AR DL
cc: Susan B. Fruchter | ,

Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale Semor Flshery Pohcy Analyst i '
© Northeast Regional Office - S e
© National Marine Fisheries Semce E " SO m e e

~ One Blackburn Drive -

Gloucester MA 0]930

Re Broposed Amendment 1 to the Blueﬁsh Fxshegy Management Plan
. Dear Ms Goodale

O

Tam wntmg regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Blueﬁsh Ftshery Management Plan,
- which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent _
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservanon and Management Act :

- ‘Blueﬁsh are a marine fish popular thh recreatxonal and commerclal ﬁshermen
“Unfortunately, though, the bluefish populanon has declined sxgmﬁcantly from hlstonc
levels and at current ﬁshmg rates, the populanon w1ll connnue to dechne

. The Magnuson-Stevens Act reqmres that for an overﬁshed specles hke blueﬁsh, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end'
overﬁshmg and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addmon, the Councils
- must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. 'The proposed

. _ blueﬁsh amendment satisfies these requrrements parttally, ‘but not completely

The blueﬁsh amendment proposes to end overﬁshmg and retum blueﬁsh to their historic
~ abundance over nine years. This restoration would be acbomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size mit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
'current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational ﬁshery

| support these measures as 1mportant steps in the nght dxrechon, but I do not beheve they

. gofar enough ‘The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
© 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in

19981 To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the .

_ Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a 5-year recovery penod be selected in place
_of the amendment s current 9-year plan. . .

‘ Protectxon of blueﬁsh habxtat is also vital to the recovery of the ﬁsh populatron ’I'he |
proposed a.mendment 1dent1ﬁes as Essential Fish Habrtat all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)
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S are found south of Cape Hatteras, 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
. S 'Elﬁe"n'sh"have"hxstoncally been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where -
==-=====~"Blijefisk arecommon or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Semce
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or. perrmtted by,

govemment agencnes that may aﬂ'ect the 1denuﬁed habltat R S Ll e wis

I strongly support the amendment’s ldentlﬁcatlon of Essentxal F nsh Habxtat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
'estua.nes and tidal creeks where bluefish are found - ‘

I apprec1ate this opportumty to comment on the proposed amendment, a.nd 1 look forward
to your response . o o

ngerely
D [203‘5-—’?"(@5
(name) ' O e
%25 mo: 2RS4
St SqQ’-‘t‘-l

, (address) J :
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“cc: Susan B. Fruchter Q ‘
Director, Office of Policy and Strateglc Planning maf\ofg_:“{ son. i

Rm 5802,0P/SP =+ our. C.h»\dmxs sqkte.'
- U.S. Dept. of Commerce - : U

Washington, D.C. 20230



19 August 1998

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office . -

ECEIVE

National Marine Fisheries Service
One Blackburn Drive-

A 21108

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Managemernt-Piar

Dear Ms. Géodale:

)

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery '
‘Management Plan, which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council ©
prepared in response to recent changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery

Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial
fishermen. Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined

significantly from historic levels, and at current fishing rates, the
population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species

like bluefish, the Fishery Management Councils must propose new . » . -
management measures to end overfishing and rebuild the fish stock

as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils must identify the -

fish's essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed

bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not
completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to
their historic abundance over nine years. This restoration would be
accomplished through various measures, including commercial and recreational
fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of 12 inches in the recreational and
commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the current 10-fish bag

limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do
not believe they go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce
fishing pressure at all until 2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow

higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in 1998! To rebuild the

bluefish

population as quickly as possible (as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act),
Irecommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place of the



amendment's current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish

population. The proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: .

all ocean areas where bluefish are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent -
of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where bluefish have historically been’
collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where bluefish'aré
conitrion or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service

" havethe authority-to review and comment on activities undertaken or
permitted by government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment's identification of Essential Fish Habitat,
butTask that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters,

as well as small estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunify to comment on the proposed amendment, and I -
look forward to your response. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Nisha Kopada

P.S. AlthoughIam a highschool student living in the Midwest and I am not
directly affected by a decrease in population in bluefish, I have friends and = -
relatives on the east coast that would greatly appreciate the efforts of the NMFS
to help the marine ecosystem of the Mid-Atlantic region restore itself.



RECEIVED
AUG 27 1998

’ HannahGoodale Semor Fxshery Pohcy Analyst
" Northeast Regional Office L
National Marine Fisheries Semce L

One Blackburn Drive = -

,Gloucester MA01930 '

Re Pr ngged Amgndment 1 tg the Blueﬁsh Fxshem Manggement P]an o
' Dear M. Goodale |

Tam wntmg regardmg proposed Amendment 1to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent .
- changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fxshery Conservatlon and Management Act -

'Blueﬁsh are a marine fish popular w1th recreational and commermal ﬁshermen S
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish populatxon has declined significantly from historic-
levels and at current fishing rates, the populatlon w111 oontmue to dechne .

The Magnuson-Stevens Act reqmres that for an overﬁshed spemes like blueﬁsh, the -
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and retuild the fish stock as quickly as possible.. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
_ blueﬁsh amendment satisfies these requirements partially-, but not completely

" The blueﬁsh amendment proposes to end overﬁshmg and return bluefish to thelr historic

- sbundance over nire years. This restoration would be aceomphshed through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, & minimum size limit of -
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and stnct enforcement of the -
current lO-ﬁsh bag limit i m the recreatlona] ﬁshery :

I support these INeasures as 1mportant steps in the right du'ectlon, but I do not believe they -
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until -

2001. Indeed, the zmendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
~ 1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the .
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery penod be selected in place
. of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protecnon of blueﬁsh habitat is also vital to the'reoovery of the ﬁsh population. The
~ proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

_ (over, pledse)



* are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or perrmtted by
govemment agenc1es that may aﬁ'ect the 1denuﬁed habitat. - .- :

-' I strongly support the amendment’s ndentlﬁcatlon of Essentxal F lsh Habxtat, but I ask

_that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where blueﬁsh are found : :

I apprec1ate this opportumty to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response. _ _ :

: Sincerely,

- l/pco-,ub 24/ ESS
(nam 5 -‘
_ )E/cmw PLACE

W [<ON/cs A 7f-:7 ///

: (address) /g o ,

cc: Susan B. Fruchter _
" Director, Office of Policy and Strateglc Planmng
. Rm.5802,0P/SP . .
~ U.S. Dept. ofCommerce o

‘Washington, D.C. 20230 . .
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AUG 22 1398

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fisherv Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

1 am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely,

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current S-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fishenes Service
have thé authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat. .

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response. :

cc: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fisherv Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in responseto recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the

~ Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

1 strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

Sincerely, ¢ _ \; N
(name) . ﬁ ;

/55" P Doy sl 22 22
: ‘ . Zéb_?/

(address)

P.S.

cc: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP |
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst St
Northeast Regional Office '
National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Pla.nr
Dear Ms. Goodale:

.

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plar,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed-
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

(ﬁqe)éo Initdive
—T e [eben NY OFTEY
(address) 4 .
. . 'ﬂ oarn Ao )
ps <X M’é‘/& / ‘

cc: Susan B, Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230



Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst Ay 2 £ Ve D
Northeast Regional Office 4 1998
National Marine Fisheries Service : ‘

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the

- Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a 5-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
10 your response. '

Y ek AP

(nam~*
—— [l MrCarl Appel -
162 Falmouth St
— Brooklyn NY 11235 -
A AL TP

cc: Susan B. Fruchter . | ,
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning ‘M
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20230 W % %




RECEIvEp
AUG 27 1993

Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackbum Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fisherv Management Plan -

Dear Ms. Goodale:

1 am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fiéhery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat.

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response. ‘

| Sinccrez, % 2: { w EZ Z w m
(name)z Z z g W :
(address) ﬁ :\‘j oF 2o
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cc: Susan B. Fruchter ,
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning haie b Clhrsw 6”‘9‘&- ones
Rm.5802,0P/SP | ) ]

U.S. Dept. of Commerce ’6&5{’ alm\ﬂl O{A.Q .

Washington, D.C. 20230




Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

1 am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercxal ﬁshermen
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat. = -

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

s 1] RS
(2l Zoe Adedrntee

/- C/fﬁé ey, M.
(address) D 8 Z,O L‘r

P.S.

cc: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230



Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fisherv Management Plan
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Elueﬁsh Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery penod be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The -
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or penmtted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habltat ' L
I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as sma]l
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found. ,

1 apprecxate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

w8 et T

"Mr. 3 Mrs. Benjami
\\\l,Z. 220 W, En'd Av:g:: n Welnstein

» Brooklyn, NY 11235

(address)

" PS.

cc: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst

Northeast Regional Office
National Marine Fisheries Service
One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan

Dear Ms. Goodale:
I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Blue-ﬁs.h‘Fishery Maﬂagement Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Mag;nuson-Stevens Fishery Conservatxon and Management Act. ’
Bluefish are a marine fish popular w1th recreatlona.l and commercxal ﬁshermen
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or permitted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat. =~ .

1 strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat, but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

“Kelrep L. Coazre s
(me)é’7 “Senpview A
(address) L IW % }Lo J

P.S.

cc: Susan B. Fruchter
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230
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Hannah Goodale, Senior Fishery Policy Analyst
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service

One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Re: Proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Managenient Plaﬁ
Dear Ms. Goodale:

I am writing regarding proposed Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan,
which The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council prepared in response to recent
changes to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Bluefish are a marine fish popular with recreational and commercial fishermen.
Unfortunately, though, the bluefish population has declined significantly from historic
levels, and at current fishing rates, the population will continue to decline.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that for an overfished species like bluefish, the
Fishery Management Councils must propose new management measures to end
overfishing and rebuild the fish stock as quickly as possible. In addition, the Councils
must identify the fish’s essential habitat and develop measures to protect it. The proposed:
bluefish amendment satisfies these requirements partially, but not completely.

The bluefish amendment proposes to end overfishing and return bluefish to their historic
abundance over nine years. This restoration would be accomplished through various
measures, including commercial and recreational fishing quotas, a minimum size limit of
12 inches in the recreational and commercial fisheries, and strict enforcement of the
current 10-fish bag limit in the recreational fishery.

I support these measures as important steps in the right direction, but I do not believe they
go far enough. The proposed amendment would not reduce fishing pressure at all until
2001. Indeed, the amendment would allow higher landings in 1999 than were allowed in
1998! To rebuild the bluefish population as quickly as possible (as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act), I recommend that a S-year recovery period be selected in place
of the amendment’s current 9-year plan.

Protection of bluefish habitat is also vital to the recovery of the fish population. The
proposed amendment identifies as Essential Fish Habitat: all ocean areas where bluefish

(over, please)



are found south of Cape Hatteras; 90 percent of ocean areas north of Cape Hatteras where
bluefish have historically been collected; and the salt-water portion of estuaries where
bluefish are common or abundant. The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service
have the authority to review and comment on activities undertaken or perrmtted by
government agencies that may affect the identified habitat. :

I strongly support the amendment’s identification of Essential Fish Habitat but I ask
that the area be expanded to include all nearshore coastal waters, as well as small
estuaries and tidal creeks where bluefish are found.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment, and I look forward
to your response.

Sincergly,
! g

(name)

(address)

cc: Susan B. Fruchter e —7/ Z : é
Director, Office of Policy and Strategic Planning .
Rm.5802,0P/SP
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
Washington, D.C. 20230
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R, James H Z iford, Chairman
Mid-aATiantic Fisheryv Management Counci)
Feem 21'8 Federal Cffice Euiiding
300 South New Street
Deover, Delawars 19%04-79D
Cear Tr. GilTord:
1 3 ra2crestional soortes fisherman,I am concsrhRss 2Sont ez
Cv/2artished status of the Atlantic bluefisr. The Mid-Atiz;qr. -
Fishery Ccurci? ard the Atlantic Statss Mzarine Fisherisz
Commission are Jointly cdevelorirg Drafit Amendment | £o tha
atlamtic Zlue Fisnery Management Blan., I beliave strorg
manacemenT measura2s are nesded now to rebuild the A=t ge-- -
pluefish populaticn as quickly as possible.
I urge vou to acdcpt a fishery managemenrt glar amencmsrt ©--
Atlantic bluefish that will:

1) Pefuw.d the cepuiaticon levels zagzahle of sucoort: =g 4nz
maximum sustainable yiald within fivs vearsz:
2) Feduce fTishi rtaiity r~ates immediate’y rather thanm wa‘tinsg
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untii 2001 or b
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2) ctect a1l habitat considersd to bes sssential:
4) ~ﬂd overfishirg: and
5) Ensure that ztates’ manasement 7 thre bluefish FTisnery anm i+:
esgertial hatiztat consistent witn thar i~ fedaral warnsrs
Bacause of tre poor cendition of our na%ion’'s Aarine Fizherigs
including Atiantic tluefish, we have no cheics cus o .77
implersnt the Sustaimable Fisheries Act. It is cur ces* -ore f-r
izaving a Tegacy of healthy cceanrs and living marine resourcs=s
for future genera=ions., Thank you for veur ccnsiderat on of my
Views.
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cz: Senator Alfonse D’Amato
Senator Danie?® Patrick Moynihan
Representative Peter T. King
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August 21, 1998

Dr. James H. Gilford, Chairman
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover, DE 19904-6790

Dear Dr. Gilford:

We are very concerned about the overfished status of our Atlantic bluefish. The Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission are jointly
developing Draft Amendment | to the Atlantic Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. We believe
strong management measures are needed now to rebuild the Atlantic bluefish population as quickly
as possible.

We urge you to adopt a fishery management plan amendment for Atlantic bluefish that will:

1) rebuild the population to levels capable of supporting the maximum sustainable yield
within five years;

2) reduce fishing mortality rates immediately rather than waiting until 2110 or beyond;

3) protect all habitat considered to be essential;

4) end overfishing; and

5) ensure that states ' management of the bluefish fishery and its essential habitat is fully
consistent with that in federal waters.

Because of the poor condition of our nation’s marine fisheries, including Atlantic bluefish, we have
no choice but to fully implement the Sustainable Fisheries Act. It is our best hope for leaving a
legacy of healthy oceans and living marine resources for future generations.

We care so deeply about all living creatures.

Thank you for your consideration of our views. Please let us know what your plans are concerning
this matter.

Smcerely,

(T fwo

MM

Amy Witkus

Morton Schiff

P.O. Box 1517
Olivebridge, NY 12461

cc: U.S. Senator Alfonse D’Amato (R-NY)
U.S. Senator Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) A -
U.S. Representative Maurice Hinchey (D-NY) RV [ et
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Guy Merckx, 520 East 77th Street. Suite 1333, New York, MY 10162-0020 August 31, 189E

Dr. James H. Gilford o
Thairman E @ !r‘ .
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council — i
300 Scuth New Street, Room 2115 Federal Office Bldg, R
Dover, UE 19904-6750 SFr 2188 1Y

Qur Ref N%: 57-241-71095
Dear Dr, Gilford,

The Atlantic bluefish has been designated as averfished on the basis of the docurnented significant dsclines of their
numbers, and the atterdant drop in both the recreational catch and the commercial landings in recent ysars. The estimatec
population gize in 1997 was estimated to bs less than one-fourth of what would bs deemed sustaimable, and it is clearly
urgent that strong managsment measures are nesded now to rebuild the Atlantic bluefish pepulation without delay.

& ]
S~ WD-ALANTIC FISHERY
e T eguNGIL

As the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission ars developing
Draft Amendment 1 to the Atlantic Blusfish Fishery Management Plan, | am concerned that the measures baing corsidered and
the propesed nine year time-frame ars not sufficientiy in line with the requirements of the Sustairabis Fishsr ies Act, which
stipulates that all "overfished” species be rebuilt as quickly as pessible, and would actually allow fishing mortality to
increase in the tirst few ysars of that propesal,

I strongly urge you to adopt a more effactive fishery managsment plan amsndment that would aim at:

- 1) Rebuilding the population ta maximum sustaineble yisld levels within FIVE vears:
* 2) Reducing fishing mortality rates immediately rather than in the ysar 2001 and beyond;
3) Protecting ALL habitats considerad to be sssential: g
4) Ending averfishing at once: and :
§) Ensuring that managsment of the blusfish fishery and its esssntial habitat by the states is entirsly
consistent with the management plan implemented in fedsral waters.

Because our mation's marine fisher ies, inciuding Atlantic blustish, are in such poor cordition, we should riot waver
or depart from full implementation of the Sustainable Fisheries Act. |f we want to leave a legacy of healthy sceans and livirg
farine resources to future generatiors, it is our best tool and our only hope. Thank you for reading me and corsidering my
views, '

Sinceraely,

cc: Senator Alfonse M. D’Amato, Representative Carolyn B. Maloney, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan

" Songpiper” = Y00% post-consumer unbleached recycled paper (i.e. using no chiorine whatsoever) o by Domtar,



August 31, 1998

310 Sheringham Dr.
Hockessin, DE 19707

Dr. James H. Gilford, Chairman
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover, DE 19804-67390

Dr. Dr. Guilford

As a citizen and concerned saltwater angler, | am disturbed by the overfished status of our
Atlantic bluefish. The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries commission are jointly developing Draft Amendment 1 to the Atlantic Bluefish Fisher
Management Plan. | believe strong management measures are needed now to rebuild the
Atlantic bluefish population as quickly as possible to preserver this important tisher,

I urge you to adopt a fisher management plan amendment for Atlantic biuefish that will:

o Rebuild the population to levels capable of supporting the maximum sustainable yield within
five years

* Reduce fishing montality rates immediately rather than waiting until 2001 or beyond

* Protect all habitat considered to be essential

» End overfishing

Because of the poor condition of our nation’s marine fisheries, including Atlantic bluefish, we have

little choice but to fully implement the Sustainable Fisheries Act. It is our best hope for leaving a

legacy of healthy oceans for future generations.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,

5 PR

Rudolph Valentine, Ph.D.

)
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September 2, 1558

Dr. James Gilford - e .
Chairman KENNETH B. LEWIS M.D.

; . . , ERNEST N. ARNETT M.D.
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council NANCY V. STRAHAN M.D.
Room 2115 Federal Office Building fg,f::gyJ;M;:ng "o

. M.D.

300 South New Street RODNEY A. JOHNSON M.D
Dever, Delaware 19804-6790 ETHAN J. HASKEL M.D.

A. ANDREW BURTON M.D.
Dear Dr. Gilford: FRANKLIN SQUARE MEDICAL ARTS BLDG

9101 FRANKLIN SQUARE DR,BALTO.MD. 21237
As a recreational fisherman who has enjoyed SUITE 104 (410 5741330
fishing for bluefish in the past, I am very THE PROFESSIONAL CENTRE
concerned abcocut the decline of the Atlantic 120 SISTER PIERRE DR./TOWSON. MD. 21204

SUITE 303 {410) 825-2061

bluefish in recent years. The Mid-Atlantic FACSIMILE (4101 £va.260 1

Fishery Management Council and The Atlantic

States Marine Fisheries Commission are currently developing Draft
Amendment 1 to the Atlantic Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. I
believe that aggressive management measures are needed now to
rebuild the Atlantic bluefish population as soon as possible.

I urge you to adopt a strong fishery management plan amendment
for Atlantic bluefish that will accomplish the following:

1. Rebuild the population to a level that will

support the maximum sustained yield within five
years.

2. Immediately reduce fishing mortality rates rather
than waiting until 2001 to accomplish this.

3. Protect all essential habitat.

4. End overfishing.

5. Ensure that states’ management of the bluefish

fishery and essential habitat is fully consistent
with that in federal waters.

Because of the poor condition of our country’s marine fisheries,
including the Atlantic bluefish, it is imperative to fully
implement the Sustainable Fisheries Act now. It is our
cpportunity to leave a legacy of healthy oceans and living marine
resources for future generations.

Thank you for noting my concerns about this issue.

Sincerely,

. )

Kenneth B. Lewis, M.D., F.A.C.C.

KBL:mjv

¢C: Senator Barbara Mikulski
Senator Paul Sarbanes
Representative Benjamin Cardin

T TANTIC LISHLRY
WAL Nt
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1425 Alanton Drive
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23454
September 2, 1998

Dr. James H. Gilford, Chairman
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover, Delaware 19904-6790

Dear Dr. Gilford:

I believe strong management measures are needed now to
rebuild the Atlantic bluefish population as gquickly as
possible.

I urge the adoption of a management plan amendment for
Atlantic bluefish that will:

1. Rebuild the population to levels capable of
supporting the maximum sustainable yield within five
years.

2. Reduce fishing mortality rates immediately rather
than waiting until 2001 or beyond.

3. Protect all habitat considered to be essential.

4. End overfishing:;and

5. Ensure that states' mamagement of the bluefish
fishery and its essential habitat is fully consistent
with that in federal waters.

The implementation of the Sustainable Fisheries Act is
our best chance for leaving a legacy of healthy oceans
and living marine resources for future generations.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely:
; 7 .
f 7

;44221 ;%?i(i;ﬁfé (-
Sue W. Carlyle
cc Senator Charles S. Robb

Senator John W. Warner
Congressman Owen B. Pickett

MDD ATL’\::“'T" "11.‘*\‘
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Dr. James H. Gilford, Chairman t : ’UA”(;’.-‘j;‘j‘.‘.';,.'{w‘-u-r

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover, Delaware 19904-6790

(302) 674-2331

Dear Dr. Gilford:

[ am concerned about the overfished status of our Atlantic bluefish. The
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission are jointly developing Draft Amendment 1 to the Atlantic
Bluefish Fishery Management Plan. [ believe strong development measures are
needed now to rebuild the Atlantic bluefish population as quickly as possible.

I urge you to adopt a fishery management plan amendment for Atlantic
bluefish that will:

1) Rebuild the population to levels capable of supporting the maximum
sustainable yield within five years;

2) Reduce fishing mortality rates immediately rather than waiting until 2001
or beyond;

3) Protect all habitat considered to be essential;

4) End overfishing; and

5) Ensure that states' management of the bluefish fishery and its essential
- habitat is fully consistent with that in federal waters.

Because of the poor condition of our nation's marine fisheries, including
Atlantic bluefish, we have no choice but to fully implement the Sustainable
Fisheries Act. It is our best hope for leaving a legacy of healthy oceans and
living marine resources for future generations. Thank you for your
consideration of my views.

Sincerely,

/j '
f}zm(c.él (4//&{-?,
Paula G.'Kullberg

M.S., Biological Oceanography,
University of Rhode Island

93 Lafayette Street

Waltham, MA 02453

cc: Senator John F. Kerry
Senator Edward M. Kennedy
Representative Edward J. Markey
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September 14, 1998

Dr. James H. Guilford, Chairman

Mid- Atlantic Fishery Managemenr Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover Delaware 19904-6790

Re: Atlantic Bluefish fishery management plan.
Dear Dr. Guilford:

I am mest interesied in the status of the presently overfished Atlantic Bluefish.
Amendments are being joimly drafted 1o the Atlantic Bluefish Fisherv Management Plan
by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine
Fishenes Commission. ] and others believe strong management measures are needed at
this time to rebuild the Atlantic Bluefish population as soon as possible.

I urge vou 1o adop1 a fishery management plan amendment for Bluefish that will do the
following:

Rebuild the population to sustainable yield levels within 3 vears.

Reduce fishing morality rates now rather than waiting unti] 2001.

Establish protection of all habitat considered 1o be essenual.

End the present overfishing now.

Ensure to the maximum extent possible that the individual states, especially
Connecticut's, management of the Bluefish fishery and its essential habitat is
fully consistent with that in federal waters.

bl ol A

It has become more and more clear that because of the poor condition of our nation’s
marine fisheries, including the Atlantic Biuefish, we have little choice but to fully

implement the Sustainable Fisheries Act. This is especially true if we intend to leave
furure generations a legacy of heaithy oceans and marine resources for all future
generations. Thank you for considering my views on this subject. I trust that you will help
us do the right thing.

Town Hail « 10] Field Point Road, Greenwich, CT 06836.2540 « (207) 622-7894 * An Equal Opporunity Emptoyer, M/F/H
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cc: Senator Lieberman

Senator Dedd
Representative Shays
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September 4, 1998

Dr. James H. Gilford, Chairman
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115 Federal Office Building

300 South New Street

Dover, Delaware 19904-6790

Dear Dr. Guilford:

I am concerned about the overfished status of our Atlantic bluefish. The Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission are jointly developing Draft Amendment 1 to the Atlantic Bluefish Fishery
Management Plan. I believe strong management measures are needed now to rebuild the
Atlantic bluefish population as quickly as possible.

I'urge you to adopt a fishery management plan amendment for Atlantic bluefish
that will:
1) Rebuild the population to levels capable of supporting the maximum sustainable yield
within five years;
2) Reduce fishing mortality rates immediately rather than waiting until 2001 or beyond:
3) Protect all habitat considered to be essential;
4) End overfishing; and
5) Ensure that states’ management of the bluefish fishery and its essential habitat is fully
consistent with that in federal waters.

Because of the poor condition of our nation’s marine fisheries, including Atlantic
bluefish, we have no choice but to fully implement the Sustainable Fisheries Act. It is
our best hope for leaving a legacy of healthy oceans and living marine resources for
future generations. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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APPENDIX 4. PROPOSED REGULATIONS

50 CFR PART 648
Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Amendment 1 to the Bluefish Fishery Management Plan
1. The authority citation for part 648 continues to read as follows:
Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
2. The following would be added to Section §48.2 {Definitions) in place of Bluefish Committee:

Bluetish Monitoring Committee means a committee made up of staff representatives of the
MAFMC, NEFMC, and SAFMC, the NMFS Northeast Regional Office, the Northeast Fisheries
Science Center, and the Commission. The MAFMC Executive Director or a designee chairs the
committee.

3. Section 648.4 (Vessel and individual commercial permits), paragraph a (8), is revised to read as
follows:

(8) Atlantic bluefish vessels - Any vessel of the United States, including party and charter
vessels, must have been issued and carry on board a valid vessel permit to fish for, possess, or land
Atlantic bluefish in or from the EEZ.

4, Section 648.4 (Vessel and individual commercia! permits}, paragraph b, is revised to read as
follows:

{b) Permit conditions. Any person who applies for a fishing permit under this section must
agree as a condition of the permit that the vessel and the vessel's fishing activity, catch, and
pertinent gear (without regard to whether such fishing occurs in the EEZ or landward of the EEZ,
and without regard to where such fish or gear are possessed, taken or landed), are subject to all
requirements of this part, unless exempted from such requirements under this part. All such fishing
activities, catch, and gear will remain subject to all applicable state requirements. Except as
otherwise provided in this part, if a requirement of this part and a management measure required by
a state or local law differ, any vessel owner permitted to fish in the EEZ for any species managed
under this part must comply with the more restrictive requirement. Owners and operators of vessels
fishing under the terms of a summer flounder moratorium, scup rmoratorium, black sea bass
maoratorium permit or bluefish vessel permit must also agree not to land summer flounder, scup,
black sea bass, or bluefish, respectively, in any state after NMFS has published a notification in the
Federal Register stating that the commercial quota for that state or period has been harvested and
that no commercial quota is available for the respective species. A state not receiving an allocation
of summer flounder, scup, black sea bass, or bluefish either directly or through a coastwide
allocation, is deemed to have no cornmercial quota available, Owners or operators fishing for surf
clams and ocean quahogs within waters under the jurisdiction of any state that requires cage tags
are not subject to any conflicting Federal minimum size or tagging requirements. If a surf clam and
ocean quahog requirement of this part differs from a surf clam and ocean quahog management
measure required by a state that does not require cage tagging, any vessel owners or operators
permitted to fish in the EEZ for surf clams and ocean quahogs must comply with the more
restrictive requirement while fishing in state waters. However, surrender of a surf clam and ocean
quahog vessel permit by the owner by certified mail addressed to the Regional Administrator allows
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an individual to comply with the less restrictive state minimum size requirement, as long as fishing
is conducted exclusively within state waters. If the commercial black sea bass quota for a period is
harvested and the coast is closed to the possession of black sea bass north of 35 deg.15.3' N. lat.,
any vessel owners that hold valid commercial permits for both the black sea bass and the NMFS
Southeast Region Snapper-Grouper fisheries may surrender their moratorium Black Sea Bass permit
by certified rmail addressed to the Regional Administrator and fish pursuant to their Snapper-Grouper
permit, as long as fishing is conducted exclusively in waters, and landings are made, south of 35
deg.15.3"' N. lat. A moratorium permit for the black sea bass fishery that is voluntarily relinquished
or surrendered will be reissued upon the receipt of the vessel owner's written request after a
minimum period of 6 months from the date of cancellation.

5. The phrase "With the exception of Atlantic bluefish permits” would be deleted from section
648.4 (Vessel and individual commercial permits), paragraph (¢)(2)(i).

€. Section 648.4 (Vessel and individual commercial permits), paragraph {c}{3), would be deleted.

7. Bluefish would be added to the species identified in section 648.5 (Operator permits), paragraph
(a).

8. Bluefish would be added to the species identified in section 648.6 (Dealer/processor permits),
-paragraph (a).

9. Bluefish dealers would be added to section 648.7 {(Record keeping and reporting requirements),
-paragraph (a){1)(i) and (a)(2}(i).

10. Vessel owners with a commercial vessel permit for bluefish would be added to section 648.7
(Record keeping and reporting requirements), paragraph (b){1)(i).

11. Vessel owners with a party/charter vessel permit for bluefish would be added to section 648.7
(Record keeping and reporting requirements), paragraph (b)(1)(iii).

"12. Bluefish would be added to the species identified in section 648.7 (Record keeping and
“reporting requirements), paragraph (c) (3).

13. Bluefish would be added to the species identified in section 648.11 (At-sea sea sampler
lobserver coverage) (a) and (e).

14, Se;tion 648.12 (Experimental Fishing) is revised to read as follows:

The Regional Administrator may exempt any person or vessel from the requirements of
subparts B (Atlantic mackerel, squid, and butterfish), D (sea scallop), E (surf clam and ocean
quahog), F (NE multispecies), G (summer flounder), H (scup), | (black sea bass), or J (bluefish) of

this part for the conduct of experimental fishing beneficial to the management of the resources or
fishery managed under that subpart. The Regional Administrator shall consult with the Executive
Director of the Council regarding such exemptions for the Atlantic mackerel, squid, and butterfish.
the summer flounder, the scup, the black sea bass, and the bluefish fisheries.

15. The following would be added to section 648.14 (Prohibitions):

(x)(8) Bluefish. All bluefish possessed on board a party and charter boat issued a permit
wnder section 648.4 are deemed to have been harvested from the EEZ.
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16. Subpart J (Management measures for the Atlantic Bluefish Fishery) would be modified as
follows:

§ 648.160 Catch quotas and other restrictions.

{a) Annual review. The Bluefish Monitoring Committee will review the following data,
subject 1o availability, on or before August 15 of each year to determine the tota! allowable level
of landings (TAL) and other restrictions necessary to achieve a target fishing mortality rate (F) of
0.51 in 1999 and 2000; a target F of 0.41 in 2001, 2002, and 2003; a target F of 0.31 in 2004,
2005, 2006, and 2007; and a target F of 0.36 thereafter: Commercial and recreational catch data:
current estimates of fishing mortality; stock status; recent estimates of recruitment; virtual
population analysis results; levels of noncompliance by fishermen or individual states; impact of
size/mesh regulations; sea sampling data; impact of gear other than otter trawls and gill nets on the
mortality of bluefish; and any other relevant information. During the rebuilding period, the target F
for the next fishing year would be set at the level specified in the rate reduction schedule or the
level estimated for the most recent year, whichever is less.

(b) Recommended measures. Based on this review, the Bluefish Monitoring Committee shall
recommend to the Coastal Migratory Committee of the MAFMC and the Commission the following
measures to assure that the F specified in paragraph (a) of this section will not be exceeded:

(1) A TAL set from a range of O to the maximum allowed to achieve the specified F.

(2) Commercial minimum fish size.

(3) Minimum mesh size.

, {(4) Recreational possession limit set from a range of 0 to 20 bluefish to achieve the
specified F.
. {B) Recreational minimum fish size.
(6) Recreational season.
(7) Restrictions on gear other than otter trawls and gill nets.

(c} Allacation of the TAL..

{1) Commercial quota. A total of 17% of the TAL would be allocated to the commercial
fishery as a quota. If 17% of the TAL was less than 10.5 million pounds, the gquota could be
increased up to 10.5 million pounds if the recreational fishery was not projected to land 83% of the
TAL for the upcoming year.

{2) Recreational harvest limit. A total of 83% of the TAL would be allocated to the
recreational fishery as a harvest limit.

{d) Annual fishing measures. The Coastal Migratory Committee shall review the
recommendations of the Bluefish Monitoring Committee. Based on these recommendations and any
public comment, the Coastal Migratory Committee shall recommend to the MAFMC measures
necessary 1o assure that the applicable specified F will not be exceeded. The MAFMC shall review
these recommendations and, based on the recommendations and any public comment, recommend
to the Regional Administrator measures necessary to assure that the applicable specified F will not
be exceeded. The MAFMC's recommendations must include supporting documentation, as
appropriate, concerning the environmental and economic impacts of the recommendations. The
Regional Administrator shall review these recommendations and any recommendations of the
Commission. After such review, the Regional Administrator will publish a proposed rule in the
Federal Register by October 15 to implement a coastwide commercial quota and recreational
harvest limit and additional management measures for the commercial fishery, and will publish a
proposed rule in the Federal Register by February 15 to implement additional management measures
for the recreational fishery, if he/she determines that such measures are necessary to assure that
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the applicable specified F will not be exceeded. After considering public comment, the Regional
Administrator will publish a final rule in the Federal Register to implement the measures necessary
to assure that the applicable specified F will not be exceeded.

(e) Distribution of annual quota. (1) The annual commercial quota will be distributed to the
states, based upon the following percentages:

ANNUAL COMMERCIAL QUOTA SHARES

STATE %
ME 0.6685
NH 0.4145
MA 6.7167
RI 6.8081
CcT 1.2663
NY 10.3851
NJ 14.8162
DE 1.8782
MD 3.0018
VA 11.8795
NC 32.0608
sC 0.03562
GA 0.0095
FL 10,0597
TOTAL 100

{2} All bluetish tanded for sale in a state shall be applied against that state's annual
commercial quota, regardless of where the bluefish were harvested. Any overages of the
commercial quota landed in any state will be deducted from that state's annual quota for the
following year.

(f) Quota transfers and combinations. Any state implementing a state commercial quota for
bluefish may request approval from the Regional Administrator to transfer part or all of its annual
quota to one or more states. Two or more states implementing a state commercial quota for
bluefish may request approval from the Regional Administrator to combine their quotas, or part of
their quotas, into an overall regional quota. Requests for transfer or combination of commercial
‘quotas for bluefish must be made by individual or joint letter(s) signed by the principal state official
with marine fishery management responsibility and expertise, or his/her previously named designee,
for each state involved. The letter(s) must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been
met and identify the states involved and the amount of quota to be transferred or combined.

(1) Within 10 working days following the receipt of the letter(s) from the states involved,
the Regional Administrator shall notify the appropriate state officials of the disposition of the
request. In evaluating requests to transfer a quota or combine quotas, the Regional Administrator
shall consider whether:
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(i) The transter or combination would preclude the overall annual quota from being fully
harvested.

(i) The transfer addresses an unforeseen variation or contingency in the fishery.

(i) The transfer is consistent with the objectives of the Bluefish FMP and Magnuson-
Stevens Act.

(2) The transfer of quota or the combination of quotas will be valid only for the calendar
year for which the request was made and will be effective upon the filing by NMFS of a notice of
the approval of the transfer or combination with the Office of the Federal Register.

(3) A state may not submit a request to transfer quota or combine quotas if a request to
which it is party is pending before the Regional Administrator. A state may submit a new request
when it receives notice that the Regional Administrator has disapproved the previous request or
when notice of the approval of the transfer or combination has been filed at the Qffice of the
Federal Register.

(4) If there is a quota overage among states involved in the combination of quotas at the
end of the fishing year, the overage will be deducted from the following year's quota for each of
the states involved in the combined quota. The deduction will be proportional, based on each
state's relative share of the combined quota for the previous year. A transfer of quota or
combination of quotas does not alter any state's percentage share of the overall quota specified in
paragraph (d) of this section.

(g) Based upon any changes in the landings data available from the states for the base
years 1981-89, the Commission and the Counci! may recommend to the Regional Administrator .
that the states' shares specified in paragraph (d)}(1) of this section be revised. The Council's and
the Commission's recommendation must include supporting documentation, as appropriate,
concerning the environmental and economic impacts of the recommendation. The Regional
Administrator shall review the recommendation of the Commission and the Council. After such
review, NMFS will publish a proposed rule in the Federal Register to implement a revision in the
state shares. After considering public comment, NMFS will publish a final rule in the Federal
Register to implement the changes in allocation

(h) De minimus status. Any state in which commercial bluefish landings during the last
preceding calendar year for which data are available were less than 0.1 percent of the total quota
for that year could be granted de minimus status by the NMFS and ASMFC upon the annual
recommendation of the MAFMC and ASMFC, by way of a recommendation from the Monitoring
Committee.

(1} The de minimus status will be valid only for that year for which the specifications are in
effect, and will be effective upon filing by the NMFS of the final specifications for the commercial
summer flounder fishery with the Office of the Federal Register.

(2) The total quota allocated to each de minimus state will be set equal to 0.1 percent of
the total yearly allocation, and will be subtracted from the coastwide quota before the remainder is
allocated to the other states.

(3) In applying for de minimus status, a state must show that it has implemented reasonable
steps to prevent landings from exceeding its de minimus allocation.

§ 648.161 Closures.

(a) EEZ closure. The Regional Administrator shall close the EEZ to fishing for bluefish by
commercial vessels for the remainder of the calendar year by publishing notification in the Federal
Register if he/she determines that the inaction of one or more states will cause the applicable F
specified in § 648.160(a) to be exceeded, or if the commercial fisheries in all states have been
closed. The Regional Administrator may reopen the EEZ if earlier inaction by a state has been
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remedied by that state, or if commercial fisheries in one or more states have been reopened without
causing the applicable specified F to be exceeded,

(b) State quotas. The Regional Administrator will monitor state commercial quotas based on
dealer reports and other available information and shall determine the date when a state commercial
quota will be harvested. The Regional Administrator shall publish notification in the Federal Register
advising a state that, effective upon a specific date, its commercial quota has been harvested and
notifying vessel and dealer permit holders that no commercial quota is available for landing bluefish
in that state.

§ 648.162 Time restrictions.

Vessels that are not eligible for a commercial permit under § 648.4(a){3) and fishermen
subject to the possession limit may fish for bluefish from January 1 through December 31. This
time period may be adjusted pursuant to the procedures in § 648.160.

§ 648.163 Minimum fish sizes.

If the MAFMC determines through its annual review or framework adjustment process that
minimumn fish size restrictions are necessary to assure that the fishing mortality rate is not
‘exceeded, or to attain other FMP objectives, such measures will be enacted through the procedure
specified in § 648.160.

(a) The minimum size would apply to all fishermen or vessels issued a commercial permit
under § 648.4 (a)(3), except on board party and charter boats carrying passengers for hire or
carrying more than three crew members, if a charter boat, or more than five crew members, if a
party boat;

(b} The minimurn size would apply to all fishermen or vessels that do not have a commercial
permit, or for party and charter vessels that are issued a commercial permit but are fishing with
passengers for hire, or carrying more than three crew members if a charter boat, or more than five
crew members if a party boat.

{e) The minimum sizes in this section apply to whole fish or to any part of a fish found in
possession, e.g., fillets, except that party and charter vessels possessing valid state permits
authorizing filleting at sea may possess fillets smaller that the size specified if all state requirements
are met.

§ 648.164 Gear restrictions.

If the MAFMC determines through its annual review or framework adjustment process that
gear restrictions are necessary to assure that the fishing mortality rate is not exceeded, or to attain
other FMP objectives, such measures will be enacted through the procedure specified in § 648.160.

§ 648.165 Possession restrictions.

(a) No person shall possess more than ten bluefish in, or harvested from, the EEZ unless
that person is the owner or operator of a fishing vessel issued a bluefish commercial permit or is
issued a bluefish dealer permit. Persons aboard a commercial vessel that is not eligible for a bluefish
commercial permit are subject to this possession limit, The owner, operator, and crew of a charter
or party boat issued a bluefish permit are not subject to the possession limit when not carrying
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passengers for hire and when the crew size does not exceed five for a party boat and three for a
charter boat.

(b) If whole bluefish are processed into fillets, the number of fillets will be converted to
whole bluefish at the place of landing by dividing the fillet number by two. If bluefish are filleted
into single (butterfly) fillets, each fillet is deemed to be from one whole bluefish. .

(c) Bluefish harvested by vessels subject to the possession limit with more than one person
on board may be pooled in one or more containers. Compliance with the daily possession limit will
be determined by dividing the number of bluefish on board by the number of persons on board,
other than the captain and the crew, If there is a violation of the possession limit on board a vessel
carrying more than one person, the violation shall be deemed to have been committed by the owner
and operator.

§ 648.166 Framework specifications.

(a) Within season management action. The Council may, at any time, initiate action to add
or adjust management measures if it finds that action is necessary to meet or be consistent with
the goals and objectives of the Bluefish FMP,

(1) Adjustment process. After a management action has been initiated, the Council shall
develop and analyze appropriate management actions over the span of at least two Council
meetings. The Council shall provide the public with advance notice of the availability of both the
proposals and the analysis and opportunity to comment on them prior to and at the second Council
meeting. The Council's recommendation on adjustments or additions to management measures
must come from one or more of the following categories: minimum fish size, maximum fish size,
gear restrictions (e.g., mesh size), gear requirements or prohibitions, permitting restrictions,
recreational possession limit, recreational season, closed areas, commercial season, and any other
management measures currently included in the FMP,

(2) MAFMC recommendation. After developing management actions and receiving public
testimony, the MAFMC shall make a recommendation to the Regiona! Administrator. The MAFMC's
recommendation must include supporting rationale and, if management measures are
recommended, an analysis of impacts and a recornmendation to the Regional Administrator on
whether t0 issue the management measures as a final rule. If the MAFMC recommends that the
management measures should be issued as a final rule, the MAFMC must consider at least the
following factors and provide support and analysis for each factor considered:

(i) Whether the availability of data on which the recommended management measures are
based allows for adequate time to publish a proposed rule, and whether regulations have to be in
place for an entire harvest/fishing season.

(i) Whether there has been adequate notice and opportunity for participation by the public
and members of the affected industry in the development of the MAFMC's recommended
management measures.

(iii} Whether there is an immediate need to protect the resource.

{iv) Whether there will be a continuing evaluation of management measures adopted
following their implementation as a final rule.

(3) Regional Administrator action. It the MAFMC's recommendation includes adjustments or
additions to management measures and, after reviewing the MAFMC's recommendation and
supporting information:

(i) If the Regional Administrator concurs with the MAFMC's recommended management
measures and determines that the recommended management measures should be issued as a final
rule based on the factors specified in paragraph (b)(2) of this section, the measures will be issued
as a final rule in the Federal Register.
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(i) If the Regional Administrator concurs with the MAFMC's recommendation and
determines that the recommended management measures should be published first as a proposed
rule, the measures will be published as a proposed rule in the Federal Register. After additional
public comment, if the Regional Administrator concurs with the MAFMC recommendation, the
measures will be issued as a final rule in the Federal Register.

(iii) If the Regional Administrator does not concur, the MAFMC will be notified in writing of
the reasons for the non-concurrence.

(b) Emergency action. Nothing in this section is meant to derogate from the authority of the
Secretary to take emergency action under section 305(e) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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